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A Comparative Analysis of Eight Areas
in Three Southeast Asian Countries

Yuichi Marumof

Now, I start my presentation titled “A Comparative Analysis of Eight Areas in Three Southeast
Asian Countries.” Three Southeast Asian Countries contain Vietnam, Cambodia and Kingdom
of Thailand. This Social Capital Project has conducted questionnaire survey in three countries
to date. I’d like to analyze the result of the survey by use of statistics. We also conducted
questionnaire survey in Laos, but some of questionnaires included incorrect outcome. Therefore,
I excluded the data of Laos.

First, I’d like to outline the comparison of social trust and social association in eight areas.
As for target areas of this survey, there contained Vietnam urban, Vietnam rural, Cambodia
urban and Cambodia rural. Afterwards, we added four areas in Thailand; Nonthaburi urban,
Nonthaburi rural, Chonburi urban and Cambodia rural.

Concerning about social trust and social association, I adopted Q1 : People can be trusted,
Q2 : Meet relatives, Q3 : Meet friends & acquaintances, Q4-A : Depth of social relations with
neighborhood and Q4-B : Proportion of neighborhood having relations. Choices of these five
questions were made up of the five-point Likert scale. A score of five points to one was assigned
in the order of wealth in social capital to the options on the five-point Likert scale in the questions
regarding social trust and social association. When all the respondents choose the option to
which five points were assigned, the average score would be 5.000. The lower limit might be
1.000.

As for average scores of social trust and social association, average score of Vietnam
urban area was 3.990, that of Vietnam rural area was 4.426, that of Cambodia urban area was
3.310, that of Cambodia rural area was 3.639, that of Nonthaburi urban area was 3.777, that of
Nonthaburi rural area was 3.905, that of Chonburi urban area was 3.601, that of Chonburi rural
area was 3.877. In every area, average scores of rural areas were higher than those of urban
areas.

Dose it mean that average scores of rural areas were higher than those of urban areas from
stands point of statistics? By use of analysis of variance (ANOVA) and multiple comparison,
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we can say that (1) average score of Vietnam rural area was higher than that of any other areas
(significant in 0.1% level). It is significant in 0.1% level means that within 1,000 times it seems
to be certain 999 times or more. (2) Average score of Cambodia rural area was higher than that
of Cambodia urban area (significant in 0.1% level). (3) Average score of Nonthaburi rural area
was not higher than that of Nonthaburi urban area (not statistically significant). (4) Average
score of Chonburi rural area was higher than that of Chonburi urban area (significant in 0.1%
level).

Second, I explain “Factor Analysis and Path Diagram by SEM.” SEM is an abbreviation
of Structural Equation Modeling.

This table (see Slide 6) demonstrates the factor analysis results for the Vietnam urban
area. This line shows question items. In factor analysis, question items correspond to observed
variables, while factor loading will take the value of -1 to +1 in case of orthogonal rotation. In
case of oblique rotation, the value may slightly exceed 1. Factor 1 is comprised of (1) not having
access to water, (2) threat of natural disasters and (3) threat of food shortage. Factor 2 consists
of (1) reliability on military sector in the event of disasters, (2) reliability on the police or
firefighting organizations in the event of disasters and (3) reliability on political parties or
politicians in the event of disasters. Factor 3 is made up of (1) reliance on military sector in the
event of difficulties, (2) reliance on the police or firefighting organizations in the event of
difficulties and (3) reliance on political parties or politicians in the event of difficulties.

Factor 1 is dubbed “threats to life,” Factor 2 “reliability on social institutions in the event
of disasters” and Factor 3 “reliance on social institutions in the event of difficulties.” The
correlation between Factors 1 and 2 stood at 0.248, and that between Factors 2 and 3 stood at
0.351. Weak correlations are observed in the two relationships. There is little correlation seen
between Factors 1 and 3, with a coefficient value of 0.194.

This table (see Slide 7) demonstrates the factor analysis results for Vietnam rural area.
Factor 1 is dubbed “reliance on social institutions in the event of difficulties,” Factor 2
“reliability on friends, neighbors or relatives in the event of disasters,” and Factor 3 “threats to
life.” Between Factors 1 and 2, a medium-level correlation is confirmed with a value of 0.401,
and between 2 and 3, a weak correlation with a value of 0.314. There is little correlation
confirmed between Factors 1 and 3, with a value of 0.147.

This diagram (see Slide 8) is a path diagram by SEM drawn on the basis of the factor
analysis about Vietnam rural area. All paths are statistically significant. In this model, “threats
to life” serve as an exogenous variable. Exogenous variable is determined outside the model in
which it is used. With regard to causal relationships, “threats to life” have a minor impact of
0.336 on “reliability on friends, neighbors or relatives in the event of disasters.” The reliability
on friends, neighbors or relatives in the event of disasters has a medium-level influence of 0.442
on “reliance on social institutions in the event of difficulties.”

Lastly, I'd like to designate the area where the path diagram can be drawn as an example.
This path diagram (see Slide 10) has been drawn on the basis of the factor analysis about
Cambodia urban area. All the paths are statistically significant.
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In this model, “reliance or reliability on social institutions in the event of disasters or difficulties”
and “reliance or reliability on schools or hospitals in the event of disasters or difficulties” are
both exogenous variables. With regard to causal relationships, the exogenous variable of reliance
or reliability on social institutions in the event of disasters or difficulties has a medium-level
impact of 0.412 on the reliance or reliability on neighbors or friends in the event of disasters or
difficulties. The other exogenous variable, namely reliance or reliability on schools or hospitals
in the event of disasters or difficulties, has a limited impact of 0.325 on the reliance or reliability
on neighbors or friends in the event of disasters or difficulties.

This path diagram (see Slide 13) has been drawn on the basis of the factor analysis about
Nonthaburi urban area. Regrettably, one path between latent variables is not statistically
significant (p = 0.194).

This path diagram (see Slide 15) has been drawn on the basis of the factor analysis about
Nonthaburi rural area. All the paths are statistically significant. In this model, “reliability on
friends, acquaintances or people in neighborhood in the event of disasters” serves as an
exogenous variable. Regarding causal relationships, the exogenous variable of reliability on
friends, acquaintances or people in neighborhood in the event of disasters has a medium-level
impact of 0.666 on “reliance or reliability on public organizations in the event of disasters or
difficulties.” The reliance or reliability on public organizations in the event of disasters or
difficulties has a strong-level influence of 0.715 on reliance on social organizations in the event
of difficulties.

This path diagram (see Slide 17) has been drawn on the basis of the factor analysis about
Chonburi urban area. Two paths between latent variables are almost statistically significant
(» =0.008, p = 0.051). In this model, reliance on “social capital in neighborhood” in the event
of difficulties serves as an exogenous variable.

This path diagram (see Slide 19) has been drawn on the basis of the factor analysis about
Chonburi rural area. Regrettably, two paths between latent variables are not statistically
significant (p = 0.097, p = 0.153).
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A Comparative Analysis of 8 Areas

in 3 Southeast Asian Countries

RET7OT73INESHIE D LLE 2 #7

Yuichi MARUMO

Comparison of social trust and social association

(HEEHE - D2EHLEFRDLEE)

. . - Vietnam | Vietnam | Cambodia | Cambodia | Nonthabuni | Nonthabur | Chonburi | Chonbun
Social trustd social association urban rural urban rural urban rural urban rural
Q1: People can be trusted 3680 | 4000 2650 2915 32N 3.375 3.160 2688
Q2: Meet relatives 3600 | 4730 3,665 4.050 3975 4.185 3.710 413
Q3: Meet friends & acquaintances | 3.920 | 4.110 3810 4140 3.854 3.955 3.790 4162
Q4-A: Depth of social relations
with neigh 4390 | 4430 3435 3610 ing 3.880 3,600 3889
Q4-B: Proportion of neibourghood
S 4360 | 4770 2990 3480 4070 4130 3745 4518
total sum 19950 | 22130 | 16550 | 18195 | 18884 | 19525 | 18005 | 19.387
average 3990 | 4426 3.310 3.639 m 3.905 3.601 3817

(note) All questions are made up of the five-point Likert scale.
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Average of social trust and social association

Vietnam Vietnam Cambodia Cambodia Nonthaburi Nonthaburi Chonburi Chonburi
urban rural urban rural urban rural urban rural

= Average+
sD

—— Average

= Average-
sD

ANOVA—multiple comparison
(DR HT) (ZEHE)

Wietnam Vielnam Chonburi Chonbur P e

urban rural urban rural urban fural urban rural

3.990 4428 aan 3639 am 3808 3801 3877 L
3.990 4428 aao 3638 am 3.808 3801 3877 i
3990 4426 3310 3639 3 3.905 3601 3877 Ll
3990 4428 aan 3830 3m 3908 3601 3877 ok wk
3.990 4428 aan 3639 am 3.905 3601 3877 L
3.990 4426 3310 3.639 Err 3.905 3601 3877 L
3990 4426 3310 B.639 an 3.905 a.601 3877 L

{note) ko < 0.01, %k p < 0.001 4
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Factor Analysis and
Path Diagram by SEM
RFHHr&
OB EDICKDH/NRE

Factor analysis (Vietnam urban)

Maximum Likelihood Method, Oblique Promax Rotation

Factor Name Question items (ohserved variable) Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3
Not having access to water 1.003 -0.024 0.015
Factor 1 Threats to life Threat, natural disasters 0.848 0.092 -0.122
Threat, food shortage 0.811 -0.061 0.154
Reliability on social Reliability on military sector 0.016 1.006 -0.030
Factor 2 institutions in the event of  Reliability on police or firefighting organizations 0.034 0.841 -0.024
Reliability on political parties or politici -0.055 0519 0.206
Reliance on social Reliance on military sector -0.077 0.086 0.884
Factor 3 institufions in the event of  Reliance on police or firefighting orpanizations 0.062 0.044 0.802
difficulties Reliance on political parties or politicians 0.053 -0.049 0.663
Interfactor correlation (see Note) 1.000

0.248 1.000

0.194 0.351 1.000

n = 100, Cronbach's alpha = 0.811
Note: This merely rep the: ffi between factors.
No causal relationship is known as no path diagram can be created
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Factor analysis (Vietnam rural)
Maxi Likelthood Method, Oblique Promax Rotation
Factor Name Question items (observed variable) Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3
Reliance on social Reliance on police or firefighting organizations 0.966 0033 0.010
Factor 1 institutions in the event of Reliance on military sector 0908 0.062 0041
difficulties Reliance on political parties or politicians 0779 0.030 0.034
Rehability on friends, Relabil friends or = -0.002 0.505 0.050
Factor 2 neighbors or relatives in the Reliability on people in neighborhood 0.086 0.847 0023
event of disasters Reliability on relatives 0013 0.833 -0.060
Not having access to water 0.080 -0.050 0830
Factor 3 Threats to life Threat, food shortage -0.168 0.095 0.761
Poor means of | ip 3 0.090 -0.035 0.732
Interfactor Correlation 1000

0401 1.000

0.147 0314 1.000

n =100, Cronbach’s alpha = 0.810

©

[Refance on politics! parties or paiiticians |

Relance onsocial
= institutions in the event

of difficulties Threats to life

(exogenous variable)

Reliability on pecple in mid!horfmd

Relabiity on relatives

(<

|Rol'ability on friends or acquaintances

Vietnam rural n =100

All the paths are statistically significant.
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Factor analysis (Cambodia urban)

Likelihood Method, Obligue Promax Rotation

Factor Name Question items (observed vanable Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3
Reliance or Reliability on Reliabdity on people in neighbarhood 0911 0.023 -0.080
Factor 1 neighbors or fiends in the event Reliance on people in neighborhood [ %)) 0029 0105
of disasters or dificulties Reliability on friends or acquaintances 0572 0.045 0,030
Reliance or Reliability on Reliabidity on organizations in nearbry communsty 0028 0792 0078
Factor 2 social institutions in the event Rehabiity on volunteers, NPOs or civic groups, ete. 0016 [k 0009
of disasters or dificulties Feliance on religious szaty 0.086 0.906 0.148
Reliance or Reliability on Reliance on schoals or hospitals o013 0.002 1.005
Factor 3 schools or hospitals in the event
of disasters or dificulties Reliabdity on schools or hospitals 0.046 0.023 0616
Interfactor Correlation Looo
0410 1000
0333 014 1.000
n =200, Cronbach's alpha = 0.774

©

Rellabiity on friends ar !

[ttty o o g

Reliance or Reliabilty on
schools or hospitals
In the event of
disasters or difficulties
[exogenous variable)

neighbors nrlrinn;h
in the event of
disasters or difficulties

Rellance on schoals or hospitals

Reliance or Reliability on
social institutions

in the event of disasters or difficulties

(exogenous variable)

Fieliarce on refigous orgarizatiors:

=)
Redabiity on organizatiors:

n ¥

Reliabiity on volurtesrs, NPCs
or chvic goups, etc.

Cambodia urban n =200

All the paths are statistically significant.
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Factor analysis (Cambodia rural)
Masimum Likelibood Method, Oblique Promax Rotation
Factor Name ‘Question items (obsenved variable) Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3
Rekiance or Reliability on Relisbiliry on people in neighborhosd 0842 D084 0035
Factor 1 neighbars or fiiends in the event Reliznce on people in neighborhood 0684 0.001 0035
of disasters or dfficulties Relisbility on friends or 0569 0.088 0149
Reliance or Reliability on Reliznce on volunteers, NPOs or civic groups, efc. o0 0778 L9
Factor 2 social institutions in the event Relisbility on vohmteers, NPOs or civic groups, efc. 0.088 0.768 L0
of disasters or dificulties Refiance izations i i 0133 0537 0.125
Reliance or Reliability on Reliance on schools or hospitals 0027 0022 1007
Factor 3 schools or hospitals in the event
of disasters or dificulties Rehisbility on schools or hospstals 0209 0008 0425
Interfactor Comelation (see Note) 1.000
0.106 1.000
0.101 0199 1.000
n =200, Cronbach’s alpha = 0.541

Mote: This merely represents the comelation coefficient between factors.
No causal relationship is known as no path diagram can be created

Factor analysis (Nonthaburi urban)

Prncipal Factor Method, Oblsque Promax Rotation

Factor Name Question tems (observed variable) Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3
Reliance or Reliability on Reliability on religious arganizations [ 0067 2138
Factor 1 seligious organizstions o veluntesrs  Reliance on religious coganizations 0 2080 0231
in the event of disasters or difficulties R.eliability on volunteers, NGOs or civic groups 0.5%0 0.106 0.026
Reliance or Reliability on Reliability on frends or acquamtances 0033 om 0192
Factor 2 friends, acquas dati Reliance on friend. quai 0.042 one o3
in the event of disasters or difficulties R eliance on relatives 0154 0526 0210
Factor 3 Rn_non pwlcwm Reliance on public institution 2001 0044 0703
m the event of dfficulties Reliance on palice 0.065 0.065 0.563
Interfactor Correlation 1000
0331 1.000
0136 0143 1.000

n =122, Cronbach’s alpha = 0.745
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Reliance on religious organizatio

o

|Relistibty on religious organization

Relishility on
olunteers, N30s or civic group|

Re liance or Reliability on religious
org@nizations or volunteers in the
evernt of disasters or difficulties

Reliance on public organizstions
in the event of difficulties
(exogenous variable)

Reliance or Reliability on friends,
acomintances or mkt s
in the event of dissters or difficulties

Ao

[Retisiity on friends, |

Reliance on public Institution’

Nonthaburi urban n=122

One path is not statistically significant (p = 0.194).

Factor analysis (Nonthaburi rural)

Principal Factor Method, Oblique Promax Rotation

Factor Name Question items (observed variable} Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3
) ] Rehance on public institution 1007 0087 0012
Factor 1 R“‘;“m";;t“‘f"‘l - ""‘.."“. "% Reliance on fire department 0,605 0.165 0.054
Reliance on relipous erganizations 0313 0.136 0020
Relianice or Reliablity Rehability on village head, commmumity head -0.061 0883 0.062
Factor 2 on public crganizati Rl +village head ity head 0301 0632 0086
in the event of disasters or difficulties Reliability on public instistion (AP ] 0390 0.296
Relability on friends, scquaintances  Reliability on friends, acquaintances 000 0081 0930
Factor 3 ar people in neighbarhoad
n the event of disasters Reliability on people in neighborhood n.0%0 0132 0597
Interfactor Comelation 1000

0.508 1.000

0412 0454 1.000

n =130, Cronbach’s alpha = 0.858
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Rellance on fire d =

L on religious izt

Reliance on social orgnizations
in the event of difficulties

- m

Reliance on public institution

Reliabilty on friends, acouaintances

Reliance or Reliabiity
on public o gEnizations ulrll!nd! in r:mmm
in the event of disasters or dificulties in the evert of di s
(exngenous varlable)

Reliabiity on public institution
Reliabiity on friends, acquaintances

Reliakility on 9
village head, community head o

Reliance an d
villagehaad, community head|

Nonthaburi rural n=130

All the paths are statistically significant.

Factor analysis (Chonburi urban)

M, Likelihood Method. Oblique Promax Raotation
Factor Name Question items (observed variable) Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3
Relance on Reliance on fire department 0858 (12 0.007
Factor 1 public rzanizations Reliance on pelice 0.841 0062 0.004
in the event of difficulties Reliance on public instinution 0689 [ 01) an7?
not having access to water Rl [} :-] o
Factor 2 Threats to life threat, food shortage 0024 o 0.009
poor means of ion, road condition, traffice accident 0.064 0.636 -0.013
Rebiance on “social capital  Rekiance on relatives 0051 ‘021 0.836
Factor 3 in neighborhood™
in the event of &fficulties eliance on friends or acquaintances 0.050 0.004 0.672
Interfactor Correlation 1.000
0099 1.000
0236 (N ¥ ] 1.000
n =175, Cronbach’s alpha = 0.705
16
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Rellance on fire departme)

Reliance on
public organtz atiors
in the evert of difficulties

Reliance on " sodal capital
in neighborhood™

in the event of difficulties

(exopenows variable)

Reliance on relstive

Chonburi urban n=175

All the paths are almost statistically significant (p=0.008, p =0.051).
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Factor analysis (Chonburi rural)

Principal Factor Method. Obligue Promax Ratation

Factor Name Question items {observed vanable) Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3
Reliance on “social capital Reliance on friends, scquamtances 0.962 0018 -0.002
Factor 1 = neighborhoad” Reliance on relatives 0775 D080 D023
in the event of difficulties Reliance on peaple in neighborhood 0.680 0.105 [N +]
crvil war, politscal turmedl 0.052 0.747 00s
Factor 2 Threats to life natural disaster -0.005 0312 0023
poor means of ion, road conditicn, traffice accident 0.064 0.701 2158
Reliabality on public organizations  Reliababity on coworker 00T 0.006 ]
Factor 3 or workplace Reliability on employer 0,004 e o
in the event of disasters Refiabdity on police 0047 0019 0595
Intarfactor Correlation 1.000
0193 1.000
017 0.003 1000

n =111, Cronbach’s alpha = 0670
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poor means of transportation,
road condition, traffice accident

Reliability on public orgnizations
or workplace

in the event of disssters

(exogenous varial

‘o Reliability on police,
Reliability on coworker] 9
i oo

[Refance on peogle in neighborhood |

Chonburi rural n=111

Two paths are not statistically significant (p = 0.097, p = 0.153).
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Comparison between 8 Areas
Based on Factor Analysis and Path Diagram

EF N &SRR IZHE DL sthis o) tL s
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Vietnam urban Vietnam rural Cambodia urban | Cambodia rural
. . . Reliance or Reliability on Reliance or Reliability on
N Rehen:ann.sncnalmu neighbors or friends inthe | neighbors or friends in the
Factor 1 Threats to life in the ovont of 8 of dh
avent of difficulbes d Ee.’ars aeent X ﬂ.*rs
or difficulties or difficulies
Reliance or Reliability on
Reliability on social Reliability on friends, social institutions in the Reliance or Reliabiity on
Factor 2 institutions in the: i or relatives in evenl of disasters social institutions in the event
event of disasters the event of disasters or difficulties of disasters or difficulies
(exngenous variable)
Reliance or Reliability on . -
. . Reliance or Reliability on
Raliance m.mnel instilubons Threats to life schools or hﬁﬁ)ﬂ.ﬂs in the schools or Is in the
Factor 3 in the (exogenous variable) svent of disasters event of disasters
avent of difficulties or difficulties X .
; or difficulies
(exngenous variable)
n 100 100 200 200
- Cranbach s.dphe 0.811 0.810 0.774 0.541
(internal consistency)
SEM ho Yes Yes Mo
(path diagram)
GFl = 0921 GFl = 0.953
SEM consistency - AGF| = 0.858 AGFI = 0.906 -
RMSEA = 0.068 RMSEA = 0.078
Paths in SEM o " n
Nonthaburi urban Nonthaburi rural Chonburi urban Chonburi rural
Reliance or Relabdity on . . - Refiance on Reliance on "social capital
Factor 1 raligious organizations of vohuntgers '“n”&mﬂmmm pubiic organizat i neighborhood”
in the event of disasters or difficulties in the event of difficulies in the event of difficulies
Raliance or Raliabity on 'mw".”““f“"f"’ S
Factor 2 e, AcquAINANCES or relaives n‘:; “':I‘:?:iﬁhu sor Threats o e . -
in the event of disasters or difficulties e
difficuties
Reliabl‘h'_m iends, Reliance on "social capilal Reababality on public organizations
Rafance on pubiec in neighbarhood” or workpiece
Factor 3 in the event of difficulias or peapk in neighborood . N
( s variabie) i the event of di in the event of difficulies in the event of disasters
STgena ( m“*w : variabie) variable
n 122 130 175 i
Cronbach's alpha 0745 0858 0705 087
(internal consistency)
SEM \ Yes Yas Yes Yes
(path diagram)
GFI=0929 GFI=0937 GFI=04T1 GFI=0941
SEM consistency AGFI = 0,858 AGFI = 0875 AGFI = 0942 AGFI = 0893
RMSEA = 0.101 RMSEA = 0.090 RMSEA = 0.034 RMSEA = 0.051
B One path is not . o - o Two paths are not
Paths in SEM siaisticsly significant Statisticaly significant Aimost statistically significant sialisticaly significent
Note: Factors with the same name have different i or g items as 22
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Vietnam urban Vietnam rural Cambodia urban Cambodia rural
F—— F—
1. Raliability in the o olm:r'u.:uu ;.m”“n.‘l 'H.n;fn mnm.:nuln::e
:Wﬂ' " in the event of difficulies. . . ! event of difficulties are not
disasters and reliance in the Iy cala event of difficulies are not separate. (Neighbors,
event of difficullies are Sepanse. separate. (Neighbors, N
= 2. Social institutions schools or hospitals are
separate. -> Possibly close to schools or hospitals are ;
o ihe of Shinj include the miltary sector onlniw of relied on in the event of
Characteristics e w and political parties disastors and m"" disasters and difficulies
2 Social institufi ok 3, Reliability on friends, aiike.) ailike. )
. neighbors or relatives in ¥ 2. The factors extracted are
the médary sector and 2. Threats to life are not
. " the event of disasters identical with those in the
poliical parties (significant ’ - axtracted as a factor.
rokence on Swm). datermines reliance on social 3, Thore 670 o GQuNoUs urban area. .
institutions in the event of " 3. Intemal consistency is
difficulties. poor.
Nonthaburi urban | Nonthaburi rural Chonburi urban Chonburi rural
1 on 1. Reliability in the event of
. shabillty on publc disasters and reliance in the
1. Rellsbibty in the oventof orpenizaions inhe eventof |, oy oripney is evert of difficuties are
disasters and reliance in the (disasters and reliance on excelent separats. > Possibly close to
event of difficulies are not public organizations in the ) ihe 'usn..
Characteristics | separate. evant of difficulties are not 2. Reliabilises in the of |2 'mmm“"'“' “'m

2. Threats 1o life are not
exiracted as a factor.

2. Threats to life are not
extracted as a factor.

disasters are nol extracted as |factors.

& factor.

3. Reliability on workplace or
police are extracted as a
single factor.
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