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ABSTRACT

Nowadays, Tha youths are growing up in a time of globalization that tends to
improve the youths their standard of living. However, globalization improves their
standard of living but not their subjective well-being. This leads to have alot of behaviora
problems. Youths quality of life should be identified within the Thai cultural context.
Additionally, the youths' quality of lifeis affected by their living arrangements and family
structure. Y ouths residing outside of two-parent families tend to have a poorer quality of
life. It is worthwhile to examine the relationship between the family structure and youths
quality of life in the Thai context. The family structure has become increasingly diverse
and complex in recent decades. The objectives of this study are: (1) to identify youth
quality of life in Kanchanaburi province; and (2) to examine the association between
family structure and the youths quality of life using indicators regarding school/college
enrolment, smoking, and alcohol drinking in the Kanchanaburi Demographic Surveillance
System (KDSS). Two data sets were used in this study: the Happiness Indicator Survey
2005 and the KDSS 2001-2004. Factor analysis and Logistic regression analysis were
employed.

The results of the first objective show that there are thirty-eight indicators in six
components covering subjective and objective quality of life indicators among youths in
the Kanchanaburi province: standard of emotion, standard of physical environment,
standard of living, social capital, cultural belief activities, and physical health. The highest
score in relation to the youths quality of life was the standard of their physica
environment, while the lowest score was related to cultural belief activities. The results of
the second objective revealed that there were no differences between youths in two-parent
families and single-parent families in terms of quality of life. However, youth in extended
households had a greater likelihood to enroll in school and not smoke cigarettes relative to
those in nuclear households, while youths in non-parent families had a reduced likelihood
to drink acohol relative to those in two-parent families.

In conclusion, this study’s findings support the following: (1) cultural belief
activities should be focused on in order to improve youth quality of life; (2) the role of
grandparents in the household is crucial in order to socialize children and youth in the
household and community; and (3) parents should socialize their children more strongly in
order to avoid health risk behaviors.
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118 pp.




Fac. of Grad. Studies, Mahidol Univ. Thesis / v

4 k4 '
HaUDd 1ATIds uATEUATIREMIT Ianun T IaToguluiuithse Saimalsznnsmaauys (THE

IMPACT OF FAMILY STRUCTURE ON YOUTHS QUALITY OF LIFE
INDICATORS: EVIDENCE FROM THE KANCHANABURI DSS, THAILAND)

IUNNA WH191%1 4736331 PRDE /D

15.0. Aszmnsmans)

an o J a a

a a o a I'd
AMZNTINMIAIANINGITNUT: ATHUN Aadguada, Ph.D., Us11und dsezamna, Ph.D.,

a

A < = av 4
IADUINY TIT580AIU, Ph.D.

UNANGD
o o 1 a 2 Ay ¢ o qY a9 7 o s
‘ﬂi]ﬂ‘l_lu ’JfJ‘;;u'lVIEJLmJTWIJu‘I/mJﬂaNﬂizuﬁiamﬂ:}@lu Vl'ﬂﬁﬂﬂlﬂ'lwsﬁﬁﬁﬂ']uﬂ'l'm!ﬂuﬂQﬂ"llu HWAUDN
Ay do ' o ' o q ¥ Na o 1 ad Y AR Y a =
ﬂﬁgllﬁiﬁﬂ']ﬂ’lﬁ‘luﬂ\?ﬂﬁ1'3ﬂﬂ‘ll1Nﬁ1ﬂ15ﬂﬂ11ﬁﬂmﬂ1wﬂfﬂ@]ﬂlf]\iﬁﬂiuiuﬂ']Wi'Jllﬂslluvlﬂ !L@]ﬂﬁﬂﬁ\?ﬁ\lﬂiwlﬂﬂﬂﬂjﬁ']ﬂ

' Y '
Meafunganssuvesiosudiuumnnme  aumsheziimsanmguamdiaiegulunmsinluuiunvesing

o

& ' P | o P @ o~ aa o 1 Ay MY o o
HUHDNIINU @'mﬂﬁ']'J]llﬂfJ1ﬂ15@g@']ﬁﬂua$Iﬂ5\1?{51\1ﬂﬁﬂﬂﬂiﬂuwaﬁ@ﬂmﬂ’]w"ﬂﬂﬁ’lﬂﬁu Tﬂﬂ’;&l;uﬂ‘ln"lﬂmﬁﬂ@gﬂn

)
v
v @ J

aseunifitinedauysalaglguamiiaisind  dnfumsnadeunnuduiusszrinlnssaduaseunsay

e

=

AuamiIaegudadinnuihaulyluusunvesaseunsa Inentinnunarnnatenniulunarsseisum
v 9

=3 v A
MIANHIATIUY

o

s A A o o o Aa o v o ~ A
ﬁqﬂizmﬂ o 1. L‘WE)mwuﬂm‘mﬂﬁ]mmwmmﬂquiuﬂwaﬂmmﬁuui IHag2. IWenaaoy

Ed 1 r
anuduiussgninlassaduasouniuazdFiaquamdiatosuludn msdnm msquyws vazmsangs

A 4 o o o ~ = S vy ) : Y 1y av
Gl,u‘W‘Ll‘V]ng'li3HQWWQﬂiz‘B'Iﬂ‘iﬁ]QW’JﬂﬂWﬂJu%uui ﬂ'liﬂﬂHWﬂiiusl"b"UE]qu,ﬁflg 2 %A lJliﬂ!!,'ﬂ ﬂlﬂuﬁaﬂ?ﬂiﬂiiﬂﬁ'ﬁ]ﬂuﬂim1ﬂﬁ
A A 44 v oA ' a o v o
meumwmmi]q;mmmmﬂ%u@ﬂ1anﬁausan1uguﬂ1ﬂ@]:aumﬂ WA, 2548 !LﬂZGUEHJ"ﬁMﬂiﬂi\iﬂ'ﬁlgj'ﬁzﬁﬁﬂﬁ
~ a 7 = S Ay a ¢ a ¢
ﬂi%“ﬁWﬂiﬂWyfﬂuui W.A. 2543-2547 ﬂ"li’JLﬂiT%ﬂGl‘lJfﬂiﬁﬂ‘H1ﬂ5\‘11&1“]5ﬂ15'3Lﬂ51%‘1’7'I’Nﬂﬂigﬂﬂﬂuagﬂ"ﬁ’uﬂiﬂ“ﬁﬂﬁ
01ANDYADIAAN
= o o 3 Aa o 1 o [ ~ kY @ d"q}
Wﬂﬂ']iﬂﬂﬂﬂuﬁ@]i]ﬂigﬁﬂﬂuiﬂ WUN ﬂmfﬂWG]f’N]’JElizLl1“ﬁN‘H7!ﬂﬂWQJ,i]uuiﬂigﬂﬂﬂqﬂﬂﬁﬂﬂﬁﬂlﬂﬂﬂmﬂWW
Na o Ao s aa s £ 2 a ao v aw P
¥IN 38 GlTIf'JﬂLLﬁ%ﬂﬂﬂﬂi&ﬂ@UﬂmﬂWW"ﬁﬂﬁ 6 oindszneu ‘]Nﬂ5i’)‘]JﬂqNWQiHLTQﬂ"I'J&"JﬁULm%ﬂV]Uﬁﬂ hlfﬂ!!.f’l
g a 2 <4 ' o a o 4
E]Qﬂﬂi%ﬂ@ﬂﬁ"lu%ﬁiﬂ ﬁ\iL!'JﬂgE]MV]Nﬂ'IEJﬂ'I‘W ﬂmmﬂuag NUNTIAY ﬂi]ﬂiiﬂﬂ]i?muﬁiiuﬁ]uﬂ'ﬂﬂ!%@ uae
g Aa Aa a A g Yy A v g
FUNINNY aqus:ﬂammmwmwmmuuqmqrﬂ fio 99nllsznouAuAwIAdaNNIINMENIN azeenlsenoy
Aa Aa o A A s Yy  a o Y A ' =
AUNNTIANUASLUUAING A 9 04AYTZNBUAIUNINTSUNITAUTTTUATUA YD 'ET'J“L!WﬁﬂWSﬁﬂEﬂH
o I ' o 1 o 1 ' o o 1 A ' = = Vo
'Jﬁi!ﬂi%ﬁiﬂﬂﬁ@\? NUN ’JEliqL!Gluﬂif]Uﬂ3'JW?)L!JJﬁllll"ﬁmllﬁ%ﬂﬁ’é)‘]Jﬂi'.)‘WE]‘HﬁE]!Lll‘ﬂuLﬂEJ’JbliJiJﬂ'J”IiJLMﬂﬁNﬂuGlu

v Na < o o A a A = ' ' Ay oo
ATUAUNINYIN ?JfJ'Nllianll aﬂqu“luﬂﬁm]uﬁumﬂ%miam’mn%ﬁﬂyW\f]111ﬂanagquuﬂiuaﬂmnﬂfguM

A

@ A Ao o Ay 1A T oA a A D] Voo o 1 ' s
ATUTDURYD "llil!3‘1/]'JfJ%;‘L!Gluﬂ3E]Uﬂi'J‘I/]UliJilWE]!,LiJilziJWQﬂﬂiiiJﬂ'liﬂMq‘iTL!E]Elﬂ'ﬂ'lﬂéuiuﬂi@ﬂﬂi??‘lmmauuim

naramsAnet  aunsaeuenuzldn 1. arstimsduaiuninssuneiausssuduanuye lungy

o 3 y oA o ' 2 o o
Foguldnndu 2. msduasvunumludumsevsudidouvedgeegunaniaz Jogulunsuseunaz gy uaz
3. msnumuunmvesweiliianuasiaialumsensudiaenioguludungdnssudsanaguamliun

v

=
[INERY]

118 %th




CONTENTS

Page
ACKNOWLEDGEMENT iii
ABSTRACT iv
LIST OF TABLES iX
LIST OF FIGURES Xii
CHAPTER I INTRODUCTION
1.1 Background and Rationale 1
1.2 Research Questions 7
1.3 Research Objectives 7
1.4 Scope of the Study 8
1.5 Limitation of the Study 8
1.6 Conceptual Framework 8
1.7 Operational Definitions 10
CHAPTER Il LITERATURE REVIEW
2.1 Quality of Life 12
2.1.1 Theoretical Perspective of Quality of Life 12
2.1.2 Definitions of Quality of Life 15
2.1.3 Social Indicators 18
2.1.4 Quality of Life Assessment 22
2.2 Youths’ Quality of Life 28
2.2.1 Adolescence and Youth Development in Context 28
2.2.2 Previous Studies on Youths’ Quality of Life 30
2.3 Family Structure 36
2.3.1 Concepts of Family Structure 37
2.3.2 Thai Family 38
2.3.3 Theoretical Perspective on Family Structure on Child and
Youths’ Quality of Life 39

2.3.4 The Impact of Family Structure on Youths” Quality of Life 41



vii

CONTENTS (CONT.)

Page
2.3.5 Other Factors Influencing Youths’ Quality of Life 43
2.4 Research Hypothesis 46

CHAPTER Il METHODOLOGY
3.1 Method of Identifying Youths’ Quality of Life in Kanchanaburi Province 47

3.1.1 Data 47
3.1.2 Sample 48
3.1.3 Procedure of Identifying Youths’ Quality of Life 48
3.1.4 Method for Youths” Quality of Life Score 50

3.2 Method of Examining the Impact of Family Structure on
Youths” Quality of Life Indicators in Kanchanaburi DSS 61
3.2.1 Data 61
3.2.2 Sample 62
3.2.3 Measurement of Variables 63
3.2.4 Method of Analysis 66

CHAPTER IV DESCRIPTION OF THE SAMPLE

4.1 Happiness Indicator Survey 68
4.2 Kanchanaburi Demographic Surveillance System 71

CHAPTER V FINDINGS OF ANALYSES
5.1 Measurement of Youths” Quality of Life (Happiness Indicator Survey,

2005) 78
5.1.1 Identifying Youths” Quality of Life 78
5.1.2 Youths’ Quality of Life Score 81
5.2 Relationship between Family and Youths’ Quality of Life Indicators
(KDSS, 2001 and 2004) 86
5.3 The Impact of Family Structure on Youths’ Quality of Life Indicators
(KDSS, 2001 and 2004) 94
5.3.1 School/College Enrolment 94

5.3.2 Smoking 97



viii

CONTENTS (CONT.)

Page
5.3.3 Alcohol Drinking 100
5.4 Discussion 103
CHAPTER VI CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS
6.1 Conclusion of Results 107
6.1.1 Objective 1: To Identify Youths’ Quality of Life in Kanchanaburi
Province 107

6.1.2 Objective 2: To Examine the Association between Family Structure
and Youths’ Quality of Life Indicators in the Kanchanaburi DSS 108

6.2 Recommendations 109
6.3 Recommendations for Further Study 110
BIBLIOGRAPHY 111

BIOGRAPHY 118



Table 1.1
Table 1.2

Table 1.3

Table 1.4

Table 2.1

Table 2.2

Table 2.3

Table 3.1

Table 3.2

Table 4.1

Table 4.2

Table 4.3

Table 4.4

Table 4.5

Table 5.1

Table 5.2
Table 5.3

LIST OF TABLES

Family Size by Region in Thailand 1970-2000
Percentage Distribution of Gender of Household Head
and Family Structure in Thailand 1980-2005

Net School Enrolment Rate by Educational Level in Thailand

during 1999-2005

Structure of Thesis

Objective and Subjective Social Indicators

Normalization Method

Components Adopted in Particular Analyses of

Youths’ Quality of Life

Initial Variables for Identifying the Indicators and
Components of Youths’ Quality of Life

Variables, Concept Used, and Score and Measurement
Descriptive Statistics, Happiness Indicator Survey, 2005
Mean Levels of Variables across Family Structures,
Happiness Indicator Survey, 2005
Youth and Primary Guardian Characteristics of the Sample,
KDSS 2001

Family Structures by Cohort of Youth 13-18 Years Old,
KDSS 2001-2004

Family Structure by Cohort of Youth 13-18 Years Old

by Residential Area, KDSS 2001-2004

Factor Loading, Eigen Value, and Percentage of Variance
Summary of Youths’ Quality of Life Components
Maximum and Minimum Values of Youths’ Quality of Life

Components

Page

10
19
26
31
51
59
69
71
73
75
77
79

81

82



Table 5.4

Table 5.5

Table 5.6

Table 5.7

Table 5.8

Table 5.9
Table 5.10

Table 5.11

Table 5.12

LIST OF TABLES (CONT.)

Average Score of Youths’ Quality of Life Component

Average Score of Youths’ Quality of Life
Components by Variables

Relationship between Independent Variables, Control
Variables, and Youth’s School/College Enrolment,
KDSS 2001 and 2004

Relationship between Independent Variables, Control
Variables, and Youth’s Smoking, KDSS 2001 and 2004
Relationship between Independent Variables, Control
Variables, and Youth’s Alcohol Drinking, KDSS
2001 and 2004

Working Status of Youth in 2004

The Odds Ratios of Logistic Regression Analysis

of the Impact of Family Structure on Youth’s
School/College Enrolment, KDSS 2001 and 2004

The Odds of Logistic Regression for the Impact of Family

Structure on Youth’s Smoking, KDSS 2001 and 2004

Odds Ratios of Logistic Regression Analysis of the Impact

of Family Structure on Youth’s Alcohol Drinking,
KDSS 2001 and 2004

Page

83

85

87

89

92
94

96

99

101



Figure 1.1

Figure 1.2
Figure 2.1

Figure 3.1

Figure 4.1

Figure 4.2

LIST OF FIGURES

Percentage of Thai Youth who were Smoking and Drinking
in 2001 and 2004

Conceptual Framework

Mediation and Moderation Model of the Relationship
between Family Structure and Child Outcomes

Steps of Identifying the Indicators and Components of
Youths” Quality of Life

Trend of Family Structure in 2001-2004 by Cohort of Youth
13-18 Years Old

Trend of Family Structure in 2001-2004 by Cohort of Youth
15-24 Years Old, KDSS 2001-2004

page

41

49

76

77



Fac. of Grad. Studies, Mahidol Univ. Ph.D. (Demography) / 1

CHAPTER |
INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background and Rationale

Demographic transition in Thailand during the last 35 years depicts changing
numbers of both total population and young population. The population growth rate
has tended to decrease due to the decline in fertility, which has also affected the
population structure. The Thai population structure has changed and is facing a crisis
of becoming an *“aged population.” The proportion of older population is increasing,
while the proportions of children and youth are decreasing. The population projection
in Thailand from 2000 to 2050 showed that the proportion of Thai youth, aged 15-24,
has been slightly decreasing from 17.3 percent in 1960 to 11.2 percent in 2050
(United Nations, 2006). It is also expected that Thailand will face a challenge for
economic development in the future because youth are considered to be an important
population group that has contributed to Thailand’s development during the past three
decades. To ensure Thailand’s sustainable development in the long-term, youth is the
population group that must be of primary concern.

Nowadays, Thai youth are growing up in a period of globalization, which is
occurring along with vast economic and technological development. The government
has implemented policies for both economic and social development with an
emphasis on economic growth and a free market. As a result of rapid economic
growth, the GDP per capita has increased and poverty levels have been significantly
reduced, while the moral and psychological well-being of Thai people is not a primary
concern. Many problems related with Thai youth’s behavior have been increasing
such as fighting, smoking, drinking, gambling, game addiction, internet addition,
luxurious lifestyle, school drop-out, rape, induced abortion, and suicide (Sirinan
Kittisuksathit et al., 2006). These behaviors are clear examples to indicate that a crisis
of quality of life among Thai youth is severely happening. Youth’s behavior leads
them to be negatively labeled as causing a lot of problems for the society. Incorrect

knowledge and perceptions about youth’s behavior and their quality of life leads to
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the inefficient policies and their implementation, making Thai youth problems even
more severe. Thus, there is a need to explore answers to the question “What is the
quality of life of youth?” in the Thai context.

Due to the economic crisis in 1997, the Tenth National Economic and Social
Development Plan was instituted, and this plan promotes human resources
development as the goal for national development rather than economic development.
The main concept of this plan focuses on “humans” as the object in order to develop
quality of life of the Thai population in terms of physical, mental, and social well-
being. Thus, the person-oriented concept of this plan should also be considered for
Thai youth development and youths’ quality of life.

Overall quality of life includes both objective and subjective well-being and can
be measured at both the population and individual levels. Social indicators have been
developed to monitor the progress of human development at the macro level. For
micro level quality of life, “individual psychological perception” is the important
factor to measure that indicates individual well-being (Rapley, 2003). To assess the
overall quality of the tenth plan, assessment of quality of life of individual youth is
required. Regarding the various literatures reviewed on the quality of life among
youth, several measures of quality of life have been developed with the aim of
assessing the impact of chronic physical illness on child patients (Bender, 1996;
Ingersoll & Marrero, 1990). The quality of life assessment of the healthy young
population is still limited. It is essential to study the quality of life of both ill and
healthy groups and to examine their development.

Although all youth experience biological, cognitive, and social transitions, the
effects of these changes are not uniform for all young people. These changes are
shaped by the environment in which the changes take place. The contexts of youth
studied by many researchers include; families, peer groups, schools, work, culture,
health, and leisure (Santrock, 1996; Soonthornthada et al., 2005; Steinberg, 1996).
Many studies in Thailand have attempted to determine the meaning of quality of life
and develop indicators covering particular areas and target groups (Panichachivakul &
Pradubmuk, 1999; Sirikwanchai, 2005) , but there is no study that probes the quality
of life in Thai youth as a whole. The study of youths’ quality of life in the Thai
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context will be useful because it will help to identify the indicators and components of
quality of life for the policy planning related with youth life in the future.

Much of the recent research proposed that youth outcomes and well-being have
been influenced by their living arrangement and family structure. Family structure
was considered as the determinant that is highly associated with youth outcomes and
well-being. Family in Thailand has been changing in both size and structure. Family
size has declined from an average of 5.8 in 1970 to 3.8 persons in 2000 (Table 1.1).
Family structure has changed to become more diverse. Migration, rising divorce rates
and population aging seem to be the crucial determinants that shape Thai family

structure at present.

Table 1.1 Family Size by Region in Thailand 1970-2000

Region 1970 1980 1990 2000

Whole Kingdom 5.8 5.3 4.4 3.8
Urban area 5.8 5.0 4.2 35
Rural area 5.7 5.3 4.4 3.9
Bangkok Metropolis 6.2 51 4.3 3.6
Central Region 5.8 5.1 4.2 3.6
Northern region 55 4.8 4.0 35
Northeastern region 6.2 5.7 4.7 4.1
Southern region 55 5.2 45 4.0

Source: National Statistical Office, 2006

Table 1.2 shows that in Thailand the proportions of female-headed households
are increasing, just as the proportions of extended families and families including
unrelated individuals are rising. This indicates that the percentages of female headed
single-parent families are increasing over time. In addition, two-parent families are
declining and have been replaced by single-parent families due to rising divorce rates.
Together with the widespread increasing aging population, the percentages of
extended family households with multi-generations are gradually increasing. In
addition, the proportions of diverse family structures such as unregistered marriage

and grandchildren living with only grandparents have been growing in Thailand.
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Family structure and its change in Thai families are considered to have a strong

influence on household members.

Table 1.2 Percentage Distribution of Gender of Household Head and Family
Structure in Thailand 1980-2005
1980 1990 2000 2003 2004 2005

Gender of household head

Male 83.5 80.6 73.8 73.2 72.1 704

Female 16.5 194 26.2 26.8 27.9 29.6
Family structure

Nuclear family 70.6 67.6 60.3 54.2 53.2 53.9

Extended family 25.2 26.2 29.6 33.3 34.0 34.5

Unrelated Individuals 4.2 6.2 10.1 12.2 12.8 11.6

Source: National Statistical Office, 2006

Most studies have been concerned about the impact of family structure on youth
outcomes and well-being, and were conducted mostly in the context of developed
countries and have shown that children residing outside of two-biological married
parent families tend to have poorer outcomes, although these family structure
differences are partially an artifact of variation in economic and parenting resources
(Brown, 2006; McLanahan & Sandefur, 1994). Studies have consistently shown that
growing up outside two-parent families is associated with negative consequences for
children. For example, youth from disrupted and single-parent families are more
likely to experience lower school achievement, increased psychological distress,
earlier initiation of sexual activity, increased vulnerability to health problems, and a
greater likelihood of engaging in problem behaviors or deviant activities (Aseltine,
1996; Upchurch et al., 1999). In addition, most studies did not take youth who lived
with non-parent families into account. Staying separately from parents lowers the
level of parental control and influence on youth. It is expected that youth who are
residing in non-parent families are less likely to enroll in school and college and more
likely to engage in health risk behavior. It is worthwhile to explore the impact of

various types of youth’s family structure on youths’ quality of life in the Thai context
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where the family structure has become increasingly diverse and complex in recent
decades.

In response to the human-centered development concept of the Tenth National
Economic and Social Development Plan in Thailand, education and health are
considered as the major indicators that are relevant to the youths’ quality of life in
order to improve and develop their capacity in the long-term (ESCAP, 2000).
Soonthornthada and colleagues (Soonthornthada et al., 2005) suggests that global
youth culture creates desires and aspirations for success and achievement and contain
a clear message that education, especially higher education, is necessary for career
and income success. In addition, global youth culture promotes consumption rather
than savings and investments, and associates leisure activities with consumption of
goods, putting youth at health risks.

In education, the Thai government made six years of primary education
compulsory in 1978. The 1997 constitution makes 12 years of schooling compulsory.
However, Thailand is a country that has both a gender and a socio-economic gap in
schooling (Pattaravanich, et al., 2005). Thus, despite legal and structural changes, not
all children are equally likely to make it to secondary school. Data from the Ministry
of Education showed that net primary school enrolment was over 100 percent, while
lower secondary enrolment has increased to 95.5 percent. Although the goals for net
primary school enrolment and lower secondary school enrolment have been
successfully met, only half of the youth population aged 15-21 were enrolled in upper
secondary school and college and university in 2005 (Table 1.3).

Table 1.3 Net School Enrolment Rate by Educational Level in Thailand during
1999-2005

Level of education Age 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
group

Kindergarten 3-5 69.7 69.4 67.0 54.0 45.8 53.2 73.7

Primary 6-11 93.8 94.2 94.6 94.8 94.3 102.9 102.1

Lower secondary 12-14 81.3 80.4 79.8 79.7 80.9 94.0 95.5

Upper secondary 15-17 54.4 56.5 58.2 58.3 57.2 63.7 65.6

College/ university 18-21 13.8 15.2 20.0 16.3 44.0 39.0 53.4

Source: http://www.moc.moe.go.th/filedata/tl 2 48.htm
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In health, adolescent and youth are generally thought to be healthy because, by
the second decade of life, they have already survived the diseases of early childhood,
and the health problems associated with ageing are still many years away. However,
many youth do die prematurely all over the world mostly due to preventable causes.
Preventable risk behaviors rooted in cigarette and alcohol use significantly contribute
to youth morbidity and mortality (W.H.O., 1998). Most people who involve with
cigarette smoking and alcohol drinking begin their health risk behavior in this period
of life. In Thailand, although the government attempts to reduce smoking and
drinking behavior among Thai youth, high proportions of Thai youth are still smoking
and drinking. Data from the national survey of cigarette smoking and alcohol drinking
behavior found that the proportions of youth aged 15 -19 that smoke and drink has
increased, while the smoking trend is decreasing among youth aged 20-24 but the

drinking trend is rising (Figure 1.1).

319 329

236 217
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@ 1519 year
1 137 m 20-24 year
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Smoking (2001)  Smoking (2004)  Drinking (2001)  Drinking (2004)

Source: The Cigarette Smoking and Alcohol Drinking Behavior Survey, NSO, 2001 and 2004

Figure 1.1 Percentage of Thai Youth who were Smoking and Drinking in 2001
and 2004

These indicators should be explored to determine the impacts of family structure
and changing family structure in the Thai context. Previous studies have demonstrated
that there were differences in youth’s education and health risk behavior among

different family structures. Many studies in Thailand are small-scale, cross-sectional
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studies or qualitative observations; while the impact of a wider range of family
structures in longitudinal samples has not been adequately investigated.

To evaluate youths’ quality of life and demonstrate how family structure
associates with youths’ quality of life in Thailand, the present study utilize two
secondary datasets collected in Kanchanaburi province. The first is cross-sectional
data from *“Geographical Integrated Research on Poverty Prevention in Western
Thailand: Happiness Indicator” or *“Happiness Indicator Survey,” collected in
Kanchanaburi province, in 2005 by the Institute for Population and Social Research,
Mahidol University to identify youths’ quality of life indicators and components to
get a general picture of youths’ quality of life. The second is longitudinal data from
the Kanchanaburi Demographic Surveillance System (KDSS) collected during the
period of 2001 to 2004. The KDSS was administered by the Institute for Population
and Social Research, Mahidol University and supported by the Wellcome Trust,
United Kingdom to examine the impact of family structure on youths’ quality of life
indicators including school/college enrolment and health risk behavior. The reasons
for choosing Kanchanaburi province were: (1) The Happiness Indicator Survey
provides various variables to identify youths’ quality of life indicators and
components and the KDSS offers longitudinal data in order to examine the family
structure change over a period of time; and (2) Kanchanaburi is diversified in social,
economic, and ecological features. It has a mixture of economic conditions including

both industrial and agricultural sectors.

1.2 Research Questions

1. What is youths’ quality of life in Kanchanaburi province?
2. Does family structure have any association with youths’ quality of life

indicators in the Kanchanaburi DSS?

1.3 Research Objectives

1. To identify youths’ quality of life in Kanchanaburi province.
2. To examine the association between family structure and youths’ quality of
life indicators in the Kanchanaburi DSS.



Wanippol Mahaarcha Introduction/ 8

1.4 Scope of the Study

The first objective in this study focuses on youths’ quality of life in
Kanchanaburi province. The results of this part could explain only the context of
Kanchanaburi province based on the existing variables that are available in the data. It
could not be generalized to explain youths’ quality of life as a whole in the Thai

context.

1.5 Limitation of the Study

1. The Happiness Indicator Survey, which is cross-sectional data, did not offer
the variable indicating changing family structure. The longitudinal data of the
Kanchanaburi Demographic Surveillance System (KDSS) could provide variables to
indicate changing family structure.

2. The Kanchanaburi Demographic Surveillance System (KDSS) did not
provide various variables to indicate youths’ quality of life indicators and components
Thus, the Happiness Indicator Survey could provide more variables to identify

youths’ quality of life indicators and components.

1.6 Conceptual Framework

Figure 1.2 graphically summarizes the structure of this study to clarify its
content and data analysis. According to the availability of data, this study utilized the
Happiness Indicator Survey to determine youths’ quality of life in preparation for
analysis in the first objective. There are two main types of quality of life; objective
quality of life and subjective quality of life. For objective quality of life, there are five
dimensions including physical health, standard of physical environment, standard of
living, social capital, and cultural belief activities. For subjective quality of life, there
is one dimension including standard of emotion. Youths’ quality of life in this study
refers to the state of well-being that is reflected by life conditions.

The results in the first objective from the Happiness Indicator Survey will
provide the indicators and components of youths’ quality of life in Kanchanaburi
province and then the present study will select only three important indicators that are

available both in the Happiness Indicator Survey and the KDSS; school/college
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enrollment, smoking, and alcohol drinking, as dependent variables in the models to
determine the relationship between family structure and “youths’ quality of life
indicators”, while controlling for the effects of youth characteristics, primary guardian

characteristics, and household characteristics.

Structure of Thesis

Youths’ quality of life Youths’ quality of life

l l indicators
Obijective Subjective l
quality of life quality of life
Physical Standard of School/college Smoking Alcohol
health emotion enrolment drinking
Standard of 4 t

living

Standard of
physical
environment

Social capital

Cultural
belief
activities

Family structure

Control variables

Figure 1.2 Conceptual Framework




Wanippol Mahaarcha Introduction / 10

Table 1.4 shows the structure of the thesis. In order to meet the first objective,
factor analysis was used to identify youths’ quality of life. In order to meet the second
objective, longitudinal data of the Kanchanaburi Demographic Surveillance System
(KDSS) was used to examine the association between family structure and youths’
quality of life including school/college enrolment, smoking, and alcohol drinking to
examine whether youth are enrolled in school/college, smoke, and drink alcohol by

using logistic regression.

Table 1.4 Structure of Thesis

Objective Data used Sample Method Expected output
1. To identify Happiness Single youth Factor analysis | -Indicator
youths’ quality Indicator 15-24 years old -Component
of life in Survey,
Kanchanaburi 2005 Normalization -Score
province (Re-scaling

method)

2. To examine Kanchanaburi Single youth Logistic -Logistic  regression
the association Demographic 13-18 years old | Regression model of association
between family | Surveillance in 2001 between family
structure and System, structure in 2001 and
youths’ quality 2001 and youths’ quality of life
of life indicators | 2004 indicators in 2004
in Kanchanaburi
DSS

1.7 Operational Definitions

Because this study has a great many analyses and variables, operational

definitions are presented here in order to facilitate clear and unique understandings.

Youth refers to people aged 15-24 years who were single and living in

Kanchanaburi province at the time of interview.

Indicators refer to variables related with youth’s life and have been analyzed by

factor analysis, having a factor loading higher than 0.3.

Component refers to a set of indicators related with youth’s life that have been

analyzed by factor analysis, having an eigen value of more than 1.

Youths’ quality of life refers to the state of well-being that is reflected by life

conditions, which is measured as the total score of overall indicators, covering the

objective and subjective aspects of youth’s life in Kanchanaburi province.
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Youths’ quality of life indicators refer to indicators that are related with youth
development, including whether they were enrolled in school/college, smoked, and
drank alcohol in 2004, which are used to examine the impact of family structure.

Family structure refers to the living arrangement in the household in which
youth are living, considering the relationship of youth and other household members
based on living status and parent’s marital status. This study divided the family
structure into three types, namely; two-parent family, single-parent family, and non-

parent family.
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CHAPTER Il
LITERATURE REVIEW

Three main sections are used to discuss the literature reviewed for this thesis.
The first deals with quality of life issues relevant to discuss some of the theoretical
perspectives, definitions and concepts, and methods of measurement. The second
section identifies and discusses youths’ quality of life concepts and reviews previous
research about youths’ quality of life. The final section discusses family structure
regarding the definitions, theoretical perspectives, and previous studies. This study
applied the literature review for data analysis and discussion of results.

2.1 Quality of Life

It is important to begin by presenting the theory of quality of life in order to
define and understand the relevant concepts. The theoretical perspective of quality of
life will shape the meaning of quality of life of the present study. In addition, this

section will introduce the ways to assess the quality of life using composite indicators.

2.1.1 Theoretical Perspective of Quality of Life

The term “quality of life” has played an important role in expressing concern for
the basic needs of human beings. Topics about the nature of human welfare,
happiness, and quality of life have received increasing interest and concern from
researchers in many disciplines.

The concepts about human welfare, happiness, and quality of life are not new.
Life happiness has been a matter of great concern since Aristotle’s era, but it appeared
in the form of ethical terminology and it is believed that this concern has influenced
Western thought with the systematic consideration of happiness since then. In the first
half of the twentieth century, quality of life concerns were raised by Western nations
due to their attempt to improve their people’s well-being among nations. Quality of

life was largely measured by the material level of living such as GDP per capita.
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Then, in the 1960s, the opinion climate changed to focus on social statistics that
measured many components, which materialized into the so called “Social Indicators”
(Veenhoven, 1996). From at least the early 1970s, the notion of quality of life has
appealed to researchers and professional practitioners in several very varied fields and
disciplines. The development of a modern, or individualized, notion of quality of life
and a methodology for the measurement of indicators of subjective well-being was
created during this period (Seed & Lloyd, 1997).

The term “quality of life” might best be viewed as a sensitizing concept rather
than a definitive one, relevant to many aspects of human beings. Many concepts of
quality of life have been discussed and it is difficult to identify the most suitable one,
because of its ambiguous nature. Although it is difficult to find an appropriate concept
of quality of life, the idea of the basic human needs has been accepted and widely
implemented by nations for improvement of their people’s quality of life. The
concepts that can be applied for human well-being are discussed below.

1) Basic Human Needs

Human needs are the basic concept related with the standard of living that
can indicate their quality of life. Many theorists have attempted to determine the
human needs from various perspectives. One of the most famous psychologists is
Abraham Maslow (Larsen & Buss, 2005). He proposed that there are five important
levels of hierarchical needs, which include physiological needs, safety or security
needs, needs of belonging, esteem needs, and self-actualization needs. At the base of
the need hierarchy are the physiological needs. These include needs that are of prime
importance to the immediate survival of the individual (the need for food, water, air,
and sleep), as well as for the long-term survival of the species such as the need for
sex. At the next highest level are the safety needs. These have to do with shelter and
security, such as having a place to live and being free from the threat of danger. With
only two levels mentioned so far, there are a few important observations. One is that
we typically must satisfy the lower needs before we proceed to satisfy the higher
needs. The second observation is that needs lower in the hierarchy are more powerful
or more pressing, when not satisfied, than the needs toward the top of the hierarchy.
The higher-level needs are less relevant to survival, so they are less urgent than the

lower needs when not satisfied.
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The third level in Maslow’s hierarchy consists of belonging needs.
Humans are a social species, and most people possess a strong need to belong to
groups. There are two kinds of needs including the passive need to be loved and
accepted and the active need to love others. The forth level is esteem needs. There are
really two types of esteem—esteem from others and self-esteem, the latter often
depending on the former. We want to be respected by others for our achievements and
our abilities. We also want this respect to translate into self-esteem. The pinnacle of
Maslow’s needs hierarchy is the self-actualization needs, the need to develop one’s
potential, to become the person one was meant to be.

Quality of life research has been widespread and during the early period
most researchers have built their quality of life research theme on Maslow’s hierarchy
of basic needs. This can be observed from many studies since the 1970s, for example,
a study by Harland (1972) defined the quality of life as goods, services, situations and
states-of-affairs as the basic nature of human being needs. In 1975, Liu considered
quality of life as physical objective and psychological subjective factors related with
Maslow’s theme. There was a Theory of Human Needs (THN) developed by Doyal
and Gough (1991) using a hierarchical approach, moving from universal goals,
through basic needs to intermediate needs. Needs are defined as a particular category
of universal goals relevant to all human beings in order to avoid harm. THN groups
these intermediate needs into eleven categories: nutritional food and clean water;
protective housing; a non-hazardous work environment; a non-hazardous physical
environment; safe birth control and child-bearing; appropriate health care; a secure
childhood; significant primary relationships; physical security; economic security; and
appropriate education.

2) Human Development Concept

This concept has addressed the weaknesses of the economic development
concept. Economic development alone cannot insure sustainable development.
Sustainable development considers a human-centered and lasting development as a
challenging issue. Miles (1985) proposed the human development concept that
individual development cannot be separated from social development. Singh (1994)
proposed his idea on total social development, which considered people as the center
of development and civil society building. Speth (1994) explained that the human
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development concept concerns with three things; (1) human is center of development:
human is the first priority of development, (2) good environment, local and global
environment should be protected, and (3) participation: successful activities derive
from the participation from many people. In conclusion, human development is the
idea of improveing the human capacity to obtain a good quality of life. Human
development and economic development should be considered together. By principle,
the concept of human development is to allow people the opportunity to participate in
activities and process affecting their lives. In other words, the human development is
a people-centered development process.

3) Human Security Concept

United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) developed this concept
in the global context in terms of the standard of living, safety, healthy, and
comfortable, which means humans on earth can survive and earn a living without fear
from any danger that threatens their survival, health, livelihood, and happiness. In
contrast to the basic human needs of need satisfiers, the human security concept offers
the idea of risk averters for reduction of uncertainty (Doyal & Gough, 1991).

UNDP (Siltrakul, 1998) determined the human security contents for 7
components; (1) economic security, (2) food security, (3) health security, (4)
environment security, (5) individual security, (6) community security, and (7)
political security. This concept has set minimum standard in some aspects that show
the quality of human life. To obtain what is required for the four basic needs such as a
residence, food, clothes, and medicine is then a partial standard of human security.
Furthermore, being educated, and protected from being discrimination, violence,
exploitation or suppression are also counted as human security. The concept still
covers the protection of having lasting use of natural resources and to respect culture

and human dignity.

2.1.2 Definitions of Quality of Life

The issue of “what is the definition of quality of life?” has become a challenge.
Results of previous researches have shown happiness and health dimensions have
received most attention in quality of life research. The final definition of quality of

life is broadly referred to the matter of quantitative (objective) and qualitative
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(subjective) terms, which cover all of the social circumstances. Although quality of
life is a popular topic of everyday concern and comment, the definition of quality of
life is still ambiguous and remains poorly defined. Many studies have attempted to
define quality of life but no standard definitions have been accepted and there is no
consensus on the meaning of the concept of quality of life in the current literature on
this subject (Cummins, 1998). Thus, a better way to answer the question of “What is
the condition of quality of life?” is to identify what the quality of life is relevant to.

McCall (1975) defined quality of life as “the satisfaction of the general
happiness requirements.” Franklin and colleages (1986) explored quality of life as a
state of well-being that is reflected by life conditions, satisfactions with life conditions
and adaptation to life conditions. Oliver (1991) determined quality of life is total
health and welfare, ideas which are comprehended and largely accepted by people
generally. Bliss (cited in ESCAP, 1995) determined that quality of life has
traditionally been equated with the “standard of living.” The Ministry of Social
Development and Human Security (2006), Thailand, defined quality of life as the
summation of subjective and objective human well-being in the specific time and it
can be compared with the standard level or base year. While Seed and Greg (1997)
concluded that:

“Quality of life is about the connections between these components. It is about
the connections between individual and global concerns. It is not simply about an
individual’s condition in isolation — though many of its technical usages, especially in
medicine, have tended to limit it in this way. One person’s striving towards a better
quality of life affects others.”

There is now further consensus that what constitutes quality of life inevitably
varies not simply with individual preferences, but also with social preferences.
Although some values may be accorded universal recognition, there is no absolute
quality of life standard that can be applied across all cultures. Quality of life has
therefore been described as a comparative rather than absolute concept. Accordingly,
it is essential that the quality of life analysis of this research is set carefully within the
context of values dominant in the particular segment of society that is being studied.

Academics from many different disciplines who use the idea of quality of life all

agree that it has many dimensions and they have tried to list them. However, there are
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different concerns when giving the definition of quality of life, which affects the way
to define and measure quality of life.

Definitions of Quality of Life in Terms of Health

Quality of life is an ill-defined term in the health area. The World Health
Organization (WHO, 1948) has declared health to be “a state of complete physical,
mental, and social well-being, not merely the absence of disease.” Many other
definitions of both “health” and “quality of life” have been attempted, often linking
the two, frequently emphasizing components of happiness and satisfaction with life.
In the context of clinical trials, quality of life is concerned only with evaluating those
aspects that are affected by disease or treatment for disease. To distinguish between
quality of life in its more general sense and the requirements of clinical medicine and
clinical trials, the term “health-related quality of life” is frequently used in order to
remove ambiguity.

Definitions of Quality of Life in Terms of Psychology

A body of psychological work suggests that quality of life is a psychological
state representing a summary of estimations of the satisfaction of life in a limited
number of areas or domains. Quality of life in psychological work usually uses the
concept of satisfaction to evaluate various domains in a person’s life. Phochanakit
(2001) studied seven domain of satisfaction in quality of life of deaf people. Mental
life is usually taken narrowly to mean satisfaction and kindred states, such as a
person’s sense of well-being, his or her satisfaction or dissatisfaction with life, or
happiness or unhappiness (Dalkey & Rourke, 1973). Dubos (1976) said that quality of
life is life which is overflowing with happiness. He said that to consider happiness
within one social group will be different from another group and different between
people too.

Definitions of Quality of Life in Terms of Social Science

Quality of life in term of social science is based on development approach and
assessed through social indicators. Quality of life is about emerging values in
contemporary society that reach into almost every aspect of individual and collective
endeavours. Quality of life in terms of social science is a multidimensional approach.
Most commonly this takes the form of separation into an objective and subjective

dimensions. Objective measures comprise tangible, objectively verifiable aspects of
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living, while subjective measures comprise measures of feelings about life, usually
quantified through questions of satisfaction or happiness. Definition of quality of life
should be explicit in terms of its operationalization and must be equally applicable to
all people under all circumstances.

The present study will apply a quality of life definition in terms of social science
in order to fit with the availability of data. Objective quality of life indicators will be
used to assess tangible indicators, while subjective quality of life indicators will

assess the feelings about life.

2.1.3 Social Indicators

It is acceptable that the concepts and degree of quality of life have been used as
the major terms to measure the success development of individuals and national goals.
Before going on to the quality of life measurement, it is important to discuss some
ideas about social indicators because social indicators can be components of a
composite index of quality of life and used to measure and identify the definition of
quality of life.

Social indicators are also indexes of the state of society and its changes. This
approach focuses on social measurements and analyses designed to improve our
understanding of what the main features of society are, how they interrelate, and how
these features and their relationships change.

There are many variables and indicators used to measure each of the quality of
life domains; a distinction is often made between so-called objective and subjective
indicators. A selection of frequently used objective and subjective social indicators is

shown in Table 2.1.
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Table 2.1 Objective and Subjective Social Indicators

Frequently used objective social indicators
(represent social data independently of

individual evaluations)

Subjective social indicators (individual’s

appraisal and evaluation of social conditions)

-Life expectancy

-Crime rate
-Unemployment rate
-Gross Domestic Product
-Poverty rate

-School attendance
-Working hours per week
-Perinatal mortality rate

-Suicide rate

-Material possession

-Sense of ¢ ommunity

-Sense of safety

-Happiness

-Satisfaction with ‘life as a whole’
-Relationships with family

-Job satisfaction

-Sex life

-Perception of distributional justice

-Class identification

-Hobbies and club membership

Source: Rapley, 2003

Obijective social indicators focus on material provision, economic, and social
data, which is generally well-understood and widely available. They are not
complicated to understand and are a preferred measure for dealing with policy makers
and planners, and are typically used to measure at the household, community, and
country level (Rogerson, 1995). However, it is said that objective social indicators
alone failed in the task of detecting change when it has obviously occurred because
objective social indicators alone neither described nor predicted completely the
manner in which societies progress (Oliver et al., 1996).

Subjective social indicators are likely to be involved with the measurement of
individual’s level of satisfactions, feelings, attitudes and perceptions. Subjective
social indicators seem to be too difficult to define or measure. Campbell and Converse
(1972) stated that the measurement of individual psychological states in the
population at large is essential to understand both social change and quality of life.
Andrews and Withey (1976) examined levels of individual’s satisfaction both with the
quality of life as a whole and also a host of domains of their lives- from the specific
(house, job, family) to the global (life-as-a-whole). The question “How do you feel

about your life as a whole?” is widely used as a quality of life index.
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To meet the requirement for satisfactory quality of life indicator application,
there are two different levels of scale at which social indicators can be applied. The
first level is called macro social indicators. This level is not used in this research. The
second level is called micro social indicators, which involves the household and
individual levels. This level is the main focus of this research.

First Level: Macro Social Indicators

There were many macro level indicators developed to monitor the
progress of human development at the national level and city level. It is said that
macro social indicators have pushed the policy makers renewed impetus to the
welfare, socio-economic, and environmental evolution of the country. Organization
for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD)’s programme has developed a
set of nine social indicators concerning the social system that includes physical,
biological, psychological, technical, economic, social, political, and cultural
indicators. Some international indices take social aspects and environmental aspects
into account, for example, the Human Development Index and Happy Planet Index,
respectively. The Human Development Index (HDI), introduced by the United
Nations (UN), is one of the indices that can be used for international comparison. HDI
(2005) includes social development in terms of health and education into human
development. Recently, international surveys on happiness indices have been
increasingly popular, and one of the most recent indices has been the Happy Planet
Index (HPI), which measures ecological efficiency from utilizing natural resources
and outcome of human lives in longevity and happiness. In Thailand, the National
Economic and Social Development Board (NEDB) plays a key role in developing
Thailand’s national well-being indicators. These indicators encompass seven
components with equal weights for the composite index. Other indicators have been
provided by many organizations such as the Index of Human Deprivation (IHD) and
Human Achievement Index (HAI) constructed by UNDP Thailand. The HAI is a
refinement of the IHD, and measures development of Thailand’s 76 provinces.

Concerning the city or local social indicator level, it has been suggested
by Rogerson (1989), a British geographer, that the way to measure quality of life in a
particular set of cities in concerned with the conditions of life quality to be achieved

by their citizens. He stated that those conditions have to be within those urban
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environments rather than personalized aspects of life quality. Three main components
were discovered including social infrastructure and service, economic performance,
and physical environment.

Second Level: Micro Social Indicators

Micro level indicators are most likely to be used during the research.
Research methodology was applied to find out the information, especially subjective
well-being among samples. It can be said that subjective social indicators are involved
with the measurements of an individual’s level of feelings, attitudes and perceptions
and designed to measure people’s happiness and satisfaction, which are related to
their perception and attitude toward the enjoyable life in their families, friendships
and standard of living. Brenner (1975) studied the quality of affect and self-evaluates
happiness, which is concerned with the assessment of how a person is feeling. These
refer to individual affect and the relationship of such assessment to self-evaluations of
happiness. Happiness defined by Bradburn (1969) as the difference between positive
and negative affect. The Bradburn affect scale balance (ABS) has proved to be a
useful measure and considerable research supports the validity and reliability of this
scale. In 1976, Andrew and Withey developed the D-T scale (Delight and Terrible).
This scale explained the people feel about their happiness level. The question asked in
this scale was “How do you feel about how happy you are?”. However, Kammann et
al. (1984) concluded that general happiness is philosophically constructed as a sense
of well-being, which in turn has been defined either as a complete and lasting
satisfaction with life as-a-whole or a preponderance of positive over negative feelings.
Diener and colleagues (1985) develop a Five-level Satisfaction With Life Scale
(SWLS) to focus explicitly and exclusively on life satisfaction as a cognitive
judgmental evaluation of one’s life as a whole.

Measuring quality of life is then, a matter of choosing an approach
relevant to purpose at hand. It is noticed that quality of life was measured by
multidimensional inventories which involved questions on subjective satisfactions as
well as on objective materialistic satisfaction. It is clear that using a single item
measure and multi-items scales to compare and evaluate life quality are the most

popular measurement.
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It can be said that it is not possible to measure all factors leading to
quality of life. The definition of the components of the quality of life that are required
to construct the social indicators and the components of social indicators depends on
the objective of the indicator, that is, what aspect of people’s well-being will it

measure.

2.1.4 Quality of Life Assessment

1) Quality of Life Assessment Concept

When assessing quality of life, the thing that we wish to assess should be
clear. The concepts of quality of life assessment are shown as the followings.

Shama (1975) separated quality of life assessment into the 3 following
levels:

1. Physical needs level means fundamental necessities to respond for good
living; the indicators to indicate quality of life in this level are food, housing,
medicine and clothes.

2. Mental level means having a position and factors that make life happy
and satisfied. The indicators in this level are a warm family, have a chance to study,
have a job, medical service and public health, safe and secure, fun and acceptance in
the society.

3. Ambition and needs level mean the ability to make a happy life and
have the highest satisfaction of each person. The rules as mentioned may be
international rules for considering the quality of people’s life in general, while
regional rules may consider other factors. For example, social system, political and
economic conditions that makes the quality of life in level 3 different for each region.

Suchart Prasitrathasin (1997) divided the concept of quality of life
assessment into 3 parts:

1. Objective quality of life assessment, which is based on the utility or
standard such as income, illness, standard of living.

2. Specific subjective quality of life assessment, which is based on the
value of specific things that humans are given such as satisfaction with their

environment.
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3. Specific general quality of life assessment, which is based on the value
of overall or whole life that humans are given, such as happiness with life as a whole.

In conclusion, quality of life assessment can consider only one aspect, e.g.
objective quality of life, or both aspects including objective and subjective quality of
life.

2) Concept and Steps of Formulating Indicators

Kriengsak Charoenwongsak (2000) said that current development in the
globalization era that is changing rapidly and in an era of much complex information,
makes it necessary to use tools or indicators to briefly summarize the information in a
situation in order to make many decisions on various matters. The importance of
using an index or indicator will increase continuously. Obtaining a valid index can
reflect the truth more accurately and precisely. The concept about indicators will be as
shown below:

An indicator is the information or value that can be observed in a
quantitative form or quantitative information that can be used to broadly point out the
condition of something to be measured or reflecting a trait. The main characteristics
of an indicator can be summarized into 3 points (Johnstone, 1981).

1. An indicator is something that points out/sets in the form of a quantity
or can be made into a quantity, and is not a context narration of an interpretation of
the indicator figure value and must be compared with the criterion made so that it can
tell the meaning of how high/low the figure is. Furthermore, the interpretation
criterion of an indicator figure system made must be clear.

2. The value of an indicator is temporary, not permanent. It varies
according to time and space — that is, an indicator will point out a meaning by having
time and place conditions as the controllers, which means an indicator will point out a
specific meaning in a certain period of time and in a specific area or a certain area of
the system wanted to be examined, which may take many months or years, such as a
3 months or 5 years period indicator of any province, district, region, or country
depending on duration and place used in collecting data for making such an indicator.

3. An indicator is something that points out what is intended to be
measured in a broad form or a form of a brief picture in general rather than being a

specific picture in detail.
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Composite indicators are increasingly recognized as a useful tool to
measure a country’s performance, which can applied for quality of life assessment.
Even though composite indicators are usually used for macro-level analysis, the way
to construct indicators is useful and can be applied at the micro-level (Sirikwanchai,
2005). The following guidelines of constructing composite indicators have been
widely and popularly employed until the present. It is a guideline, which emphasized
for empirical studies through quantitative analysis. The seven steps of constructing
composite indicators are presented as below (OECD, 2005).

Step 1 Developing a theoretical framework

A sound theoretical framework is the starting point in constructing
composite indicators. The framework should clearly define the phenomenon to be
measured and its sub-components and select individual indicators and weights that
reflect their relative importance and the dimensions of the overall composite.

The definition should give a clear sense of what is being measured by the
composite indicator. It should refer to the theoretical framework, linking various sub-
groups and the underlying indicators. Multidimensional concepts can be divided into
several sub-groups. These sub-groups need not be independent of each other, and
existing linkages should be described theoretically or empirically to the extent
possible. Then, It should be identifying the selection criteria for the underlying
indicators and the selection criteria should work as a guide for whether or not an
indicator should be included in the overall composite index.

Step 2 Selecting variables

The strength and weaknesses of indicators largely derive from the quality
of the underlying variables. Ideally, variables should be selected on the basis of their
relevance, analytical soundness, timeliness, accessibility, etc. While the choice of
indicators must be guided by the theoretical framework for the composite, the data
selection process can be quite subjective as there may be no single definitive set of
indicators. The lack of relevant data also limits the constructor's ability to build sound
composite indicators. Given a scarcity of internationally comparable quantitative
(hard) data, composite indicators often include qualitative data from surveys or policy

reviews.
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Step 3 Multivariate analysis

This preliminary step is helpful in assessing the suitability of the data set
and will provide an understanding of the implications of the methodological choices,
e.g., weighting and aggregation, during the construction phase of the composite
indicator. Principle components analysis (PCA) and Factor analysis (FA) have usually
been used. The goal of PCA is to reveal how different variables change in relation to
each other and how they are associated. This is achieved by transforming correlated
variables into a new set of uncorrelated variables using a covariance matrix or its
standardized form — the correlation matrix. Factor analysis (FA) is similar to PCA,
however it is based on a particular statistical model. An alternative way to investigate
the degree of correlation among a set of variables is to use the Cronbach coefficient
alpha (c-alpha), which is the most common estimate of internal consistency of items
in a model or survey. These multivariate analysis techniques are useful for gaining
insight into the structure of the data set of the composite.

Step 4 Imputation of missing data

Missing data often hinder the development of robust composite indicators.
Data can be missing in a random or non-random fashion. The missing patterns could
be:

1. Missing Completely at Random (MCAR). Missing values do not
depend on the variable of interest or any other observed variable in the data set. For
example, the missing values in the variable income would be of the MCAR type if (i)
people who do not report their income have, on average, the same income as people
who do report income; and if (ii) each of the other variables in the dataset would have
to be the same, on average, for the people who did not report the income and the
people who did report their income.

2. Missing at Random (MAR). Missing values do not depend on the
variable of interest, but they are conditional on other variables in the data set. For
example, the missing values in income would be MAR, if the probability of missing
data on income depends on marital status but, within each category of marital status,
the probability of missing income is unrelated to the value of income. Missing by
design, e.g., if survey question 1 is answered yes, then survey question 2 is not to be

answered, are also MAR as missingness depends on the covariates.
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3. Not Missing at Random (NMAR). Missing values depend on the values
themselves. For example, high income households are less likely to report their
income.

Step 5 Normalization of data

Normalization is required prior to any data aggregation as the indicators in
a data set often have different measurement units. There exist a number of
normalization methods (Table 2.2) (Freudenberg, 2003; Jacobs et al., 2004):

The selection of a suitable method however, is not trivial and deserves
special attention (Ebert and Welsh, 2004). The normalization method should take into
account the data properties, as well as the objectives of the composite indicator.
Different normalization methods will yield different results. Robustness tests might be

needed to assess their impact on the outcomes.

Table 2.2 Normalization Methods

Method Equation

1 t t
Ranking I = Rank(x,)

Standardisation (or z-scores) xt —xt
I t _ “Yqc qc=C

qc t

O-qc::c

Re-scalin t i t
g Xge —Min (x;)

Distance to a reference country t
It _ qu or It _ qu qu T
qc Xto qc Xto
qc=C qc=C
Categorical scales 25 ifx, e pZSth}percentlle

50 ifx, e {p*" — p*" | percentile
® 7175 ifx, e {p™" - p*™ | percentile
100 if x;, € {p1°°‘“ 7ot } percentile
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Table 2.2 Normalization Methods (Continued)

Method Equation
Indicators above or below the mean 1 ifw>@1+p)
le =40 if-p)<w<(+p)

-1 ifw<(@+p)
where W = X;C/Xé;é:6

Cyclical indicators (OECD) " X, — E, (X;c)
"Bl -EbG))

Balance of opinions (EC) 100 e

t t t-1
e _—ngne(xqC — Xgg )
N, 5

Percentage of annual differences xt —xt1
over consecutive years L

Note: XitC is the value of indicator for country c at time t. T is the reference country. The operator sgn

gives the sign of the argument (i.e. +1 if the argument is positive, -1 if the argument is negative). N, is
the total number of experts surveyed.

Step 6 Weighting and aggregation

When used in a benchmarking framework, weights can have a significant
effect on the overall composite indicator and the country rankings. A number of
weighting techniques exists. Some are derived from statistical models, such as factor
analysis, data envelopment analysis and unobserved components models (UCM) or
from participatory methods like budget allocation (BAL), analytic hierarchy processes
(AHP) and conjoint analysis (CA). Unobserved components and conjoint analysis
approaches are explained in the Toolbox for Constructors. No matter which method is

used, weights are essentially value judgments.

Step 7 Robustness and sensitivity
Several judgment calls have to be made when constructing composite
indicators, e.g. on the selection of indicators, data normalization, weights and

aggregation methods, etc. The robustness of the composite indicators and the
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underlying policy messages may thus be contested. A combination of uncertainty and
sensitivity analyses can help gauge the robustness of the composite indicator and

improve transparency.

2.2 Youths’ Quality of Life

It has been generally accepted that human beings have many similar factors.
However, quality of life is the integration of all those factors. The ability to seek and
integrate all of those various factors will be affected by different levels and qualities

of individual’s lives.

The quality of life of each social group therefore has different characteristics
and levels of standards. However, it is difficult to measure or evaluate one
individual’s quality of life as being superior to another’s. In addition, youth will have
quality of life different from other population age groups. It is essential to review the

concept of youth and quality of life related with youth through previous studies.

2.2.1 Adolescence and Youth Development in Context

1) The Fundamental Changes of Adolescent and Youth

Adolescence is a transitional period. Rather than viewing adolescence as
having a specific beginning and a specific ending, it makes more sense to think of the
period as being composed of a series of passages- biological, psychological, social-
from immaturity into maturity. Social scientists who study adolescence usually
differentiate among early adolescence, which covers the period from about age 11
through age 14; middle adolescence, from about age 15 through age 18; and late
adolescence or youth, from about age 18 through age 21. The United Nations defines
young persons in the 15 to 24 year age group as “youth” (ESCAP, 2000).

There are three features of adolescent development that give the period its
special flavor and significance: (1) the onset of puberty, (2) the emergence of more
advanced thinking abilities, and (3) the transition into new roles in society. They are
changes that occur universally, all adolescents in every society go through them

(Santrock, 1996). The outstanding characteristics of children in early adolescence are
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rapid growth leading to considerable changes of figure, height, weight, and
appearance, as well as reproductive system development. Physical changes could lead
to confusion and anxiety about their appearance. Children at this age mostly have
unstable emotions that easily change, and they begin to express their emotional
identity in temperamental or anxious behavior.

In general, adolescent children like to be autonomous and try to reduce
behavior that shows dependency. The process of identity development that begins
during this period makes children likely to challenge adult authority. This could easily
cause conflict between children and parents, peers, and teachers at any time.
Adolescent children show less concern about parent’s demands and are unwilling to
receive advice or be criticized. Moreover, while they try to stay away from parents, a
feeling of loneliness drives them to be with friends instead. Children in this age still
associate with friends in a cluster pattern, while choosing some of them as close
friends. At this stage, intellectual development approaches the process of abstract
thinking which enables them to understand abstract way of thought such as reasonable
expectations, creative thinking, and sympathy. The idea of common interest would
emerge at this stage. Then adolescents begin to set their goals for academic success as
well as career paths for their future lives.

2) The Context of Adolescence and Youth

Although all adolescents experience the transitions of the period, the
effects of these changes are not uniform for all young people due to the different
contexts. Much evidence describes many contexts of youth life that affects youth
development. Steinberg (1996) considered four contexts; families, peer groups,
schools, work and leisure, while Santrock (1996) added culture as the context to be
considered. In the Thai context, researchers consider five realms; family, education,
health, work, and leisure (Soonthornthada et al., 2005). The detail of contexts of
youths’ quality of life can be described as below:

Families: Families are the first context of population that has a major role
for rearing, supporting, and socializing the children. Family changes have directly
affected children’s well-being (Steinberg, 1996). The impact of parental
encouragement and stimulation was as great for adolescents as it was for young

children. Parents continue to influence their children during adolescence. It was found
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that family structure, family processes, family interaction, and family environment are
related to children’s achievement, to an important extent, across all status groups.

Peer Groups and School: Youth in modern society spend a remarkable
amount of time with their peers. Studies show that a youth’s moods are most positive
when they are with their friends, and that time spent with friends become more
rewarding over the course of youth (Larson, 1983; Larson & Richards, 1991). Schools
also play an extremely important role in structuring the nature of youth in modern
society (Steinberg, 1996). At School, children learn rules, discipline, homework and
also socialization processes.

Working and Leisure: The participation of youth in the world of work has
gone through a number of dramatic economic and social changes during the past 100
years. The majority of American teenagers hold part-time jobs during the school years
due to increasing levels of compulsory schooling. In developing countries, where
industrialization is still in a relatively early stage and a large percentage of the
population is poor, youth generally leave school early. In these countries, most youth
enter full-time employment and work for their families (Steinberg, 1996). Leisure
activities are the activities without or outside school and work. In the United States,
leisure occupies more of a youth’s time than do school and work combined
(Steinberg, 1996). Leisure activities can socialize youth for adult roles and may

enhance a youth’s well-being and strengthen their attachment to school.

2.2.2 Previous Studies on Youths’ Quality of Life

It is clear that quality of life means different things to different people,
and takes on different meanings according to the area of application. Many analysts
attempt to group needs into components, which are based on theory and empirical
surveys. There is often overlap between sets of components and variation according to
different research approaches. Example of youths’ quality of life components deriving

from many literatures are provided in the following table.
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Table 2.3 Components Adopted in Particular Analyses of Youths” Quality of Life

Micro Level

University of Toronto 1995 Physical being; Psychological being; Spiritual
being; Physical belonging; Social belonging;
Community belonging; Practical becoming;

Leisure becoming; Growth becoming

Cummins 1996 Material well-being; Health; Intimacy; Safety;
Productivity; Community; Emotional well-
being

Wang et al. 2000 Physical; Psychological; Independence; Social;
Environment

University of Washington 2001 Self; Relationship; Environment; General
quality of life

Meuleners et al. 2003 Psychological; Environment; Social;

Opportunities for growth; Health

Park 2005 Family; School; Living environment; Self
Macro Level

Child and Youth Well-Being 1974 Family economic well-being; Health;

Index Safety/Behavioral concerns; Educational

attainment; Community connectedness; Social

relationships; Emotional/Spiritual well-being

National Commission for Youth 1994 Nutrition; Physical health; Mental health;

Promotion and Coordination, Intellectual and basic ability; Employment and

Thailand Occupational; Preparations ; Social, cultural,
and ethic

For the framework of Quality of life Units, the department of occupational
therapy, University of Toronto, Canada (1995), divided the concept of quality of life
of adolescent into 3 main components and 9 sub components. In giving the details of
components, the literature concerning with each component can be provided as below:

1) Being

The Being component of quality of life is concerned with the most basic
personal aspects of “who one is” as an individual. It refers to parts of the self that are
essential to all functioning human beings. For the purposes of assessing quality of life,
the being component is divided into three sub components: physical, psychological,

and spiritual being.
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Physical Being

This sub component incorporates the individual’s physical person
and well-being. It includes physical aspects of health, nutrition, exercise, personal
hygiene, clothing, and overall physical appearance.

It can be said that adolescence is one of the healthiest periods in the
life span, characterized by a relative low incidence of disabling or chronic illnesses,
low rates of death and disability, and new medical technologies and better health care
delivery improving the physical well-being of adolescence (Gans, 1990). On the other
hand, adolescence is a period of relatively great physical risk because of unhealthy
behaviors, violence, and risky activity. Moreover, adolescents are far less likely than
adults to seek and receive medical and dental care (Millstein, Petersen, & Nightingale,
1993). Thus, good health behavior is important to maintain health status, leading to
improve the quality of life.

Psychological Being

This sub component encompasses the person’s psychological well-
being. It includes the person’s psychological health and adjustment, cognition,
feelings, and evaluations concerning the self (e.g., self-esteem, self-concept, and view
of his/her own sexuality), and sense of control over him/herself.

The concept of subjective well-being is sometimes used
interchangeably with the term happiness and life satisfaction. Adolescent satisfaction
comprises a positive attitude toward life, self-esteem, joy of life and absence of
depressive mood. Headey and colleagues (1984) suggested that a positive sense of
well-being appears to depend on a wider range of personality variables, extraversion
and optimism as well as personal competence and supportive social network.
Adolescence is a period of cognitive changes, and adolescents’s psychological well-
being depends on many factors. Demographic and socioeconomic differentials have
influenced well-being differently. Simieoni and colleagues (2001) found that French
girls (11-17 years old) assess higher scores on the friend domain but lower scores on
psychological well-being domain and overall health-related quality of life scale.
Further, their study also found that older adolescents had higher scores than younger
ones for dimensions dealing with relations with friends but lower scores on relations

with parents and psychological distress. Teenagers from Eastern and Central Europe
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whose economies were much weaker than those of Western countries, felt in general
worse than those from Western countries (Grob, 1998).

Spiritual Being

This sub component embodies the individual’s own personal values,
personal standards to live by, and spiritual beliefs. Spiritual beliefs may or may not be
religious in nature. Hoffman (1980) proposed that adolescence is an important period
in moral development, when they are faced with contradictions between the moral
concepts they have accepted and experiences outside their family and neighborhood.
Adolescents start to question their former beliefs and develop their own moral system.
Adolescents are more interested in religion and spiritual beliefs than children. Their
increasing abstract thought and their search for an identity draw them to religion and
spiritual matters. Involvement of adolescent’s participation in religious organizations
is associated with a lower incidence of sexual activity (Thornton & Camburn, 1989).

2) Belonging

This component refers to how well the person fits and is accepted in the
social, physical, and resource-related aspects of his or her various environments.
Accordingly, the belonging aspect of quality of life consists of three sub components:
physical, social, and community belonging.

Physical Belonging

This sub component incorporates the links that the person has with
his/her physical environments (i.e., home, neighborhood, school, workplace, and
larger community). Personal safety and having a private, physical space of one’s own
are also included here.

Environments in the home and school have influenced youth
performance. In the home environment, parental encouragement, family relationship,
and physical facilities at home have encouraged school success (Entwistle & Hayduk,
1988). In the school environment, the impact of friends on adolescent’s school
performance depends on the academic orientation of their peer group. Having friends
who earn high grades and aspire to further education appears to enhance adolescent’s
achievement, whereas having friends who earn low grades or disparage school
success may interfere with it (Natriello & McDill, 1986).
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Social belonging

This sub component encompasses the bonds that the person has with
his/her social environments. This includes the sense of belonging with and acceptance
by his/her intimate other, family, friends, co-workers, and others in his/her
neighborhood and community as well as members of his/her cultural (or sub-cultural)
or ethnic group.

The literature states that satisfactory relations with parents and
friends are connected to a more positive outcome in this stage of development.
Friendship is a major contributor to adolescents’ psychosocial adaptation and
constitutes an important protective element against deviant behavior, depression, and
feelings of alienation. At the same time, the importance of the family's role has been
recognized for its influence over adolescent’s psychosocial adaptation and in avoiding
deviant and risky behavior (Buhrmester & Furman, 1987).

Community Belonging

This sub component embodies the connections that the person has
with various resources typically available to members of his/her community and
society. This includes availability of information about and access to sources of
adequate income, employment, educational and recreational programs, health and
social services, as well as community events and activities.

In the United States, some signs indicate that today’s adolescents are
shifting toward a stronger interest in the welfare of society. One study found that
adolescent’s participation in community service stimulated them to reflect on
society’s political organization and moral order (Santrock, 1996). Many
commentators have argued that expanding community service will help integrate
adolescents into the community, enhance their feelings of confidence and
responsibility, and put them in touch with adult role models. Community service for
young people and youth organizations can provide much better employment to them
(Steinberg, 1996).

3) Becoming
This component is concerned with the purposeful activities the individual
does in order to achieve his/her own goals, hopes, and aspirations (i.e., both

immediate and long-term). It includes the leisure activities that the individual engages
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in as a means of “re-creating” himself/herself. The Becoming aspect of quality of life
was divided into the following sub components: practical, leisure, and personal
growth activities.

Practical Becoming

This sub component encompasses practical, purposeful activities in
a variety of areas. It includes domestic chores, paid work, going to school, volunteer
activities, other activities that are directed towards helping others, and seeking out
service helpful to the individual (e.g., health or social services).

In the United States, the number of adolescents who work in part-
time jobs is increasing. Most high school students have had some work experience.
Three of four reported some job income during the school week (Santrock, 1996).
Mortimer and colleagues (1992) found that boys reported higher self-esteem and well-
being when they perceived that their jobs were providing skills that would be useful to
them in the future. However, other research confirms the link between part-time work
during adolescence and problem behaviors. One study found that taking on a job for
more than 20 hours per week was associated with increasing disengagement from
school, increased delinquency and drug use, increased autonomy from parents, and
diminished self-reliance among adolescents (Steinberg, Fegley, & Dornbursh, 1993).

Leisure Becoming

This sub component embodies leisure-time activities that do not
necessarily have an obvious instrumental (practical) value. These activities serve to
promote relaxation, stress reduction, and “re-creation” of the person’s sense of
balance between work and play in his/her life. It includes activities of relatively short
duration or the cluster of activities of longer duration usually associated with taking a
vacation.

The idea that youth who participate in sports exhibit fewer behavior
problems has been supported by empirical studies. For example, in a large American
study, Jeziorski (1994) found that participants in sports earned better grades, behaved
better in the classroom, had fewer behavior problems outside the classroom, dropped
out less frequently, and attended school on a more regular basis with fewer unexcused
absences as compared to nonparticipants. Furthermore, Jeziorski found that

nonparticipants were more likely to drop out of school, more likely to use drugs, more
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likely to become teen parents, more likely to smoke cigarettes, and more likely to
have been arrested than were sport participants. Segrave & Hastad (1982) also found a
negative relationship between sports and delinquency in both early adolescents and
college students. Increased sports activity was associated with lower levels of
delinquency. Other studies support the view that sport and exercise are associated
with reduced problem behaviors (Brown & Siegel, 1988).

Growth Becoming

This sub component includes activities that foster the development
of the individual’s own knowledge and skills. A person usually engages in these
activities in order to learn new information or a new skill, to enhance an existing skill,
explore new things, or to solve a problem. Both formal and informal educational and
learning activities are relevant here.

Youth is a critical juncture in achievement. New social and
academic pressures force adolescents toward different roles, roles that often involve
more responsibility (Santrock, 1996). Most people believe that working builds
character, teaches adolescents about the real world, and helps young people prepare
for adulthood. But employment in today’s adolescent workplace is unlikely to
contribute to healthy psychological development, while it can make “premature
affluence” development among youth (Bachman, 1983).

According to the components of youths’ quality of life from many
literatures above, it can be concluded that there are ten main youths’ quality of life
components: (1) Living arrangement and material well-being; (2) Environment; (3)
Physical Health; (4) Family; (5) Peer and school; (6) Leisure; (7) Social and
community; (8) Opportunities for growth; (9) Psychological well-being; (10) Spiritual

well-being.

2.3 Family Structure

In every human society, people have organized their lives around a family unit.
In a general sense, a family is any group of people who are related to one another by

marriage, birth, or adoption. Implicit in the definition of a family is that its members
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share a sense of social bonding; the mutual acceptance of reciprocal rights and
obligations, and of responsibility for each other’s well-being.

2.3.1 Concepts of Family Structure

The concepts of the family and household are often confused because of their
close relationship to each other and because of the lack of unambiguous definitions of
either one of them. The term “household” refers to a socio-economic unit, consisting
of individuals who live together, while “family” refers to a relationship unit which
pertain to or arise from reproductive process and which is regulated by law or by
custom (United Nations, 1958). The family is a social group characterized by
common residence, economic co-operation and reproduction. It includes adults of
both sexes, at least two of whom maintain a socially-approved sexual relationship,
and one or more children of their own or adopted, of sexually cohabiting adults. This
definition can be referred to as a “nuclear family,” while “extended family” includes a
couple with their minor children, their married children and their families and other

relatives as well (United nations, 1973).

Defining types of family structure has been a recent subject of debate, and the
resulting ambiguity in terminology has contributed to the confusion about its effects
(Popenoe, 1993). The measurement of family structure centers around the notion of
departures from the form presumed simplest or most basic. Various measures of
household and family complexity can be classified into two broad categories based on
the type of data they use. The first class of measures makes use of information on the
relationships among persons in the household. The second class, in the absence of a
direct question on relationship, uses other, more routine information either as a basis
for inference of or as a proxy for relationship data such as an individual’s age, sex,

marital status, surname, or fertility.

Generally, in every type of family, the family institution provides important
functions to its members. A California Task Force identified five basic family
functions: maintain physical health and safety, provide conditions for emotional

growth, help shape a belief system of goals and values, create a place for recreation,
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and create a place for recuperation from external stress (Sulima, 1989). Davidson and
Moore (1996) offer three contemporary family functions: economic corporation,

socialization of the young, and fulfillment of affective needs.

2.3.2 Thai Family

Thai family system shares some common characteristics and values with other
societies of Southeast Asia. The family remains the basic training ground that
launches its young generation into their own lives. Children are generally not
considered independent till their marriage or until they start their own families.
Seniority is respected; children treat their parents and grandparents with respect; the
younger respect the older; and senior members are expected to provide help to junior
members. The Thai family system is unique in that it has only a weak sex preference
of children, relatively high autonomy of women, and less sexual segregation in many
respects of lives.

Studies consistently find a mix of nuclear and extended households in the Thai
context. With nuclear households predominating when viewed in the cross-section
(National Statistical Office, 2006; Potter, 1976). A common residence pattern for both
urban and rural household is the family compound, where adult children build an
independent house on the parental land. Much of theoretical focus of work on the
Thai family has centered on an extensive debate on the loosely structured paradigm
(Sharp & Hanks, 1978). The paradigm views Thai behavior and personality as
relatively less governed by standard rules and norms.

The implications of the matrilineal system on the family life cycle are that the
household has alternate phases of being nuclear and extended. Men normally move
into their wife’s parent’s household for a period of one to three years and then
establish a separate, economically independent household. The most common pattern
is for the youngest daughter and her husband to remain in the parental household to
care for the parents and continue the family enterprise. In the typical family life cycle,
the non-permanent son-in-law (the husband of an older daughter) moves into the
household when his father-in-law is still economically active and relatively powerful,

because he controls inheritance. The permanent son-in-law moves in when the father-
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in-law is older and economically dependent. Although inheritance is normatively
equally split among all siblings, there is tendency to leave the house and land to the
daughter and son-in-law who remain in the parental household (Richter & Podhisita,
1991-1992).

2.3.3 Theoretical Perspective on Family Structure on Child and Youths’
quality of life

1) Family System Theory

Family systems theory is a useful frame of reference for understanding the
role of within-family processes, or features of the family environment that impact on
individual child development. The family systems perspective enables us to think
about the family as a group of related elements (family members) that interact as a
whole (the family). Because the family is a whole, the movement of each person both
influences and is explained by the movement of others within the system.

In a family system, interaction follows certain patterns, called family
rules. Although family rules are usually unstated, they are the basis of family
traditions and of family member’s expectations of one another. These guiding
principles of family life encompass a variety of intricate relationships in the family
system. Alliances and coalitions are formed as members exchange energy and
information and subsystems emerge with clear but permeable boundaries. This theory
posits that family unit is the collective unit having various relationships within each
family. There is an underlying infrastructure of dyadic relationships (or relationships
between two family members) and other sub-system relationships, comprising
members of the same generation (as in parent-parent relationships), the same sex (for
example, fathers and sons), or function (parent-child) (Pryor & Rodgers, 2001). All of
these relationships operate in some hierarchical order to maintain themselves and to
sustain the system as a whole. These relationships can each be described, but are also
related to the overarching qualities of the family as a whole, which has its own unique
and stable interaction pattern. The well-being of the child can be conceived as
dependent upon the functioning of elements of the entire family system (McKeown &
Sweeny, 2001).
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2) Economic Deprivation

Economic deprivation argues that much of the difference in child
outcomes between single-parent and two-parent families is a result of poverty.
Mother-only families are more likely than other families to be poor and their poverty
IS more extreme than that of other groups. Even among single-parent families living
above the poverty line, income insecurity is common-place (Astone & McLanahan,
1991). Study of multigenerational household suggest that presence of grandparents
interacts with socioeconomic status and is particularly beneficial among low-income
families in order to contribute in ways that benefit to children (Deleire & Kalil, 2002).

3) Socialization

Socialization is the process by which individuals are taught to conform to
social rules, to acquire personal values, and to develop attitudes typical of their
culture. This process begins in earnest in early childhood. Parents and significant
others initiate expectations for behavior, attitudes, and values they wish children to
acquire to become effectively functioning future adults. The socialization perspective
argues that two-parents are crucial for providing an optimal child rearing environment
and that children benefit from the presence of a male role model in a two-parent
home. For example, children in two-parent families have a theoretically greater
opportunity to be taken on cultural outings, to have their television and after school
activities monitored, and to have an adult become involved in school activities
(Deleire & Kalil, 2002).

From the theoretical concepts above, the causal structure of family structure on
child outcomes should be of concern. A causal structure that may account for the
association between family structure and child outcomes is illustrated in Figure 2.1.
This model focuses on the roles of different mediators of the relationship between
family structure and child outcomes. According to this model, structural differences
between households are related to different contextual characteristics (for example,
social support, employment satisfaction, role strain, financial strain, and
neighborhood characteristics) and intra-familial relations (for example, parental
relationships, parent-child relationships, sibling relationships, and family-level
functioning), which in turn contribute to child outcomes. It is hypothesized that family

structure does not have a direct effect on child outcomes. Rather, it is the connection
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between contextual and intra-familial processes and family structure that determine

child outcomes.

\ 4

Family Contextual Intra-familial Child
structure > factors »|  relations » outcomes |«
A A A
Family transitions Parental Age, gender,
(number, timing) functioning temperament

Figure 2.1 Mediation and Moderation Model of the Relationship between Family
Structure and Child Outcomes.

The figure above proposes the causal structure of family structure on youths’
quality of life. The present study will apply this causal structure to the model for
analysis in which family structure affects youths’ quality of life when controlling for
mediating factors of youth characteristics, primary guardian characteristics, and

household characteristics.

2.3.4 The Impact of Family Structure on Youths’ Quality of Life
A general phenomenon in modern society emerging simultaneously with
urbanization and industrialization was that the families had shrunk to a smaller size
and changed from extended families, with several generations in the same household
or area, into nuclear families with only married couples and their unmarried children.
However, change in family structure continually occurs and makes families at the
present time become more and more diverse. Diversity of the family in both physical
and social aspects would affect relationships and well-being of family members in
various ways (Acock & Demo, 1994).
1) Education
Social scientists from many disciplines have estimated the empirical
relationships between family structure and children’s school/college enrolment and
educational outcomes. McLanahan and Sandefur (1994) found that children who grew

up in single-parent families and children with a stepparent have lower educational
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attainment than those who grew up with both biological parents. The estimated
correlations depend on the control variables used in the regression analysis. After
controlling for mother’s employment and occupation, Biblarz and Raftery (Biblarz &
Raftery, 1999) found that children living with both biological parents and a single-
mother have higher occupational status and educational attainment than children
living with a stepparent or children living with a single father. Compared with youth
in two-parent families, youth who are living with single mothers and with at least one
grandparent in multigenerational households have a higher chance of high school
graduation and college enrolment (Deleire & Kalil, 2002). Study in Bangladesh found
that children in nuclear families, headed by the father, are better off in education
attainment than those in extended families headed by the grandfather (Edlund &
Rahman, 2005).

2) Problem Behavior

Previous studies found an association between two-parent families and
lower problem behavior of children and youth. Wallace and Bachman (1991) affirmed
the importance of two-parent families as deterrents of adolescent drug use. They state
that if black and Hispanic youth were as likely as white youth to live with both
parents, "their levels of use for a number of drugs would be even lower than
reported.” In addition, Fiewelling and Bauman's (1990) study, which examined family
structure as a predictor of adolescents' initial substance abuse and sexual intercourse,
found significantly higher levels for children of non-intact families, even after
controlling for age, race, sex, and mother's education. They conclude that the
"children of disrupted families are at a higher risk of initiating the use of controlled
substances and engaging in sexual intercourse, and that a firmer understanding of the
mechanisms that underlie this association is needed."”

Previous study found that, among adolescents, living with an additional
adult of the same sex was associated with comparatively positive behavior, while
living with grandparents was associated with more positive behavior but more
negative for children in middle childhood. The additional adult hypothesis states that
the presence of additional adults in single-parent households is associated with
positive outcomes for children (Hamilton, 2005).
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3) Psychological Well-being

Most of the studies that focus on the children in single-parent families
attempt to examine the effect of parent’s marital disruption on psychological well-
being. Compared to children who grew up in continuously intact families, offspring
from divorced parents are often found to have a lower psychological well-being, to
have more emotional problems such as depression, and to have a more negative self-
image (Dunlop, Burns, & Bermingham, 2001; Sun, 2001; VanderValk et al., 2004).
However, some longitudinal studies have been carried out pertaining to long-term
effects of parental divorce on offspring adjustment and it is generally found that
divorce effects are most pronounced shortly after divorce (Cherlin, Chase-Lansdale,
& McRae, 1998).

When considering the extended household influences, the results are
equivocal. Hamilton (Hamilton, 2005) found that the presence of grandparents in the
household is associated with less deviant behavior overall and fewer depressive
symptoms, while the presence of other adults such as aunts, uncles, and other relatives
is associated with greater depressive symptoms overall, but less deviant behavior
among adolescents in households with a large number of siblings. In Korea, children
from extended families had fewer behavior problems and serious problems than those
who were not because grandparents in extended families may increase children's
resiliency by providing sources of attachment, affection, and knowledge, as well as
having indirect effects through their support of parents (Park, 2005). In Thai context,
children in extended families report higher mental disorder than those in nuclear
families because extended families are generally considered as having higher conflict

among family members (Na Manorom, 1991).

2.3.5 Other Factors Influencing Youths’ Quality of Life
Although many scholars have focused on the effects of single-parent
status on children’s quality of life, there are also more factors that affect children’s
quality of life that can described below.
1) Resources and Other Background Variables
Parental Education: Higher education is one of the most effective

ways that parents can raise their family’s incomes. There is clear evidence that higher
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educated parents have higher earnings. Eighty-two percent of American children
whose parents do not have a high school degree live in low-income families
(http://www.nccp.org). A study in Vietnam found that children who have at least one
parent with some secondary schooling have a significant advantage in all of these
schooling categories over children whose parents have no secondary schooling. The
advantage associated with a parent’s education continues at a higher level of parental
schooling, with a large schooling advantage observed for children whose parents have
both finished upper secondary schooling (Anh, Knodel, Lam, & Friedman, 1998).

Household Size and Number of Children: Household size relates
with the economic responsibility to provide for every household member. Larger
household size provides less attention, emotional support, and economic support to
children when compare with small size (Blake, 1989). Considerable evidence from
developed countries, especially in the United States, has documented that family size
exerts a negative effect on children’s educational attainment (Blake, 1989; Polit,
1982). As numbers of children increase, family resources available to an individual
child decrease. A clear negative association between family size and children’s
outcome has also been found in Thailand. The Thai socio-cultural context is that the
burden of raising children, including paying for their children, falls directly on the
parents. Parents must rely on their own resources. Family size becomes an important
determinant of how much schooling parents provide for their children (Knodel,
Havanon, & Sittitrai, 1990). A review of numerous studies conducted in developing
countries found that various measures of education were usually negatively associated
with numbers of siblings (Lloyd, 1994).

Parental Migration: Parental migration and the children left behind
can affect their children’s well-being. Findings from a 1996 study on grade school
children offer a clearer picture of the parental absence on the situation of children. It
offered a comparison of children from migrant families and children whose parents
are non-migrants. The study found that the children of migrant parents lagged behind
in school performance compared to children with both parents present. Children left
behind also tended to be less socially adjusted than children whose parents were both
present. In terms of spiritual and moral formation, the study suggested that the

absence of parents did not have a negative impact. The mother’s absence was
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associated with more difficulties for the children left behind. On the whole, the study
suggested that the absence of parents was associated with more difficulties for the
children left behind. However, the study found that in the absence of parents, the
extended family has come to fill an important void in the caring and rearing of
children (Battistella & Gastardo-Conaco, 1996). However, a study in Botswana found
that children who had a father engaged in migratory labor had greater body size due to
their father’s remittances, but there was no effect of male migratory labor on
children’s school attendance (Bock & Johnson).

2) Family Process Variables

Marital and Family Relationship: For children living in families with
married parents, several dimensions of marital and family relationship may influence
child outcomes. Marital conflict, marital stability, and mother’s marital happiness
shape the context in which children live. Studies suggest that levels of marital and
family conflict are more important than type of family structure for understanding
children’s adjustment, self-esteem, and other measures of psychological well-being
(Acock & Demo, 1994; Berg & R., 1979).

The child’s relationship with their mother may be even more important.
Mothers, compared to fathers, typically spend more time with their children and
invest themselves more directly in caring for their children. If mother-child interaction
is routine, enjoyable, and supportive, maternal involvement is likely to exert positive
effects on children (Thompson & Walker, 1989). However, a study of adolescent
deviant behavior found that family attachment has direct relationship with the deviant
behaviors, while family structure was not significantly related to any of the deviant
behaviors. Specific problems in child rearing were associated with a likelihood of

later deviant behavior (Sokol-Katz, Dunham, & Zimmerman, 1997).

2.4 Research Hypothesis

From the literature reviews, the research hypotheses in this study are:
1. Youth in two-parent families are more likely to enroll in school or college
than those who are not.

2. Youth in two-parent families are less likely to smoke than those who are not.
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3. Youth in two-parent families are less likely to drink alcohol than those who

are not.
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CHAPTER I
METHODOLOGY

This chapter discusses the research methodology used for this study. The
methodology will be described here in two sections, with a separate section for each
of the two research objectives. The first section (3.1) identifies youths’ quality of life
in Kanchanaburi province. The second section (3.2) examines the association between
family structure and youths’ quality of life indicators in Kanchanaburi DSS. There is a
detailed section explaining how each variable used in the analysis was measured.
Lastly, the chapter explains how the data is analyzed in order to answer the research
question within the scope of the conceptual framework presented in the previous

chapter.
3.1 Method of Identifying Youths’ Quality of Life in Kanchanaburi Province

3.1.1 Data

This study used the data from the “Geographical Integrated Research on Poverty
Prevention in The Western Thailand: Happiness Indicator” or “Happiness Indicator
Survey” collected in Kanchanaburi province, in 2005 by the Institute for Population
and Social Research, Mahidol University. This survey was designed to measure
happiness indicators and components corresponding to the goal of the 10" National
Economic and Development Plan, which considers “happiness” as a goal of national
development. The following components were included in the instrument; population
and family, education, occupation, income, health, social capital, good governance,
culture, emotion, and happiness. The questionnaire is based on information obtained
from 13 focus group discussions of people in the study site, expert recommendations,
and literature reviews. Multi-stage cluster sampling was used to generate a

representative sample of the provincial population aged 15 and over.
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3.1.2 Sample

This survey obtained information on individual and household levels, and
included 4,954 individuals in 1,440 households. The sample for this study included
433 of individual youth aged 15-24.

3.1.3 Procedure of Identifying Youths’ Quality of Life

To identify youths’ quality of life, many steps are needed in order to get the
indicators and components through the factor analysis method. Factor analysis is a
powerful technique for exploring the item correlations during scale validation. This
technique attempts to identify groups of variables such that there are strong
correlations among all the variables within a group and those outside the group. The
study attempted to obtain factor loading, eigen values, and percentage of variance.

The eigen values are obtained by matrix algebra to measure how much of the
variation in the data is accounted for by each factors. Therefore the eigen values
indicate the importance of each factor in explaining the variability and correlations in
the observed sample of data. The eigen values are normally used to determine how
many factors are present. A commonly used criterion is the so-called “eigen values
greater than 1 rule.” In addition, sometime other two-factor solutions are equally good
at explaining the same percentage of the variability, and in fact there are an infinite
variety of alternative solutions. It is usual to rotate the factors until a solution with the
simplest structure is found. This study uses orthogonal rotation with varimax method
to minimize the number of variables that have high loadings on each factor and
considering factor loading higher than 0.3. Thus, the researcher hoped to obtain a
new set of loadings for the factors, with fewer items having high values for each
other, but with the same amount of the total variance still explained by the factors.

There were 38 initial variables prepared for identifying youths’ quality of life
indicators and components. The importance of each component is derived from eigen
values, while the scores of the components are derived from normalized scores by
using the re-scaling method. Figure 3.1 showed the steps of identifying youths’
quality of life indicators and components. After reviewing the concept of youths’
quality of life, the questions in the instrument have been selected. This study selected

38 questions to be initial variables and, then, set the criteria from literature reviews
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and give a score or values to each variable. To identify the indicators and components
of youths’ quality of life, all of the initial variables will be analyzed using factor
analysis; through factor extraction and factor rotation. This study select components
that having eigen values of more than 1 and selected indicators with factor loadings of
more than 0.3. Indicators will be contained in components and represent the youths’
quality of life as a whole.

Youths’ Quality of Life

T

Component

T

Indicator

T

- Select those components with eigen value more than 1
- Select those indicators with factor loading more than
A

Factor Rotation
(Orthogonal rotation with varimax method)

T

Factor Extraction (PCA)

A

Set the Criteria for Initial VVariables

T

Initial Variables
(38 variables)

T

Questions

T

Youths” Quality of Life Concept

Figure 3.1 Steps of Identifying the Indicators and Components of Youths’
Quality of Life
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3.1.4 Method for Youths’ Quality of Life Score

After identifying the indicators and components of youths’ quality of life, the
set of indicators and components were assessed in the form of scores. The score of
youths’ quality of life refers to average level of youths’ quality of life in each
component; a higher score means a higher quality of life in that component. The
combination of indicators in each component will be used as the value to calculate the
total youths’ quality of life score by using normalization of re-scaling method. Re-
scaling is the formula that aims to make different values to be in the same range of

score 0-100 as below:

. . Actualvalue — Minimumvalue
Youths’ quality of life component score = - — *100
Maximumvalue — Minimumvalue

3.1.5 Measurement of Initial VVariables

Although the data for the study on “Happiness Indicator: Western Region Study
in Thailand” was not designed to capture the specific concept of “youths’ quality of
life,” the information in this survey did contain the components of youths’ quality of
life described in the literature reviews. According to the literature reviews, 38
variables were prepared for identifying the indicators and components by using
exploratory factor analysis (EFA), covering both objective quality of life and

subjective quality of life (Table 3.1).
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Table 3.1 Initial Variables for Identifying the Indicators and Components of
Youths’ Quality of Life

Obijective Quality of Life Variables Subjective Quality of Life Variables

. Education 30. Trusting each other within the community
. Not cigarette smoking 31. Feeling safe in community

. Not alcohol drinking 32. Liveliness

. Exercise 33. Free from worry

. Not have illness 34. Calmness

. Material of housing 35. Power

. House and land ownership 36. Free from depression

. Electricity 37. Enjoyment of life
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. Type of cooking fuel 38. Optimism

=
o

. Safe drinking water
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. Safe using water
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. Type of toilet
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. Number of facilities in household
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NS

. Without noise pollution

[N
(8]

. Without smoke pollution

[N
[o)]

. Without smell pollution

[EnY
~

. Without dust pollution

[N
o]

. Without water pollution

[N
[{e]

. Without garbage pollution

N
o

. Knowing each other within the community

N
=

. Sharing with each other within the community

N
N

. Helping each other within the community

N
w

. Without-crime community

N
N

. Participate in community activities

N
[8)]

. Having community activities

N
[}

. Praying

N
Ry

. Food offering to the monk

N
o]

. Order offering to the monk
. Meditation

N
[{e)

The initial variables are based on literature reviews and concepts related with
youths’ quality of life. A standard for giving the score was used for each variable, the
higher score refers to the higher quality of life. The score for each variable was

assigned as shown below:
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1. Education: It refers to the education level of youth. This indicator is
based on the basic human needs concept regarding the higher hierarchical needs of
esteem needs and self-actualization, which are growth needs rather than deficiency
needs. It is also based on the concept of human development, which is concerned
about the improvement of human capacity and human-centered, and aims to develop
the human resources for future stability of youth. Based on the compulsory

requirement of 9 years of schooling in Thailand, the criterion is provided as follows:

Attending/ finished lower secondary school and over  scored as 3
Finished primary school scored as 2
Some primary school scored as 1
Never attend school scored as 0

2. Not Cigarette Smoking: It refers to the frequency of cigarette
smoking. This indicator determines the human security to avoid harmful effects on
their physical health. This research uses the criteria of The Cigarette Smoking and
Alcohol Drinking Behavior Survey (National Statistical Office, 2005) provided by the
National Statistical Office of Thailand, that the frequency of cigarette smoking is
important for measuring health risk behavior. The criterion is provided as follows:

Never smoked scored as

Not current smoker, but ever smoker, not frequently  scored as

Not current smoker, but ever smoke frequently scored as

5
6
5
Current smoker, only 1 or less than 1 cigarette/day scored as 4
Current smoker, 2-5 cigarettes per day scored as 3
Current smoker, 6-10 cigarettes per day scored as 2
Current smoker, 11-20 cigarettes per day scored as 1

0

Current smoker, more than 20 cigarettes per day scored as

3. Not Alcohol Drinking: It refers to the frequency of alcohol drinking.
This indicator determines the human security to avoid harmful effects on their
physical health. This research uses the criteria of The Cigarette Smoking and Alcohol

Drinking Behavior Survey (National Statistic Office, 2005) provided by the National



Fac. of Grad. Studies, Mahidol Univ. Ph.D. (Demography) / 53

Statistical Office of Thailand, that the frequency of alcohol drinking is important for

measuring health risk behavior. The criterion is provided as follows:

Never drink scored as 6
Not current drinker, but ever drank alcohol scored as 5
Current drinker, rarely scored as 4
Current drinker, 1-2 times per month scored as 3
Current drinker, 1-2 times per week scored as 2
Current drinker, 3-4 times per week scored as 1
Current drinker, every day scored as 0

4. Exercise: It refers to the frequency of exercise. This indicator
determines the human security to avoid the harmful effects on their physical health.
This research uses the criteria of the Report of the Sport Played and Sport Watching
Behavior Survey (National Statistical Office, 2002) provided by the National
Statistical Office of Thailand, which states that people should exercise at least 3 days
per week and at least 30 minutes per time. The criterion is provided as follows:

More than 3 days per week and more than 30 minutes per time scored as 3
More than 3 days per week, but less than 30 minutes per time/

Less than 3 days per week and more than 30 minutes per time scored as 2
Less than 3 days per week and less than 30 minutes per time  scored as 1

No current exercise scored as 0

5. Material of Housing: It refers to the majority of material used for
constructing the house. This indicator determines the basic minimum needs and
economic status of residence. Housing stability in non-permanent material used such
as billboard sheet, box sheet, and raw plant materials is less than permanent material
used for housing. This research uses the criteria of the Basic Minimum Needs
Indicators (Ministry of Interior, 2001), Thailand, which states that housing should be
constructed of materials that last at least 5 years. The criterion is provided as follows:

Cement/ Brick/ Wood/ Half cement-half wood scored as 1

Non-permanent material/ Reused material scored as 0
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6. House and Land Ownership: It refers to type of house and land
ownership. This indicator determines the household stability and also refers to the
economic status of residence. In general, land ownership is more important than house
ownership because it relates with the proprietary right and the stability of asset. This
research uses the criteria for scoring from Sutthangkul (1999). The criterion is

provided as follow:

Own house and own land scored as 6
Own house and rented land scored as 5
Installed house scored as 4
Own house and public land scored as 3
Rented house scored as 2
Non-monetary payment for rented house scored as 1
Not paid housing scored as 0

7. Electricity: It refers to whether the house has electricity and also
includes electricity from battery and generators. This indicator determines the basic
minimum needs and economic status of residence. Electricity is essential for living in
current time and affects on the quality of life in general. The criteria is provided as
follows:

Have electricity scored as 1

Not have electricity scored as 0

8. Type of Cooking Fuel: It refers to the type of fuel used mostly for
food cooking, excluding the rice cooking. This indicator determines the basic

minimum needs and economic status of residence. The criterion is provided as

follows:
Electricity scored as 2
Gas scored as 1
Charcoal/ Wood scored as 0

9. Safe Drinking Water and Using Water: It refers to the source of

drinking water and using water, which is consumed the most. This indicator
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determines the basic minimum needs, economic status of residence, and also health
and sanitation. Safe water plays a major role in the overall well-being of the
population, which is consistent with the goal of accessibility to safe drinking water
and sanitation of the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) (Ministryofinterior,
2001). The criterion is provided as follows:
Bottled water/ Own tap water/ Own pond water/
Own underground water scored as 2
Public tap water/ Public pond water/
Public underground water scored as 1

Rain water/ River and reservoir scored as 0

10. Type of Toilet: It refers to the type of toilet used in household. This
indicator determines the basic minimum needs, economic status of residence, and also
health and sanitation. Same as safe water, improved toilet is the goal of the
Millennium Development Goals (MDGSs) (Ministry of Interior, 2001). This research
uses the criteria of the Thailand Development Indicators (2005), provided by the
National Statistical Office of Thailand, that flush toilets and squat toilet are
considered to be clean and proper toilet. The criterion is provided as follows:

Flush toilet/ Squat toilet/ Flush and Squat toilet scored as 1

Open pit toilet/ Open fill toilet/ River scored as 0

11. Number of Household Appliances: It refers to the number of
appliances owned in the household, which are modern appliances; such as microwave
oven, washing machine, air-conditioner, car, etc. This indicator determines the basic
minimum needs and economic status of residence. Number of appliances owned
identifies the economic status among the households, regarded of whether they were
paid for by cash or by installments. To classify the economic status of household,

quintile category of factor score derived from factor analysis is classified as:

Highest scored as 4
Higher scored as 3
Moderate scored as 2
Lower scored as 1
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Lowest scored as 0

12. Without Pollution in the Household: It refers to household that have
no environmental pollutants. This indicator determines the basic minimum needs,
human security, and health and sanitation. This research uses the criteria of Thailand
Social Indicators (National Statistical Office, 2006) that a good household
environment means the household does not have the disturbance of loud noise,
vibration, dust, bad smell, bad air, bad water, garbage, and toxic substances. The
indicators which were available in the questionnaire are: (1) noise pollution, (2)
smoke pollution, (3) smell pollution, (4) dust pollution, (5) water pollution, and (6)

garbage pollution. Each indicator is categorized as follows:

Not have scored as 3
Little scored as 2
Moderate scored as 1
More scored as 0

13. Social Capital and Participation: It refers to the social capital and
involvement in community activities. These indicators are based on the basic human
needs concept in the higher hierarchical needs of safety needs, belonging needs,
esteem needs, and also self-actualization. It also based on the concept of human
development that successfulness of participation in social activities is a process
affecting youth’s lives in the present and the future. This research uses the criteria of
the Basic Minimum Needs Indicators (Ministry of Interior, 2001), Thailand, which
use the social participation and community safety as the indicators. The indicators
which were available in the questionnaire and the criteria are as follows:

(1) Knowing each other within the community

Knowing well scored as 2
Knowing some scored as 1
Not know scored as 0

(2) Sharing with each other within the community
Sharing well scored as 2

Sharing some scored as 1
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Not share scored as 0
(3) Trusting each other within the community

More trust scored as 2
Some trust scored as 1
Not trust scored as 0

(4) Helping each other within the community

Helping well scored as 2
Helping some scored as 1
Not help scored as 0

(5) Feeling safe in the community

Not worried scored as 3
Little worried scored as 2
Some worried scored as 1
Much worried scored as 0
(6) Without crime in the community within 1 month
Not have crime scored as 2
Sometimes scored as 1
Often scored as 0

(7) Participate in community activities about public hearing within 1 year
Yes scored as 1
No scored as 0
(8) Having community activities about community development within 1
year
Have scored as 1

Not have scored as 0

14. Cultural Belief Activities: It refers to the cultural belief practice
within 1 year. These indicators based on basic human needs concept in the higher
hierarchical needs of safety needs, belonging needs, esteem needs, and also self-
actualization. It also based on the concept of human development that develops their
spirit. The question is “During one year, have you ever ...?” (1) praying, (2) food
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offering to the monk, (3) order offering to the monk, and (4) meditation. Each
indicator was scored as shown below:
Ever scored as 1

Never scored as 0

15. State of Emotion: It refers to youth’s state of emotion within 1
month. These indicators are based on the basic human needs concept in the higher
hierarchical needs of safety needs, belonging needs, esteem needs, and also self-
actualization. Although some emotional states are transitory, depending more on the
situation a person is in than on the specific person, it can also considered that
emotions are dispositions or traits, which from a pattern of emotional reactions that a
person consistently experiences across a variety of life situations (Larsen & Buss,
2005). The indicators which were available in the questionnaire are (1) liveliness, (2)
free from worry, (3) calmness, (4) power, (5) free from depression, (6) enjoyment of

life, and (7) optimism. Each indicator was categorized as shown below:

Always scored as 5
Mostly scored as 4
Often scored as 3

Sometimes scored as 2
Rarely scored as 1
Never scored as 0

Table 3.2 summarize all of the variables used that were available, in the concept
behind each variable in order to set the criteria or standard for giving the score, and
scoring of each variable.
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Table 3.2 Variables, Concept Used, and Score and Measurement

Variables Concept Used Score and Measurement
1. Education Human development Attending/ finished lower secondary school and over = 3
Finished primary school =2
Some primary school =1
Never attend school =0
Never smoked =7

2. Not cigarette

Human security

smoking Not current smoker, but ever smoked not frequently = 6
Not current smoker, but ever smoke frequent =5
Current smoker, only 1 or < 1cigarette/day =4
Current smoker, 2-5 cigarettes per day =3
Current smoker, 6-10 cigarettes per day =2
Current smoker, 11-20 cigarettes per day =1
Current smoker, more than 20 cigarettes per day =0
3. Not alcohol Human security Never drink =6
drinking Not current drinker, but ever drink =5
Current drinker, rarely =4
Current drinker, 1-2 times per month =3
Current drinker, 1-2 times per week =2
Current drinker, 3-4 times per week =1
Current drinker, every day =0
4. Exercise Human security More than 3 days per week and more than 30 minutes

per time =3
More than 3 days per week, but less than 30 minutes per
time/ Less than 3 days per week and more than 30
minutes per time =2
Less than 3 days per week and less than 30 minutes per
time =1

No current exercise =0

5. Material of housing

Basic minimum needs

Cement/ Brick/ Wood/ Half cement-half wood =1

Non-permanent material/ Reused material =0
6. House and land Human security Own house and own land =6
ownership Own house and rented land =5
Installed house =4
Own house and public land =3
Rented house =2
Non-monetary payment for rented house =1
Not paid house =0
7.Electricity Basic minimum needs Have electricity =1
Not have electricity =0
8. Type of cooking fuel | Basic minimum needs Electricity =2
Gas =1

Charcoal/ Wood =0
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Table 3.2 Variables, Concept Used, and Score and Measurement (Continued)

Variables

Concept Used

Score and Measurement

9. Safe drinking water and
using water

Basic minimum
needs

Bottled water/ Own tap water/ Own pond water/ Own

underground water

=2

Public tap water/ Public pond water/ Public underground

water =1
Rain water/ River and reservoir =0
10. Type of toilet Basic minimum Flush toilet/ Squat toilet/ Flush and Squat toilet =1
needs Open pit toilet/ Open fill toilet/ River =0
11. Number of household | Basic minimum Highest =4
appliances needs Higher =3
Moderate =2
Lower =1
Lowest =0
12. Without pollution Basic minimum Not have =3
household needs Little =2
(]i% \:\iloi:]hOUt noise Moderate =1
ollu
p(2) Without smoke More =0
pollution
(3) Without smell
pollution
(4) Without dust pollution
(5) Without water
pollution
(6) Without garbage
pollution
13. Social capital and -Basic minimum
participation needs
(1) Knowing each other -Human Knowing well =2
within the community development Knowing some =1
Not know =0
(2) Sharing with each Sharing well =2
other within the community Sharing some =1
Not share =0
(3) Trusting each other More trust =2
within the community Some trust =1
Not trust =0
(4) Helping each other Helping well =2
within the community Helping some =1
Not help =0
(5) Feeling safe in the Not worried =3
community Little worried =2
Some worried =1
Much worried =0
(6) Without crime in the Not have crime =2
community within 1 month Sometimes =1
Often =0
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Table 3.2 Variables, Concept Used, and Score and Measurement (Continued)

Variables Concept Used Score and Measurement
(7) Participate in Yes =1
community activities No =0
about public hearing
within 1 year
(8) Having Have =1
community activities Not have =0

about community
development within 1

year

14. Cultural belief -Basic minimum needs Ever =1

activities -Human development Never =0
(1) praying within 1

year

(2) food offering to
the monk within 1 year
(3) order offering to
the monk within 1 year

(4) meditation within

1 year

15. State of emotion Basic minimum needs Always =5
(1) liveliness Mostly =4
(2) free from worry Often =3
(3) calmness Sometimes =2
(4) power
(5) free from Rarely =1

depression Never =0
(6) enjoyment of life
(7) optimism

3.2 Method of Examining the Impact of Family Structure on Youths” Quality of

Life Indicators in Kanchanaburi DSS

3.2.1 Data

The data employed in this study were obtained from the Kanchanaburi
Demographic Surveillance System (KDSS) 2001 to 2004, conducted in selected areas
of Kanchanaburi province, Thailand by the Institute for Population and Social
Research (IPSR), Mahidol University and supported by the Welcome Trust, United
Kingdom. The primary objective of KDSS was to monitor the population change
within the field site. Data was collected every year from 2000 to 2004 from selected
households and individuals aged 15 and above in the field area.

The study villages and census blocks for Kanchanaburi project were selected

using a stratified systematic sample design. The primary selection units for the rural
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areas are villages and for urban areas are census blocks. Firstly, the Kanchanaburi
area was divided into five strata. These five strata were categorized according to the
main occupation of the population and land use patterns. These strata are: (1)
urban/semi urban, (2) rice, (3) plantation, (4) upland, and (5) mixed economy. From
all these villages/census blocks of these strata, study villages or census blocks were
selected systematically. Twenty villages/census blocks were selected from each
stratum. The selection of 100 villages/census blocks reflects the diversity in socio-
economic and ecological conditions in Kanchanaburi province.

The method used for data collection was structured interviews and three sets of
questionnaires were used: village, household, and individual. The village
questionnaire provides basic background information on villages. As a whole, the
household data questionnaire provides basic information on household’s members,
their background characteristics, occupation, land use, agricultural products,
migration, and mortality. The individual questionnaire was for respondents aged 15
years and over. It consists of personal data, occupation and income, migration, health
and sanitation, childbearing, contraception, marriage and women’s role in the

community development.

3.2.2 Sample

The study sample is made up of children aged 13-18 years old living in the
villages studied in Round 2 census (2001). The base year census (2000) was not used
because there was no question about whether their father or mother in the household.
The study was limited to children aged 13-18 because this group would have finished
the primary level of education and were most likely to drop out of the educational
system. In Thailand, six years of compulsory schooling was mandated until 2002,
which generally translates to the children being 12 years old when they finish their
primary school. The sample was restricted to those who enrolled in school did not
smoke, and did not drink in 2001. After excluding the missing data, the study sample
comprises a total of 2,072 youth in 2,072 households.
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3.2.3 Measurement of Variables
1) Dependent Variable
School/College Enrolment
The variable ‘school/college enrolment” is a dichotomous. The
respondents were asked ‘Are you working at present?’ in 2004 and the possible
answers included working, looking for a job, studying, not working, and working and
studying. A dichotomous variable was used in this study and coded 1 = studying and
0 = not studying.
Smoking
Based on reported smoking habits in 2004, respondents are
categorized as 1= smoke and 0 = not smoke
Alcohol Drinking
There were two questions related to alcohol drinking in 2004, such
as drinking beer and drinking liquor. These two questions are combined and
respondents are categorized as 1 = drink and 0 = not drink.
2) Independent Variable
Family structure is the main independent variable for the analysis. Two
aspects of family structure are taken into account (1) living status, and (2) parent’s
marital status between the Round 2 to Round 5 censuses (2001-2004). This
information was derived from the household list table in the household questionnaire.
The list table indicates which respondent’s resident was in the household and marital
status of respondent’s parents. Based on the available information above, this study
assigned each child to 1 of 3 mutually exclusive types of living arrangements: (1)
two-parent families refer to having a married father and married mother in the
household, (2) single-parent families refer to having only father or mother who is
divorced, separated, or widowed in the household, (3) non-parent adult families refer
to having a non-parent adult aged 25 and above in the household including
grandparents, relatives, and non-related adults.
3) Control Variables
Youth characteristics, primary guardian characteristics, and household
characteristics were control variables. All control variables were measured in 2001.
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Living in Extended Household

Living in an extended household refers to a household with
member(s) other than the father, the mother, and children and is a categorical variable.
This variable considered whether an extended household included grandparents also.
Living in an extended household with grandparents is coded 1, whereas, living in an
extended household without grandparents is coded 2, and living in a nuclear
household is coded 0.

Family Structure Stability

Family structure stability is measured from the family structure
changing within 2001-2004. The variable was coded 1 if the family structure had not
changed during 4 years, and if family structure had changed during 4 years it was
coded as 0.

Youth’s Gender

Gender, is a dichotomous variable. Males are coded 1, whereas,
females are coded 0.

Youth’s Age

Age is coded as on interval scale of complete years of youth’s age.

Living in Thai Speaking Household

Living in Thai speaking household is derived from the question on
what language is generally used among household members. This study divided the
responses such that Thai was coded as 1, and other languages were coded 0.

Primary Guardian’s Gender

Primary guardian in this study refers to co-resident adult aged 25
and above, which includes father/mother, grandparents, siblings, relative adults and
non-relative adults. The primary guardian in the household that was selected was the
one who had the highest education. If many guardians had the same education, the
one with higher age was selected. In addition, male guardian would be chosen if they
have the same education and age. Primary guardian characteristics include gender,
age, education, and occupation. Gender, is a dichotomous variable. Males are coded 1,

whereas, females are coded 0.



Fac. of Grad. Studies, Mahidol Univ. Ph.D. (Demography) / 65

Primary Guardian’s Age

Age is coded as an interval scale of complete years of primary
guardian’s age.

Primary Guardian’s Education

Education was computed from the question on the completed level
of education and was divided into five categories: 1 = illiterate or lower than primary
school, 2 = primary school, 3 = lower secondary school, 4 = upper secondary school,
and 5 = college and over.

Primary Guardian’s Occupation

Occupation is measured from the question that asks about the key
job of primary guardian and was broken into five groups: 1 = not in labour force, 2 =
professional and managerial, 3 = sales and service, 4 = agriculture, 5 = labourer and
transport worker.

Household Assets

Number of major appliances was surveyed to assess the economic
status of the household such as colored TV, video/VCD/DVD, satellite dish, stereo,
mobile phone, house phone, pager, computer, air-conditioner, washing machine,
microwave oven, car, pick-up car, truck. A composite index was built by using
principle component analysis and household assets were categorized as 1 = lowest, 2
= low, 3 = medium, 4 = high, 5 = highest.

Standard of Living

Standard of living is defined according to the combination of five
variables: material of roof, material of housing, electricity available, pipe water
available, and type of toilet. A composite index was built by using principle
component analysis and standard of living was categorized as 1 = lowest, 2 = low, 3 =
medium, 4 = high, 5 = highest.

Percentage of Smokers in the Household

Percentage of smokers in the household refers to percent of
household members who reported that they smoke in 2001.

Percentage of Alcohol Drinkers in the Household

Percentage of alcohol drinkers in the household refers to percent of

household members who reported that they drank alcohol in 2001.



Wanippol Mahaarcha Methodology / 66

Household Size

Household size refers to the total number of household members in
2001.

Residential Area

Residential area refers to the type of geographical area in KDSS
where the youth’s household was located. There are five types of geographical areas
that were categorized as 1 = urban/semi-urban, 2 = rice field, 3 = plantation, 4 =

upland, 5 = mixed economy.

3.2.4 Method of Analysis

Univariate, bivariate, and multivariate analysis methods were used. Firstly,
univariate analysis indicates the general characteristics of sample and family
structure. Secondly, bivariate analysis was used to examine the relationship between
the family structure and youths’ quality of life. Bivariate analysis simply describes the
relationship between dependent variable and each independent variable. This level of
analysis cannot identify the strength of this relationship since the independent
variables may have interaction with each other in a more complex way.

Then, multivariate analysis was used to assess the complex impact of
independent variables on dependent variables, while controlling with the set of control
variables. To analyze family structure and youths’ quality of life, logistic regression
models are increasing applied (Deleire & Kalil, 2002). In this study, since the
dependent variables include school/college enrolment, smoking, and alcohol drinking,
are dichotomous variables, binary logistic regression was employed. It is used for
predicting the probability of school/college enrolment, smoking, and alcohol drinking.
In order to obtain adequate descriptions and useful predictions, there were a number

of independent variables included in the regression model.
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The general logit model is:
P(Y = 1]X) =exp(D> bkxXk)/[1 +exp(D_ bkXk)]
Where:
Y school/college enrolment, smoking, alcohol drinking
P: the probability that Y equals 1 (or P = P(Y=1))
Xk: independent variable and control variables
bx: parameter/ coefficients of independent variables, k=1, 2, ..., K

There are three sets of control variables i.e. youth characteristics, primary
guardian characteristics, and household characteristics. Those three sets of variables
were added in the regression model. The regression model was run for the whole

population.
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CHAPTER IV
DESCRIPTION OF THE SAMPLE

Two sets of data were used in this study; the Happiness Indicator Survey and the
Kanchanaburi Demographic Surveillance System (KDSS). This chapter presents the

description of the data utilized from the two samples.

4.1 Happiness Indicator Survey

The sample in this data includes 433 youth aged 15-24 years and having a single
marital status in Kanchanaburi Province at the time of interview in 2005. The
univariate descriptions of the youth are shown in Table 4.1. The descriptive results
show that there were more females than males in this study. Most of their primary
guardians were males aged 40-44 years old. About half of their primary guardians
attained a primary education and 28 percent of primary guardian works in agricultural
sector. Nearly 70 percent of respondents had a small household size (2-4 persons) and
were living in rural areas. For family structure, about 60 percent of youth were living
in two-parent nuclear families, while about 8 percent of them were living in extended
families (both two-parent and single-parent). About 3 percent of youth were living
with only their grandparents and 3 percent of them were living in non-related adult

households.
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Table 4.1 Descriptive Statistics, Happiness Indicator Survey, 2005

Variables N Percentage
Youth’s gender
Male 202 46.7
Female 231 53.3
Total 433 100.0
Youth’s age
15 49 11.3
16 ol 11.8
17 47 10.9
18 45 10.4
19 35 8.1
20 29 6.7
21 36 8.3
22 46 10.6
23 49 11.3
24 46 10.6
Total 433 100.0
Primary guardian’s gender
Male 297 68.6
Female 136 314
Total 433 100.0
Primary guardian’s age
25-29 22 5.1
30-34 21 4.8
35-39 49 11.3
40-44 97 224
45-49 86 19.9
50-54 70 16.2
55-59 31 7.2
60 and above 57 13.2
Total 433 100.0
Primary guardian’s education
No schooling 0 0.0
Primary school 246 56.8
Lower secondary school 72 16.6
Upper secondary school 102 23.6
College and over 13 3.0
Total 433 100.0
Primary guardian’s occupation
Not working 66 15.2
Professional 32 7.4
Sales and services 103 23.8
Agriculture 123 28.4
Labourer and transport workers 109 25.2
Total 433 100.0
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Table 4.1 Descriptive Statistics, Happiness Indicator Survey, 2005 (Continued)

Variables N Percentage
Household size

2-4 301 69.5
5-8 132 30.5
Total 433 100.0

Residential area
Urban 128 29.6
Rural 305 70.4
Total 433 100.0

Family structure
Two-parent nuclear family 259 59.8
Single-parent nuclear family 80 18.5
Two-parent extended family 24 55
Single-parent extended family 13 3.0
Grandparent-headed family 13 3.0
Relative adult-headed family 29 6.7
Non-related adult family 15 3.5
Total 433 100.0

Table 4.2 shows the mean levels of variables by type of family structure.
Important points illustrated in this table are, first, male youth have highest proportion
living with only grandparents (63.6%), while male youth have lowest proportion
living with two-parent nuclear families (42.5%). Second, primary guardians in non-
related adult families have the lowest average age (30.4 years old) and have a higher
proportion in higher education levels. Third, most of youth’s primary guardians in
two-parent extended families are working in the agricultural sector (34.7%). Lastly,
about 90 percent of two-parent extended families are in rural area, while 73 percent of

non-related adult families are in urban area.
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Table 4.2 Mean Levels of Variables across Family Structures, Happiness

Indicator Survey, 2005

Two-  Single- Two- Single- Grand  Relative Non-
Variables parent  parent parent parent  parent- adult-  related
nuclear nuclear extended extended headed headed adult
family  family family family family family  family
Male youth 0.425 0.500 0.625 0.615 0.636 0.483 0.533
Youth’s age 19.467  19.563 18.667 17.923 18.364 19.759  20.067
Male primary
guardian 0.888 0.113 0.750 0.462 0.455 0.621 0.667
Primary guardian's
age 45.243  46.900 54.375 62.462 70.273 39.931  30.400
Primary guardian’s education
Primary school 0.552 0.725 0.583 0.769 0.909 0.345 0.000
Lower secondary
school 0.189 0.075 0.167 0.077 0.091 0.276 0.133
Upper secondary
school 0.220 0.188 0.250 0.154 0.000 0.379 0.733
College and over 0.039 0.013 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.133
Primary guardian’s occupation
Not working 0.015 0.025 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Professional 0.089 0.050 0.000 0.000 0.091 0.138 0.000
Sales and service 0.228 0.325 0.208 0.154 0.182 0.172 0.267
Agriculture 0.347 0.175 0.375 0.154 0.273 0.138 0.067
Labourer 0.263 0.313 0.125 0.154 0.000 0.345 0.000
Household size 4.027 3.413 5.167 4.308 3.091 4.586 3.133
Residential area
Urban 0.251 0.400 0.083 0.462 0.182 0.345 0.733
Rural 0.749 0.600 0.917 0.538 0.818 0.655 0.267

4.2 Kanchanaburi Demographic Surveillance System

The individual level univariate descriptions of youth’s and primary guardian’s
characteristics are shown in Table 4.3. The total samples of 2,072 youth were aged
13-18 and enrolled school in 2001. The following table displays youth characteristics
of gender, age, and living in a Thai-speaking household and primary guardian’s
characteristics of gender, age, education, and occupation.

In the sample, females outnumbered males as the proportion of females was 10
percent larger than that of males. A higher proportion of the sample was early
adolescents than late adolescents. More than half of the youth were 13-15 years old,
while the lowest proportions (9.6%) of youth were 18-years old. Considering the
language used in the household, about 92.5 percent of sample spoke Thai, while only

7.5 percent spoke non-Thai. Most of the youth’s primary guardians were male
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(67.4%). The largest age group of primary guardians was 40-44 (29.2%). A very
small proportion of primary guardians were in the 25-29 age groups (2%). However,
roughly 8 percent of primary guardians were considered as the elderly aged more than
60 years old. Roughly speaking, the primary guardians of youth were not highly
educated. More than half (64.3%) of primary guardian had a primary school education
level. Small proportions had no schooling (6.8%) and more than upper secondary
school (7.3%). About 55 percent of primary guardians worked in agricultural sector.
A few numbers had professional and managerial primary guardians (7.3%) and were
not working (7.7%).

Half of youth were living in non-smoking households and only 3.8 percent were
living in households with high percentages of smokers. About one-third (33.1%) of
youth were living in non-alcohol drinking households and 11.1 percent were living in
households with a high proportion of alcohol drinkers. Relatively, most of youth were
living in high standard of living households (40.5%), while only 3.6 percent were
living in the highest standard of living households. Small household size, with 2-4
members per household, is the majority of household in this study, which accounted
for nearly half of them. About one-forth (24.7%) of youth were living in urban and

semi-urban areas.



Fac. of Grad. Studies, Mahidol Univ.

Ph.D. (Demography) / 73

Table 4.3 Youth and Primary Guardian Characteristics of the Sample, KDSS

2001
Variables N Percent
Youth’s gender
Male 933 45.0
Female 1,139 55.0
Total 2,072 100.0
Youth’s age
13 388 18.7
14 395 19.1
15 431 20.8
16 357 17.2
17 302 14.6
18 199 9.6
Total 2,072 100.0
Living in Thai speaking household
Thai 1,916 925
Non-Thai 156 7.5
Total 2,072 100.0
Primary guardian’s gender
Male 1,396 67.4
Female 676 32.6
Total 2,072 100.0
Primary guardian's age
25-29 42 2.0
30-34 156 7.5
35-39 409 19.7
40-44 604 29.2
45-49 403 194
50-54 194 9.4
55-59 89 4.3
60 and above 175 8.4
Total 2,072 100.0
Primary guardian's education
No schooling 140 6.8
Primary school 1,333 64.3
Lower secondary school 218 10.5
Upper secondary school 230 11.1
College and over 151 7.3
Total 2,072 100.0
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Table 4.3 Youth and Primary Guardian Characteristics of the Sample, KDSS

2001 (Continued)

Variables N Percent
Primary guardian’s occupation
Not working 159 7.7
Professional and managerial 151 7.3
Sales and services 287 13.9
Agriculture 1,139 55.0
Labourer and transport workers 336 16.2
Total 2,072 100.0
Percentage of smokers
None 1,038 50.1
1-24 456 22.0
25-49 500 24.1
50 and above 78 3.8
Total 2,072 100.0
Percentage of alcohol drinkers
None 686 33.1
1-24 476 23.0
25-49 680 32.8
50 and above 230 11.1
Total 2,072 100.0
Standard of living
Lowest 429 20.7
Low 408 19.7
Medium 321 15.5
High 840 40.5
Highest 74 3.6
Total 2,072 100.0
Household assets
Lowest 414 20.0
Low 415 20.0
Medium 414 20.0
High 414 20.0
Highest 415 20.0
Total 2,072 100.0
Household size
2-4 986 47.6
5-7 914 44.1
8 and above 172 8.3
Total 2,072 100.0
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Table 4.3 Youth and Primary Guardian Characteristics of the Sample, KDSS
2001 (Continued)

Variables N Percent
Residential area

Urban/semi-urban 511 24.7
Rice field 457 22.1
Plantation 305 14.7
Upland 355 17.1
Mixed economy 444 21.4
Total 2,072 100.0

Table 4.4 shows the youth’s family structure in 2001-2004 by seven-types of family
structure by using the follow-up or cohort. It was found that, during 2001-2004, the
majority of youth’s family structure is two-parent nuclear families (about half), while
few youth are living in non related adult-headed families. The second most common
family structure is two-parent extended family, which refers to having two-parent plus
grandparents and relatives. About 10 percent of youth were living with single-parent

nuclear families.

Table 4.4 Family Structures by Cohort of Youth 13-18 Years Old, KDSS 2001-
2004

Family Structure 2001 2002 2003 2004

N % N % N % N %

Two-parent nuclear family 1,101 53.1 1,099 53.1 1,090 52.6 1,082 52.2
Single-parent nuclear family 209 10.1 193 9.3 204 9.9 204 9.8
Two-parent extended family 346 16.7 358 17.3 364 17.6 382 18.4
Single-parent extended family 127 6.1 144 7 143 6.9 137 6.6
Grandparent-headed family 131 6.3 128 6.2 115 55 113 55
Relative adult-headed family 141 6.8 125 6 121 5.9 131 6.3
Non related adult-headed family 17 0.8 24 1.2 35 1.7 24 1.2
Total 2,072 1000 2,072 1000 2,072 100.0 2,072 100.0

Figure 4.1 shows the trend of family structure in 2001-2004, which follows the
cohort of single youth aged 13-18 in 2001 until 2004. The proportions of two-parent
nuclear families were declining, while two-parent extended families while single-

parent extended families were steadily increasing.
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Figure 4.1 Trend of Family Structure in 2001-2004 by Cohort of Youth 13-18
Years Old

There are differences between urban and rural areas in family structure. The
cohort trends of family structure of youth are shown in Table 4.5 and Figure 4.2. It
was found that the proportion of two-parent nuclear families in rural areas was higher
than urban areas, while the proportion of single-parent nuclear families in rural areas
was lower than urban areas. There are a high proportion of relative adult-headed
families in urban area. The percentages of extended families, both two-parent and
single-parent, are not different in urban and rural areas. Following the youth by
cohort, it was found that two-parent nuclear families were decreasing and two-parent
extended families were rising in rural areas, while trend of family structure in urban
areas are quite stable. This means that more youth tended to live in extended families

as the time increased.
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Table 4.5 Family Structure by Cohort of Youth 13-18 Years Old by Residential

Area, KDSS 2001-2004

Family Structure

Urban (Cohort)

Rural (Cohort)

2001 2002 2003 2004 2001 2002 2003 2004
Two-parent nuclear 39.0 43.0 42.7 40.0 56.0 54.9 54.4 54.4
Single-parent nuclear 13.9 10.5 11.3 12.6 9.3 9.1 9.6 9.3
Two-parent extended 173 166 16.0 175 166 174 178 18.6
Single-parent extended 6.6 8.0 7.5 8.8 6.0 6.8 6.8 6.2
Grandparent-headed 4.6 6.1 34 3.9 6.7 6.2 5.9 5.7
Relative adult-headed 16.2 13.1 14.0 15.8 4.9 4.7 4.4 4.6
Non-related adult 2.3 2.9 51 14 05 0.8 11 1.1
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
100% sl ) 51 o 25 R st 4‘6
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Figure 4.2 Trend of Family Structure in 2001-2004 by Cohort of Youth 15-24

Years Old, KDSS 2001-2004



Wanippol Mahaarcha Findings of Analyses/ 78

CHAPTER V
FINDINGS OF ANALYSES

This chapter presents the research findings in both of two datasets. The
Happiness Indicator Survey, 2005, was used for measuring youths’ quality of life;
identifying the indicators and components, and youths’ quality of life score. The
Kanchanaburi Demographic Surveillance System, 2001-2004, was used for examining

the impact of family structure on youths’ quality of life indicators.

5.1 Measurement of Youths’ Quality of Life (Happiness Indicator Survey, 2005

5.1.1 Identifying Youths’ Quality of Life

From a total 38 initial variables, Table 5.1 shows that there are 6 components
and 35 indicators related with youths’ quality of life in Kanchanaburi province, ranked
by eigen value.

1. Standard of Emotion Component

This component reflects emotional and psychological well-being of youth.
The eigen value is 2.904 and comprises 8 indicators; optimism, free from depression,
enjoyment of life, liveliness, free from worry, calmness, power, and feeling safe in the
community.

2. Standard of Physical Environment Component

This component reflects the physical environment in the household
regarding lack of pollution. The eigen value is 2.787 and comprises 6 indicators;
without smell pollution, without smoke pollution, without dust pollution, without
water pollution, without noise pollution, and without garbage pollution.

3. Standard of Living Component

This component is related with living arrangement, economic status, and
future stability. The third component has an eigen value of 2.171 and is composed of 7
indicators; number of facilities in household, material of housing, type of cooking fuel,

education, electricity, type of toilet, and safe drinking water.
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4. Social Capital Component

This component is related with social capital within the community. The
eigen value of 1.986 and comprises 6 indicators; trust each other within the
community, helping each other within the community, sharing with each other within
the community, house and land ownership, knowing each other within the community,
and having community activities.

5. Cultural Belief Activities Component

This component is related with cultural belief activities issue that youth is
practicing them regarding their culture and beliefs. It has the eigen value of 1.747 and
comprises with 4 indicators; praying, meditation, food offering to the monk, and order
offering to the monk.

6. Physical Health Component

This component reflects the physical health of youth. This component has
an eigen value of 1.550 and comprises 4 indicators; not drinking alcohol, not smoking

cigarettes, not having illness, and exercise.

Table 5.1 Factor Loading, Eigen Value, and Percentage of Variance

C ¢ Factor Eigen Percentage

omponents Loading Value of Variance

1. Standard of Emotion Component 2.904 7.6
Optimism 0.687
Free from depression 0.665
Enjoyment of life 0.639
Liveliness 0.568
Free from worry 0.538
Calmness 0.465
Power 0.375
Feeling safe in the community 0.319

2. Standard of Physical Environment

Component 2.787 7.3
Without smell pollution 0.706
Without smoke pollution 0.668
Without dust pollution 0.559
Without water pollution 0.552
Without noise pollution 0.510

Without garbage pollution 0.485
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Table 5.1 Factor Loading, Eigen Value, and Percentage of Variance (Continued)

Components Factor Eigen Percentage

Loading Value of Variance

3. Standard of Living Component 2.171 5.7
Number of facilities in household 0.680
Material of housing 0.572
Type of cooking fuel 0.525
Education 0.509
Electricity 0.455
Type of toilet 0.389
Safe drinking water 0.336

4. Social Capital and Social Participation 1.986 5.2
Trust each other within the community 0.728
Helping each other within the community 0.670

Sharing with each other within the

community 0.649
House and land ownership 0.437
Knowing each other within the community 0.418
Having community activities 0.348

5. Cultural Belief Activities Component 1.747 4.6
Praying 0.802
Meditation 0.729
Food offering to the monk 0.462
Order offering to the monk 0.347

6. Physical Health Component 1.550 4.1
Not alcohol drinking 0.685
Not cigarette smoking 0.535
Not have illness 0.428
Exercise 0.357

As shown in Table 5.1 above, there are 6 youths’ quality of life components

ranked by eigen value. All of the components above can explain about 34.6 percent of

youths’ quality of life as a whole, meaning that there are other indicators not included

in the study that can explain about 65.4 percent of youths’ quality of life (Table 5.2).

However, these results show a large portion of the components and their indicators for

youths’ quality of life.
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Table 5.2 Summary of Youths’ Quality of Life Components

Cumulative
Number of
Youths’ Quality of Life Component Eigen Value Percentage
Indicators
of Variance
1. Standard of Emotion Component 8 2.904 7.6
2. Standard of Physical Environment Component 6 2.787 15.0
3. Standard of Living Component 7 2171 20.7
4. Social Capital Component 6 1.986 25.9
5. Cultural Belief Activities Component 4 1.747 30.5
6. Physical Health Component 4 1.550 34.6

5.1.2 Youths’ Quality of Life Score

After developing the 6 youths’ quality of life components, each component

can be used to measure a portion of the score of youths’ quality of life. Normalization

IS required prior to any data aggregation because the indicators in this study have

different measurement units. Re-scaling is one of method that can normalize the

indicators to have an identical range (0; 100). The equation for the re-scaling method

is shown below:

. : Actualvalue — Minimumvalue
Youths” quality of life component score =

Maximumvalue — Minimumvalue

*100

Table 5.3 provides the maximum and minimum values of each indicator in order

to use them for constructing a normalized score of youths’ quality of life components.
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Table 5.3 Maximum and Minimum Values of Youths’ Quality of Life

Components
Minimum Maximum
Components Value Value
1. Standard of Emotion Component
Optimism 0 5
Free from depression 0 5
Enjoyment of life 0 5
Liveliness 0 5
Free from worry 0 5
Calmness 0 5
Power 0 5
Feeling safe in the community 0 3
Total 0 38
2. Standard of Physical Environment Component
Without smell pollution 0 3
Without smoke pollution 0 3
Without dust pollution 0 3
Without water pollution 0 3
Without noise pollution 0 3
Without garbage pollution 0 3
Total 0 18
3. Standard of Living Component
Number of facilities in household 0 4
Material of housing 0 1
Type of cooking fuel 0 2
Education 0 3
Electricity 0 1
Type of toilet 0 1
Safe drinking water 0 2
Total 0 14
4. Social Capital
Trust each other within the community 0 2
Helping each other within the community 0 2
Sharing with each other within the community 0 2
House and land ownership 0 6
Knowing each other within the community 0 2
Having community activities 0 1
Total 0 15
5. Cultural Belief Activities Component
Praying 0 1
Meditation 0 1
Food offering to the monk 0 1
Order offering to the monk 0 1
Total 0 4
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Table 5.3 Maximum and Minimum Values of Youths’ Quality of Life

Components (Continued)

Minimum Maximum
Components Value Value

6. Physical Health Component
Not alcohol drinking 0 6
Not cigarette smoking 0 7
Not having illness 0 1
Exercise 0 3
Total 0 17

Ranging from 0-100, Table 5.4 shows that the mean score of total youths’
quality of life equals 75.0. The highest score is for the standard of physical
environment component (90.9 score). The second rank is the social capital component
(79.9 score). The third rank is the physical health component (78.6 score). The fourth
rank is the standard of emotion component (67.9 score). The fifth rank is the standard
of living (67.7 score), while the lowest score is the cultural belief activities component
(56.9 score).

Table 5.4 Average Score of Youths’ Quality of Life Component

Components Mean S.D. Min. Max. Rank
1. Standard of Emotion Component 67.9 130 18.4 97.4 4
2. Standard of Physical Environment Component 9209 124 27.8 100.0 1
3. Standard of Living Component 67.7 1738 214 92.9 5
4. Social Capital and Social Participation 79.9 185 20.0 100.0 2
5. Cultural Belief Activities Component 569 284 0.0 100.0 6
6. Physical Health Component 78.6 175 59 100.0 3

Total 75.0 7.0 50.9 93.4

Table 5.5 presents the scores of youths’ quality of life by selected youth
characteristics, primary guardian characteristics, household characteristics, and family
structure. It was found that, among youth in different types of family structures, those
who were in two-parent families have the highest total score, while the lowest total
score belongs to those who were in non-parent families, who have especially lower
scores in standard of emotion, social capital, and physical health. Youth in extended
households have lower total score than those in nuclear households and also have

lower scores in most components except social capital.
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Males have higher total score than females; however, males have lower scores in
physical health than females because males are more likely to become involved with
health risk behaviors such as smoking and alcohol drinking. Also, males have a much
lower score in females in cultural belief activities, meaning that males are less likely to
practice their cultural belief activities than females. Youth aged 15-19 have higher
scores than youth aged 20-24 in almost every component. Youth who have male
primary guardians have higher scores in standard of emotion and social capital, while
their scores for other components are lower than for those who have female primary
guardians. Youth who have older primary guardians (45 years and over) have higher
scores than those who have younger primary guardian (less than 45 years) in almost
every component. The results show that youth who have higher educated primary
guardian have higher total quality of life, especially for cultural belief activities and
physical health. Youth who have primary guardians working in professional and
managerial, sales and service occupations have higher scores in almost every
component when compared with other primary guardian’s occupations, especially
standard of living, cultural belief activities, and physical health.

Youth in large household size (more than 4 people) have higher scores than
those in small household size in standard of emotion, standard of physical
environment, and social capital. Youth in rural areas have lower scores than those in

urban area in almost every component, except social capital.
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Table 5.5 Average Score of Youths’ Quality of Life Components by Variables

Standard

Standard

Standard ¢ . Social Culture Physical
Variables of ° 0 Capital and Health Total N
Physical Living
Emotion Belief
Environ.
Family structure
Two-parent family 68.5 90.2 67.4 81.3 56.7 79.7 753 283
Single-parent family 67.2 925 68.7 79.8 56.9 774 748 93
Non-parent family 65.9 91.8 68.3 73.6 57.2 748 73.6 55
Living in extended hh.
Nuclear household 67.9 91.1 68.1 79.5 57.9 786  75.1 396
Extended household 67.4 88.9 64.5 84.6 45.0 783 741 37
Youth’s gender
Male 71.2 91.3 67.3 81.1 50.3 724 754 202
Female 65.2 90.6 68.2 78.9 62.5 840 747 231
Youth’s age
15-19 68.5 90.5 68.2 80.8 58.3 81.3 759 227
20-24 67.1 91.4 67.3 78.9 55.3 755 74.0 206
Prim. guard.’s gender
Male 68.0 90.7 67.6 80.2 56.3 78.2 749 297
Female 67.6 91.4 68.1 79.3 58.1 794 751 136
Prim. guard.’s age
Less than 45 66.9 91.2 66.6 73.9 58.0 778  73.6 189
45 and over 68.7 90.7 68.6 84.7 55.9 79.2 761 244
Prim. guard.’s educ.
Primary school 68.1 92.1 64.9 82.4 52.9 776 749 246
Lower sec. school 66.3 91.9 65.6 75.3 58.0 780 735 72
Upper sec. school 68.6 87.7 74.8 774 62.5 80.7 76.1 102
College and over 67.5 88.5 78.0 78.9 81.3 848 777 13
Prim. guard.’s occ.
Not working 71.6 90.7 58.3 72.0 70.0 706 732 6
Professional 70.4 88.5 81.0 74.9 71.6 824 713 32
Sales and service 69.2 89.6 76.4 78.5 61.2 826 76.8 103
Agriculture 67.7 91.0 65.0 85.1 50.7 770  74.6 123
Labourer 66.3 925 58.7 76.8 57.7 776 732 109
Household size
4 and lower 67.1 90.6 68.3 78.5 59.5 795 747 287
more than 4 69.7 915 66.5 83.3 50.9 766 758 146
Residential area
Urban 69.0 91.1 78.1 74.8 62.7 81.0 769 128
Rural 67.4 90.8 63.4 82.0 54.5 775 743 305
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5.2 Relationship between Family and Youths’ Quality of Life Indicators (KDSS,
2001 and 2004)

The definitions of youths’ quality of life reveal that education, smoking, and
alcohol drinking are contained in the youths’ quality of life indicators. Thus, it is
essential to examine the association between these indicators and family structure by
using the longitudinal data of the Kanchanaburi Demographic Surveillance System
(KDSS).

Tables 5.6 to 5.8 show the relationships between the dependent variables and
each independent and control variable. Table 5.6 shows the relationship between
school/college enrolment and each independent and control variable. There were 1,391
youth (67.1%) who were not enrolled school/college, while only 681 youth (32.9%)
were still enrolled school/college in 2004. A higher proportion of youth in two-parent
families were enrolled school/college in 2004 (34.6%). Considering living in extended
households, a higher proportion of those who were enrolled school/college (45.9%)
were residing in extended household with grandparents. A lower proportion of those
who were faced with changing family structure were enrolled school/college. The
proportions of youth enrolled in school/college in 2004 declines as the age of youth
increases, especially after they were 15 years old, the age they finish lower secondary
school. Higher proportions of youth who had more highly educated primary guardians
were enrolled school in 2004, similar to those with higher standards of living and
higher household assets. The lowest proportion of youth enrolled in school/college

was among youth who reside in upland areas (20%).
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Table 5.6 Relationship between Independent Variables, Control Variables, and

Youth’s School/College Enrolment, KDSS 2001 and 2004

Variables Not enrolled Enrolled Total 7
N % N % (100%)

Family structure in 2001 13.375%**
Two-parent family 947 65.4 500 34.6 1,447
Single-parent family 223 66.4 113 33.6 336
Non-parent family 221 76.5 68 235 289

Total 1,391 67.1 681 329 2,072

Living in extended household 25.435%**
Nuclear household 1,105 69.1 494 30.9 1,599
Extended hh. with grandparents 153 54.1 130 45.9 283
Extended hh. without

grandparents 133 70.0 57 30.0 190

Family structure stability 50.984***
No change in family structure

since 2001 975 62.9 576 37.1 1,551
Change in family structure since

2001 416 79.8 105 20.2 521

Youth’s gender 1.646
Male 640 68.6 293 314 933
Female 751 65.9 388 34.1 1,139

Youth’s age 396.357***
13 146 37.6 242 62.4 388
14 184 46.6 211 53.4 395
15 311 72.2 120 27.8 431
16 302 84.6 55 15.4 357
17 266 88.1 36 11.9 302
18 182 91.5 17 8.5 199

Living in Thai speaking household 8.319**
Thai 1,270 66.3 646 33.7 1,916
Non-Thai 121 77.6 35 22.4 156

Primary guardian’s gender 0.959
Male 947 67.8 449 32.2 1,396
Female 444 65.7 232 343 676

Primary guardian's age 89.488**
25-29 32 76.2 10 23.8 42
30-34 95 60.9 61 39.1 156
35-39 234 57.2 175 42.8 409
40-44 422 69.9 182 30.1 604
45-49 266 66.0 137 34.0 403
50-54 140 72.2 54 27.8 194
55-59 69 77.5 20 22.5 89
60 and above 133 76.0 42 24.0 175

Primary guardian's education 56.642***
No schooling 107 76.4 33 23.6 140
Primary school 928 69.6 405 30.4 1,333
Lower secondary school 129 59.2 89 40.8 218
Upper secondary school 142 61.7 88 38.3 230
College and over 85 56.3 66 43.7 151
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Table 5.6 Relationship between Independent Variables, Control Variables, and
Youth’s School/College Enrolment, KDSS 2001 and 2004 (Continued)

Not enrolled

Enrolled

Total

Variables N % N % (100%) x

Primary guardian's occupation 5.889

Not working 113 71.1 46 28.9 159

Professional and managerial 93 61.6 58 38.4 151

Sales and services 184 64.1 103 35.9 287

Agriculture 781 68.6 358 31.4 1,139

Labourer and transport workers 220 65.5 116 34.5 336
Percentage of smokers 49.935**

None 640 61.7 398 38.3 1,038

1-24 328 71.9 128 28.1 456

25-49 364 72.8 136 217.2 500

50 and above 59 75.6 19 244 78
Percentage of alcohol drinkers 29.783

None 435 63.4 251 36.6 686

1-24 313 65.8 163 34.2 476

25-49 480 70.6 200 29.4 680

50 and above 163 70.9 67 29.1 230
Standard of living 16.906**

Lowest 311 72.5 118 21.5 429

Low 292 71.6 116 28.4 408

Medium 196 61.1 125 38.9 321

High 544 64.8 296 35.2 840

Highest 48 64.9 26 35.1 74
Household assets 5.131%**

Lowest 315 76.1 99 23.9 414

Low 297 71.6 118 28.4 415

Medium 275 66.4 139 33.6 414

High 258 62.3 156 37.7 414

Highest 246 59.3 169 40.7 415
Household size 14.408

2-4 668 67.7 318 32.3 986

5-7 605 66.2 309 33.8 914

8 and above 118 68.6 54 314 172
Residential area 46.369***

Urban/semi-urban 296 57.9 215 42.1 511

Rice field 308 67.4 149 32.6 457

Plantation 203 66.6 102 334 305

Upland 284 80.0 71 20.0 355

Mixed economy 300 67.6 144 32.4 444

Note: *p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001

Table 5.7 shows the relationship between youth smoking and each independent

and control variable. There were 2,004 youth (96.1%) not smoking, while only 68

youth (3.3%) were smoking in 2004. A higher proportion of youth in two-parent



Fac. of Grad. Studies, Mahidol Univ. Ph.D. (Demography) / 89

families smoked in 2004 (3.6%). A lower percentage of those who were residing in
extended household with grandparents reported smoking than others (2.1%). However,
the lowest proportion of smoking youth was in non-parent families. There were no
females involved in smoking, while 7% of males were smoking in 2004. The
proportion of youth that smoked in 2004 increased as the age of youth increased. The
highest proportion of youth that smoked was among those who had a non-working
primary guardian when compared with those who had working primary guardian. The
highest proportion of youth who resided in plantation areas were involved in smoking

compared to other residential areas.

Table 5.7 Relationship between Independent Variables, Control Variables, and
Youth’s Smoking, KDSS 2001 and 2004

Variables Not smoke Smoke Total Xz
N % N % (100%)

Family structure in 2001 2.635
Two-parent family 1,395 96.4 52 3.6 1,447
Single-parent family 325 96.7 11 3.3 336
Non-parent family 284 98.3 5 1.7 289

Total 2,004 96.7 68 3.3 2,072

Living in extended household 1.859
Nuclear household 1,542 96.4 57 3.6 1,599
Extended hh. with grandparents 277 97.9 6 2.1 283
Extended hh. w/o grandparents 185 97.4 5 2.6 190

Family structure stability 50.984***
No change in family structure

since 2001 1,494 96.3 57 3.7 1,551
Change in family structure since

2001 510 97.9 11 2.1 521

Youth’s gender 85.831***
Male 865 92.7 68 7.3 933
Female 1,139 100.0 - - 1,139

Youth’ s age 7.244
13 383 98.7 5 1.3 388
14 380 96.2 15 3.8 395
15 416 96.5 15 35 431
16 342 95.8 15 4.2 357
17 293 97.0 9 3.0 302
18 190 95.5 9 4.5 199

Living in Thai speaking household 0.274
Thai 1,852 96.7 64 3.3 1,916
Non-Thai 152 97.4 4 2.6 156

Primary guardian’s gender 0.002
Male 1,350 96.7 46 3.3 1,396

Female 654 96.7 22 3.3 676
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Table 5.7 Relationship between Independent Variables, Control Variables, and
Youth’s Smoking, KDSS 2001 and 2004 (Continued)

Variables Not smoke Smoke Total %
N % N % (100%)

Primary guardian’s age 55.338

25-29 40 95.2 2 4.8 42

30-34 152 97.4 4 2.6 156

35-39 392 95.8 17 4.2 409

40-44 585 96.9 19 31 604

45-49 389 96.5 14 35 403

50-54 189 97.4 5 2.6 194

55-59 87 97.8 2 2.2 89

60 and above 170 97.1 5 2.9 175
Primary guardian’s education 20.880

No schooling 137 97.9 3 2.1 140

Primary school 1,286 96.5 47 35 1,333

Lower secondary school 209 95.9 9 4.1 218

Upper secondary school 225 97.8 5 2.2 230

College and over 147 97.4 4 2.6 151
Primary guardian’s occupation 4.796

Not working 150 94.3 9 5.7 159

Professional and managerial 149 98.7 2 13 151

Sales and services 277 96.5 10 35 287

Agriculture 1,102 96.8 37 3.2 1,139

Labourer and transport workers 326 97.0 10 3.0 336
Percentage of smokers 41.791*

None 1,018 98.1 20 1.9 1,038

1-24 431 94.5 25 5.5 456

25-49 481 96.2 19 3.8 500

50 and above 74 94.9 4 5.1 78
Percentage of alcohol drinkers 60.961***

None 674 98.3 12 1.7 686

1-24 459 96.4 17 3.6 476

25-49 653 96.0 27 4.0 680

50 and above 218 94.8 12 5.2 230
Standard of living 3.862

Lowest 417 97.2 12 2.8 429

Low 391 95.8 17 4.2 408

Medium 315 98.1 6 1.9 321

High 809 96.3 31 3.7 840

Highest 72 97.3 2 2.7 74
Household assets 2.702

Lowest 399 96.4 15 3.6 414

Low 404 97.3 11 2.7 415

Medium 396 95.7 18 4.3 414

High 401 96.9 13 3.1 414

Highest 404 97.3 11 2.7 415
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Table 5.7 Relationship between Independent Variables, Control Variables, and
Youth’s Smoking, KDSS 2001 and 2004 (Continued)

Not smoke Smoke Total 2

Variables N % N %  (100%) X
Household size 9.957
2-4 954 96.8 32 3.2 986
5-7 884 96.7 30 3.3 914
8 and above 166 96.5 6 35 172
Residential area 10.725*
Urban/semi-urban 492 96.3 19 3.7 511
Rice field 438 95.8 19 4.2 457
Plantation 290 95.1 15 4.9 305
Upland 345 97.2 10 2.8 355
Mixed economy 439 98.9 5 1.1 444

Note: *p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001

Table 5.8 shows the relationship between alcohol drinking and each independent
and control variable. There were 1,842 youth (88.9%) who did not drink alcohol,
while only 68 youth (11.1%) drank alcohol in 2004. The highest proportion of youth
in two-parent families drank alcohol in 2004 (10.2%). However, only a small
proportion of youth drank alcohol in non-parent families. Only a small proportion of
females (2.5%) were involved in alcohol drinking, while 21.7% of males drank
alcohol in 2004. The proportions of youth that drank alcohol in 2004 were declined as
the age of youth’s primary guardian increased. A higher proportion of youth in
household where many other household members drank alcohol also drank alcohol.
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Table 5.8 Relationship between Independent Variables, Control Variables, and

Youth’s Alcohol Drinking, KDSS 2001 and 2004

Not drink

Drink

Total

2

Variables N % N % (100%) X
Family structure in 2001 10.601**
Two-parent family 1,272 87.9 175 12.1 1,447
Single-parent family 297 88.4 39 11.6 336
Non-parent family 273 94.5 16 5.5 289
Total 1,842 88.9 230 11.1 2,072
Living in extended household 1.533
Nuclear household 1,424 89.1 175 10.9 1,599
Extended hh. with grandparents 254 89.8 29 10.2 283
Extended hh. without
grandparents 164 86.3 26 13.7 190
Family structure stability 18.709***
No change in family structure
since 2001 1,352 87.2 199 12.8 1,551
Change in family structure
since 2001 490 94.0 31 6.0 521
Youth’s gender 191.439***
Male 731 78.3 202 21.7 933
Female 1,111 97.5 28 25 1,139
Youth’s age 4.023
13 342 88.1 46 11.9 388
14 343 86.8 52 13.2 395
15 388 90.0 43 10.0 431
16 316 88.5 41 115 357
17 275 911 27 8.9 302
18 178 89.4 21 10.6 199
Living in Thai speaking
household 3.761*
Thai 1,696 88.5 220 115 1,916
Non-Thai 146 93.6 10 6.4 156
Primary guardian’s gender 0.092
Male 1,239 88.8 157 11.2 1,396
Female 603 89.2 73 10.8 676
Primary guardian's age 66.050
25-29 36 85.7 6 14.3 42
30-34 138 88.5 18 115 156
35-39 362 88.5 47 115 409
40-44 531 87.9 73 12.1 604
45-49 356 88.3 47 11.7 403
50-54 176 90.7 18 9.3 194
55-59 83 93.3 6 6.7 89
60 and above 160 914 15 8.6 175
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Table 5.8 Relationship between Independent Variables, Control Variables, and
Youth’s Alcohol Drinking, KDSS 2001 and 2004 (Continued)

Variables Not drink Drink Total ;
N % N % (100%) x
Primary guardian's education 17.628
No schooling 128 91.4 12 8.6 140
Primary school 1,179 88.4 154 11.6 1,333
Lower secondary school 189 86.7 29 13.3 218
Upper secondary school 206 89.6 24 10.4 230
College and over 140 92.7 11 7.3 151
Primary guardian's occupation 3.152
Not working 139 87.4 20 12.6 159
Professional and managerial 139 92.1 12 7.9 151
Sales and services 252 87.8 35 12.2 287
Agriculture 1,018 89.4 121 10.6 1,139
Labourer and transport workers 294 87.5 42 12.5 336
Percentage of smokers 23.249
None 921 88.7 117 11.3 1,038
1-24 405 88.8 51 11.2 456
25-49 445 89.0 55 11.0 500
50 and above 71 91.0 7 9.0 78
Percentage of alcohol drinkers 34.036
None 625 91.1 61 8.9 686
1-24 426 89.5 50 10.5 476
25-49 597 87.8 83 12.2 680
50 and above 194 84.3 36 15.7 230
Standard of living 3.479
Lowest 387 90.2 42 9.8 429
Low 370 90.7 38 9.3 408
Medium 281 87.5 40 12.5 321
High 739 88.0 101 12.0 840
Highest 65 87.8 9 12.2 74
Household assets 5.896
Lowest 378 91.3 36 8.7 414
Low 372 89.6 43 104 415
Medium 357 86.2 57 13.8 414
High 365 88.2 49 11.8 414
Highest 370 89.2 45 10.8 415
Household size 13.594
2-4 870 88.2 116 11.8 986
5-7 820 89.7 94 10.3 914
8 and above 152 88.4 20 11.6 172
Residential area 18.331***
Urban/semi-urban 444 86.9 67 131 511
Rice field 396 86.7 61 13.3 457
Plantation 267 87.5 38 12.5 305
Upland 337 94.9 18 5.1 355
Mixed economy 398 89.6 46 10.4 444

Note: *p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001
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5.3 The Impact of Family Structure on Youths’ Quality of Life Indicators (KDSS,
2001 and 2004)

The results from the first objective portray the general picture of youths’ quality
of life. School/college enrolment, smoking, and alcohol drinking were shown as
indicators of youths’ quality of life in Kanchanaburi province, by using the Happiness
Indicator Survey. Thus, this study will use school/college enrolment, smoking, and
alcohol drinking as “youths’ quality of life indicators” to examine the impact of family
structure by using KDSS data.

In order to look at the relationship between family structure and youths’ quality
of life as indicated by three dependent variables including whether they were enrolled
school/college, smoked, and drank alcohol in 2004, the study makes use of three
binary logistic regression models. As the outcome variables are dichotomous in nature,
binary logistic regression is the most appropriate method. The method is used to
model the odds of reporting school/college enrolment, smoking, and alcohol drinking
versus not report it. It is important to note that the values shown in Table 5.10 to 5.12
are odds ratio; as such, values greater than one indicate greater odds of reporting enroll
school/college, smoking, and alcohol drinking.

There are two models in each of the three following binary logistic regression
analyses. In the first model, the relation between all control variables and youths’
quality of life indicator is examined without family structure. In the second model,
relation between family structure and youths’ quality of life is examined while
controlling for all control variables. Both models are shown in each of the three
following tables, with each table using one of the three dependent variables including
school/college enrolment, smoking, and alcohol drinking. Results are shown in Table
5.10to 5.12.

5.3.1 School/College Enrolment

This indicator is essentially related with youth development. In Thailand,
section 17 of the National Education Act requires all children aged seven years or over
to enroll in school, and has made education compulsory until the age of 16 years or

Grade 9, with the exception of those people who have already completed Grade 9.
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Although youth aged 15-24 are considered to have finished compulsory education,
higher education would provide the opportunities for growth, supported by the human
development concept. Most youth in the KDSS were working (60.4%) and only 6.7
percent were not working or looking for a job (Table 5.9). However, it is worthwhile
to examine whether or not they enrolled school/college in order to improve their
human capital in the future by using logistic regression analysis.

Table 5.9 Working Status of Youth in 2004

Working Status of Youth in 2004 N Percent
Working 1,252 60.4
Studying 681 329
Not working/ Looking for a job 139 6.7

Total 2,072 100.0

Model 1: While controlling the effects of other variables in the model, Table
5.10 shows that youth who are living in extended household with grandparents were
more likely to enroll school/college than those in nuclear households. Those who had
a stable family structure, which had no change in family structure since 2001, were
more likely to enroll school/college. Males and older youth were less likely to enroll
school/college than those who were not. Living in households with higher levels of
assets increased the probability on youth’s school/college enrolment. Residential strata
have strongly influenced youth’s school/college enrolment. Youth who were residing
in urban and semi-urban stratum were more likely to enroll in school/college than
those who were not.

Model 2: The second model adds the independent variable, family structure, to
the control variables. Family structure has no association with youth’s school/college
enrolment. When family structure was controlled, the control variables retained the

same associations with youth’s school/college enrolment.
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Table 5.10 The Odds Ratios of Logistic Regression Analysis of the Impact of
Family Structure on Youth’s School/College Enrolment, KDSS 2001 and 2004

School/College Enrolment

Variables Model 1 Model 2

Exp(B) SE(B) Exp(B) SE(B)

Living in extended household
Extended household with grandparents 1.686*** .296 1.742** 298
Extended household without grandparents .851 176 .882 178
Nuclear household (ref) — —eeeeee
Family structure stability
No change in family structure since 2001 2.827*** 425 2.877*** 424
Change in family structure since 2001 (ref.) -
Youth's gender

Male .784* .087 .786* .087
Female (ref) e
Youth's age A476*%** .020 A76%** 020
Living in Thai speaking household
Thai .836 205 .829 .203

Non-Thai (ref) e
Primary guardian's gender

Male 1.027 153 1.021 132
Female (ref) e
Primary guardian's age 1.000 .007 .999 .007
Primary guardian's education
Primary school 813 .208 824 .209
Lower secondary school 1.196 .370 1.206 .369
Upper secondary school 1.130 .357 1.131 .355
College and over 1.015 .393 1.000 .385

No schooling (ref) e e
Primary guardian's occupation

Professional and managerial .892 .308 .928 317
Sales and service 1.013 277 1.041 .282
Agriculture 1.082 .264 1.109 .269
Labourer and transport worker .985 .268 1.005 272
Not working (ref) e e
Percentage of smokers in household .991* .004 .991* .004
Percentage of alcohol drinkers in household .998 .003 .999 .003
Standard of living
Lower 1.161 214 1.155 212
Medium 1.171 234 1.173 234
Higher 1.110 193 1.105 191
Highest .769 275 77 277

Lowest(ref) e
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Table 5.10 The Odds of Logistic Regression for the Impact of Family Structure
on Youth’s School/College Enrolment, KDSS 2001 and 2004 (Continued)

School/College Enrolment

Variables Model 1 Model 2

Exp(B) SE(B) Exp(B) SE(B)

Household assets

Lower 1.149 225 1.137 222
Medium 1.525* .302 1.517* .300
Higher 1.779** .363 1.772** .360
Highest 1.592** .375 1.582** 372
Lowest(ref)y e
Household size 951 .034 .946 .033
Residential area
Rice field A70%** .088 A470%** 088
Plantation 534*** .108 .536*** 109
Upland .282%** .063 .282%** .063
Mixed economy 551** .098 553** .098

Urban and semi-urban (ref) ~ cemeeem e
Family structure

Single-parent family 1.048 196
Non-parent family .866 175
Two-parent family (ref.)

-2 Log likelihood 1017.924 1017.578

Note: *p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001

5.3.2 Smoking

This indicator is essentially related with youth health. In Thailand, The
Consumer Protecting Act 1992 in effect penalizes smoking in public places and selling
cigarettes to children under the age of 18 years. The relatively high rate of smoking
among male youth, however, may be partly due to the failure of law enforcement and
aggressive advertisement of tobacco companies with heavy targeting of adolescents. It
is worthwhile to determine the factors related with youth smoking in order to improve
youth’s health in the future by using logistic regression analysis.

In order to look at the relation between family structure and smoking, binary
logistic regression was used. Because the dependent variable is binary in nature,
binary logistic regression was the most appropriate method. The focus here is to
determine the relationship between family structure and smoking while controlling for

youth, primary guardian, and household characteristics.
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Model 1: It was found that family structure stability has an association with
youth’s smoking (Table 5.11). Youth who were living in a stable family structure were
less likely to smoke cigarettes. Older youth and those who had younger primary
guardians were more likely to smoke when compared with those who did not.
Occupation of primary guardian is strongly associated with youth’s smoking. Youth
who had employed primary guardians were less likely to smoke than youth who had
unemployed primary guardians. Percentage of smokers and alcohol drinkers in the
household influenced youth’s smoking. Higher percentages of smokers and alcohol
drinkers increased the chance of youth’s smoking. Youth who were residing in upland
and mixed economy stratum were less likely to smoke cigarettes, when compared with
those in urban and semi-urban stratum.

Model 2: When family structure was included in the model 2, it was found that
family structure has no association with youth’s smoking. However, the effect ofsome
control variables did change when family structure was added. The significant
relationship of family structure stability and primary guardian’s age disappeared,
while living in extended households with grandparents and household size appear to
have significant relations with youth’s smoking.
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Table 5.11 The Odds of Logistic Regression for the Impact of Family Structure
on Youth’s Smoking, KDSS 2001 and 2004

Smoking

Variables Model 1 Model 2

Exp(B) SE(B) Exp(B) SE(B)

Living in extended household
Extended household with grandparents 516 .296 ATT* 232
Extended household without grandparents 414 .207 .590 313
Nuclear household (ref) — —eeeee
Family structure stability
No change in family structure since 2001 494* 273 1.972 .740
Change in family structure since 2001 (ref.)  -------
Youth's gender

Male .000 .000 .000 .000
Female (ref) e
Youth's age 1.199** 104 1.201**  .103
Living in Thai speaking household
Thai 1.181 122 1.102 .667

Non-Thai (ref) e
Primary guardian's gender

Male 1.003 .370 917 .288
Female (ref) e
Primary guardian's age .965* .019 .962 .017
Primary guardian's education
Primary school .999 729 1.133 .807
Lower secondary school 1.210 1.007 1.379 1.123
Upper secondary school .625 574 .641 .581
College and over 1.333 1.445 1.265 1.370

No schooling (ref) e e
Primary guardian's occupation

Professional and managerial 097** 097 112%* 110
Sales and service .295* 167 317* 179
Agriculture .318* .149 .342* .160
Labourer and transport worker .268** .155 279%* .160
Not working (ref.) e s
Percentage of smokers in household 1.021** .009 1.020** .009
Percentage of alcohol drinkers in household 1.013**  .007 1.014** 007
Standard of living
Lower 1.621 .698 1.578 676
Medium 751 426 757 426
Higher 1.539 .668 1.514 .651
Highest 1.631 1.558 1.717 1.629

Lowest (ref) e
Household assets

Lower .603 .282 .611 .283
Medium .984 428 1.019 440
Higher .826 .387 .827 .382
Highest .716 413 707 401

Lowest(ref) e
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Table 5.11 The Odds of Logistic Regression for the Impact of Family Structure
on Youth’s Smoking, KDSS 2001 and 2004 (Continued)

Smoking
Variables Model 1 Model 2
Exp(B)  SE(B) Exp(B)  SE(B)
Household size 1.167 .099 1.129* .091
Residential area
Rice field .896 375 .884 .369
Plantation .989 447 1.004 452
Upland .348* .183 .361* .189
Mixed economy .196** 110 .198** 111
Urban and semi-urban (ref.) — semeem e
Family structure
Single-parent family .000 .000
Non-parent family 1.265 575
Two-parent family (ref.)
-2 Log likelihood 216.259 215.311

Note: *p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001

5.3.3 Alcohol Drinking

This indicator is essentially related with youth health. Trends of alcohol drinking
reveal that there has been an increase in alcohol consumption in youth and the starting
age is becoming much younger. Aside from the direct health effect, alcohol drinking
among adolescents is closely linked with traffic accidents and unsafe sex. Traffic
accidents and HIV/AIDS are two of main causes of death and disability among youth;
therefore, effective measures are urgently needed. It is important to determine the
factors related to drinking alcohol in order to improve their health in the future by
using logistic regression analysis.

In order to look at the relation between family structure and alcohol drinking,
binary logistic regression was used. Alcohol drinking is a dichotomous variable that is
used as the dependent variable in the binary logistic regression analysis.

Model 1: All of the control variables are examined in the first model (Table
5.12) and it was found that, surprisingly, youth who lived in stable family structures
were more likely to drink alcohol than those who were living in unstable family
structure. Male youth were more likely to drink alcohol than female youth. Primary
guardian’s age, education, and occupation are significantly associated with youth’s

alcohol drinking. Youth who were older, those who had primary guardians with
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college and higher educations, and those who had primary guardians working in
agriculture were less likely to drink alcohol. Youth who were residing in households
with higher percentages of alcohol drinkers were more likely to drink alcohol than
those who were not. Residential strata are associated with youth’s alcohol drinking.
Youth who were living in upland and mixed economy stratum were less likely to drink
alcohol than those in urban and semi-urban stratum.

Model 2: It was found that family structure has a significant association with
youth’s alcohol drinking. Youth in non-parent families were less likely to drink
alcohol than those in two-parent families. When family structure was added in the
model, the significant relationship of primary guardian’s age disappeared, while the

effect of the other control variables remained the same.

Table 5.12 Odds Ratios of Logistic Regression Analysis of the Impact of Family
Structure on Youth’s Alcohol Drinking, KDSS 2001 and 2004

Alcohol Drinking

Variables Model 1 Model 2

Exp(B) SE®B) Exp(B) SE(B)

Living in extended household
Extended household with grandparents 772 .198 .842 211
Extended household without grandparents 1.200 327 1.315 .347
Nuclear household (ref.) — meeeeem e s s
Family structure stability
No change in family structure since 2001 2.328*** 527 2.523*** 562
Change in family structure since 2001 (ref.) === —mmeeem e e
Youth's gender

Male 11.927*** 2,520 11.949*** 2522

Female (ref) e e s e
Youth's age 943 .047 .943 .047
Living in Thai speaking household

Thai 1.269 0.490 1.224 470

Non-Thai (ref) e e e e
Primary guardian's gender

Male 1.077 .230 1.108 .200

Female (ref) e e s e
Primary guardian's age .984** 011 979 .010




Wanippol Mahaarcha Findings of Analyses /102

Table 5.12 The Odds of Logistic Regression for the Impact of Family Structure
on Youth’s Alcohol Drinking, KDSS 2001 and 2004 (Continued)

Alcohol Drinking

Variables Model 1 Model 2

Exp(B) SE®B) Exp(B) SE(B)

Primary guardian's education

Primary school .555 216 .626 .238
Lower secondary school .613 276 .698 .308
Upper secondary school 453 215 486* 229
College and over .284* 173 .308* .185

No schooling (ref) e e s s
Primary guardian's occupation

Professional and managerial 417 212 449 225
Sales and service 594 213 .634 225
Agriculture .538* 170 S577* 181
Labourer and transport worker .586 .209 611 217
Not working (ref.) e e s s
Percentage of smokers in household .997 .006 .997 .006
Percentage of alcohol drinkers in household 1.014***  .004 1.014*** 004
Standard of living
Lower .864 229 .856 .226
Medium 1.162 .320 1.167 .320
Higher 1.073 .259 1.069 .257
Highest 1.488 742 1.553 .770

Lowest (ref) e e e e
Household assets

Lower .960 267 .958 .265
Medium 1.226 .337 1.241 .340
Higher .888 .254 .894 .255
Highest .868 .286 .853 278
Lowest(ref) e e s e
Household size 1.021 0.052 1.007 .050
Residential area
Rice field 741 182 725 178
Plantation .662 .180 .666 181
Upland 219%** .076 224%** .078
Mixed economy b571** 139 567** .138

Urban and semi-urban (ref) — emmemem e e e
Family structure

Single-parent family .994 .261

Non-parent family .553** .183

Two-parent family (ref) e s
-2 Log likelihood 579.192 577.402

Note: *p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001
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5.4 Discussion

To identify youths” quality of life from secondary data, previous study provided
a way to determine the components through factor analysis (Sutthangkul, 1999), while
re-scaling method was applied for measuring the level of quality of life based on the
criteria of indicators (UNDP, 1999). The present study applied factor analysis and the
rescaling method to obtain a score for each component.

Univariate analyses showed the youth’s family structure in cohort data in 2001-
2004. The two-parent nuclear family is the major family structure in Kanchanaburi
DSS, which is consistent with the characteristic of stem family in Thailand where the
mechanism of family life cycle are still important (Richter & Podhisita, 1991-1992). It
was found that higher percentages of rural youth than urban youth were living in two-
parent nuclear families because the stem family cycle is common in rural area, which
family structure have variants in the cycle of nuclear and stem (extended) family in
order to confirm the findings from the previous anthropological studies on family
structure in Thailand (Foster, 1975; Potter, 1976).

The findings of the cohort data used in this study, 2001-2004, indicated that the
proportions of extended families are increasing, which is also supported by the
evidence from the Thai national survey (NationalStatisticalOffice, 2006). The possible
reasons are because of the effects of population aging and family life cycle of Thai
people. Increases in life expectancy have made grandparenthood more prevalent.
Longer life expectancy has also led to a longer periods of grandparenthood. Once
someone becomes a grandparent, they will have that status for a much longer time
than previous generations. Increasing life expectancy in Thailand leads to increase the
size of aging population and the chance of grandparenthood. Furthermore, increasing
extended families are also considered as a consequence of family life cycle in the stage
of stem family. Nuclear families become stem, or extended, families when one of the
children marries and joins the parents. In the period of being youth, some sibling of
youth, or even the youth themselves, tend to live with their parents after their
marriage, leading to change from nuclear to extended families. High fertility in the
past three decades created the large family size and the longer period of extended
families. In other words, youth have more siblings and their sibling would get married

and stay with parents until the younger siblings get married, leading to youth stay
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longer in extended families than before. This cycle is dominated in Thai rural areas,
which is supported by the result of increasing extended families in the results from the
KDSS.

A total of 6 components and 35 indicators of youths’ quality of life in
Kanchanaburi province were developed from a total of 38 initial variables. These 6
components are considered as the main youths’ quality of life components, which
were also used in many previous studies (Cummins, 1996; Meuleners, Binns, &
Lower, 2003). The results revealed that youth in Kanchanaburi province have the
highest score in the standard of physical environment component, meaning that most
youth are residing in good environments. In addition, youth in Kanchanaburi province
had the lowest score in the cultural belief activities component. Although the cultural
belief activities component derives from the set of questions about religious practice, it
could indicate youth’s way of thinking about moral and ethical issues, which could
reflect their way of life. This study selected only those who are Buddhist, because very
few cases (n = 7) were not Bhuddist, so they were deleted from the analysis. It is
proposed that only some youth in Kanchanaburi province practiced in cultural belief
activities activities. However, the secondary data could not cover all of youths’
quality of life indicators including family relations, peer influences, and leisure
activities, which are considered as the aspects of youth’s life that previous researches
have included (Soonthornthada et al., 2005; Steinberg, 1996).

Bivariate analysis indicated that youth in non-parent families had the lowest
score in quality of life when compared with other family structures, especially in terms
of standard of emotion, social capital, and physical health. This result suggests that
living with parents provided better subjective quality of life for youth. Youth in
extended households had higher scores only in social capital. This result is not
supported by previous studies, which found that other adults in the household,
especially grandparents, could improve their grandchild’s quality of life and well-
being (Deleire & Kalil, 2002). Youth in extended households has lower quality of life
score in standard of emotion than those in nuclear households. The reason might be
that the grandparents and other adults in the household may increase the likelihood of
interfering in childrearing and increase the family conflict, which may have the effect

of increasing stress and deviant behavior (Na Manorom, 1991).
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It is expected that youth in single-parent families would have a much more
lower of quality of life than those in two-parent families, especially regarding standard
of emotion and standard of living. Previous study shows that the effect of parent’s
marital discord and parental conflict in single-parent families reduce the psychological
well-being of children (Amato & Sobolewski, 2001). Youth in single-parent families
are expected to have a lower standard of living due to the economic deprivation of
father or mother-only families (Cancian & Reed, 2001). The multivariate results of
this study, however, showed that there are no differences between two-parent families
and single-parent families in the Thai context. The reason might be that the Thai
kinship system can reduce the negative effect of single-parent families among Thai
people.

Bivariate and multivariate analyses provided the important results in this study.
According to previous research in Kanchanaburi province, it was expected that youth
in other family structures besides two-parent families might be less likely to enroll
school/college because of the effects of economic deprivation (Astone & McLanahan,
1991). However, youth in extended households with grandparents had a greater
probability of enrolling in school/college than those who were living in nuclear
households. The explanation that may account for this result is that family structure
may well be a proxy for other variables that affect outcomes for children such as
family resources (e.g., money, assets). Having an extended household with the
presence of grandparents interacts with socioeconomic status and is particularly
beneficial among low-income families. Among these families, grandparents may
contribute in ways that benefit children relative to what parents can do by themselves
(Deleire & Kalil, 2002). The economic benefits in extended households were
supported by the positive impact of household assets on school/college enrolment in
the first regression model. The significant association of other residential area when
compared with urban and semi-urban strata on youth’s school/college enrolment
suggested that youth in other residential area were less likely to enroll in
school/college due to the shortage of secondary schools and higher in the area
(Mahaarcha & Kittisuksathit, 2007). However, this study could not follow those who
were staying in dormitory or had migrated to other provinces.
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There was no association between family structure and smoking behavior. In the
second regression model, youth in extended households with grandparents had a lower
probability of smoking than those in nuclear households. The reason might be that the
role of grandparents in extended households in the Thai context is still important in
terms of socialization of their grandchildren (Mangthanee, Buarapha, &
Visutthangkul, 2005). Grandparents in Thai families are considered as the people who
provide the moral and ethical guidance to grandchildren in order to reduce their risk
behavior. Grandparents in the household may reduce the negative effect of parents in
the labour force on children’s delinquency. They can spend the time to nurture their
grandchildren. The results showed that primary guardian’s occupation is associated
with youth’s smoking. Youth who have employed primary guardians are less likely to
smoke than those who have unemployed primary guardians. Higher percentages of
smokers and alcohol drinkers in the household are related with a higher probability of
smoking among youth due to imitation behavior in which the behavior of each person
both influences and is explained by the movement of others within the system in the
family system context.

Surprisingly, youth in non-parent families had a reduced chance to drink alcohol
when compared with those who were in two-parent families. The significant
association occurred even when mediating variables were controlled for. Non-parent
families can refer living with relatives and employers. The reason might be that non-
parental adults can control the behavior of youth better in terms of alcohol drinking
than parental adults. Especially in employer households, the rules and discipline of
employers are considered much stronger than parent’s in nature.

The crucial point is that family structure stability has a significant association
with youth’s school/college enrolment and alcohol drinking. Youth in stable family
structures are more likely to enroll in school and less likely to drink alcohol; however,
there is no difference between youth in stable and unstable family structure regarding
smoking. However, the present study could not explore the effect of parent’s marital
transition on youth because very few cases (n=10) were facing marital transition
during the KDSS 2001-2004. Thus, the effect of changing types of family structure
during the KDSS 2001 and 2004 have been explored as a substitute.
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CHAPTER VI
CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This concluding chapter summarizes the major findings in light of the research
objectives of this study given in chapter one. The whole study has revolved around
the questions: What are the indicators and components of youths’ quality of life in
Kanchanaburi province?; and Does family structure have any association with youths’
quality of life indicators regarding school/college enrolment, smoking, and alcohol
drinking? In order to answer these questions, the study takes advantage of the cross-
sectional data of the Happiness Indicator Survey to answer the first question and the
longitudinal data of the Kanchanaburi Demographic Surveillance System (KDSS),
both of which were collected by the Institution for Population and Social Research,
Mahidol University. This chapter also contributes recommendations from the present

study and recommendations for future research.

6.1 Conclusion of Results

6.1.1 Objective 1: To Identify Youths’ Quality of Life in Kanchanaburi

Province

Thai youth have made lasting contributions to Thailand’s political and economic
development. Although economic development in Thailand has improved the standard
of living of Thai youth, social problems relating with Thai youth behaviors are
increasingly occurred. Thus, it is crucial to find out what the youth’s needs are and
what the level of youths’ quality of life is. Secondary data derived from focus-group
discussions, expert recommendations, and literature reviews were used for identifying
the indicators and components of youths’ quality of life.

From the literature reviews and data availability, 38 variables were prepared for
analysis. The results revealed that there are 35 indicators of 6 youths’ quality of life

components; standard of emotion, standard of physical health environment,
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standard of living, social capital, cultural belief activities, and physical health. The
results revealed (1) the indicators and components; and (2) the score of youths’
quality of life. The highest component score was for the standard of physical
environment and the lowest component score was for cultural belief activities.

Youth in two-parent families had the highest total quality of life score when
compared with those in single-parent families and non-parent families. In addition,
youth who were living in nuclear households had a higher total quality of life score
than those in extended households.

6.1.2 Objective 2: To Examine the Association between Family Structure
and Youths’ Quality of Life Indicators in the Kanchanaburi DSS

Growing attention has been paid to the idea that the different family structures
provide different quality of life among youth, but there are limited studies on the
impact of various types of family structure on youths’ quality of life. Type of family
structures is used as the main variable to predict youths’ quality of life. Youth,
primary guardian, and household characteristics are used as the control variables. It is
expected that youth who were living outside two-parent families had poorer quality of
life, which is a hypothesis in this study.

Due to lack of longitudinal data to explore the impact of family structure on
total youths’ quality of life, 4 rounds of the Kanchanaburi DSS, 2001-2004, were
employed to explore the family structure on some youths’ quality of life indicators,
which are the indicators of youths’ quality of life that have been identified from the
first objective.

Descriptive statistics indicated that the trend of youth’s family structure during
four years of data is that the proportions of nuclear families are decreasing, while
extended families are increasing due to population aging and youth’s family life
cycle, especially in rural area where the stem family system is common.

Multivariate results indicated that there is no difference in school/college
enrolment among different family structures. The results revealed that living in
extended households is associated with school/college enrolment due to the benefit of

economic resources of this family structure. This reason is supported by the positive
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impact of household assets, which was used as a control variable and that the
significant association of living in extended household still exists. Male and older
youth had less chance to enroll in school, similar to those who were living outside
urban and semi-urban areas. A stable family structure was strongly associated with a
greater chance to enroll in school.

There was no association between family structures on youth’s smoking, while
controlling for other variables. It can be said that individual factors have a stronger
effect than family structure. It was found that youth in extended households were less
likely to smoke when compared with those in nuclear households due to the
grandparent’s role of socialization in preventing youth’s health risk behavior. For the
association between family structure and alcohol drinking, youth in non-parent
families had a lower probability to drink alcohol when compared with those in two-
parent families. The reason might be that primary guardians in non-parent families
could control about youth’s health risk behavior more strictly than parent in general.
Males were more likely to drink alcohol than females, and those who were living in
urban and semi-urban areas were also more likely to drink alcohol than those living in

other areas.

6.2 Recommendations

1. The results show that youth in Kanchanaburi province have the lowest quality
of life score in the cultural belief activities component. This could suggest that
cultural belief activities should be a greater concern of many government
organizations that are responsible for children and youth development, such as the
Ministry of Education and Ministry of Culture, in order to improve the way of
thinking and promoting more moral and ethical concepts among youth in the context
of Kanchanaburi province.

2. According to the descriptive findings, youth in two-parent and single-parent
families were not different in terms of quality of life. The important factor is whether
they are living in extended households. Youth in extended households with
grandparent’s presence had a higher probability of enrolling in school/college and not
smoking compared to those in nuclear households. The economic and socializing
benefits of extended households should be considered as important for youth’s life,
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especially the role of grandparents in the household. It is recommended to ministry of
social development and human security that they should set a program for elderly who
are grandparents to transmit moral and ethical matters and also traditional and cultural
values to children and youth in the community. Furthermore, the benefits of
grandparents in the household should be considered in terms of a policy that the
government could reduce taxes for those who are having and taking care their elderly
parents or grandparents in the household.

3. According to the multivariate findings, youth in non-parent families were less
likely to drink alcohol when compared with those in two-parent families. This could
suggest that the Ministry of Public Health should promote a stronger role of parents to

socialize their children in order to avoid health risk behaviors.

6.3 Recommendations for Further Study

1. The secondary data used in this study could not provide all the youths’ quality
of life components that were reviewed from previous studies, such as family
relationship, peer, school, and leisure. This could suggest that utilization of primary
data is appropriate for further studies to cover youths’ quality of life as a whole.

2. The findings show that there was no negative effect of single-parent families
on youths’ quality of life in the Thai context, while living in extended households had
a much greater effect on youths’ quality of life. Future studies of Thai family structure
should focus and consider the effect of living in extended households in order to
respond to the increasing trend of extended household in Thailand.
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