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ABSTRACT
TE 146358

The purpose of this study is to look into the impact of tourism activities on the
structure and distribution of income of two rural communities. It compares the structure and
distribution of income between Ban Pha Nok Kok and Ban Buak Tuei. Both villages are
agricultural based but Ban Pha Nok Kok with a total of 59 households has supplementary
income from tourism while Ban Buak Tuei with a total of 73 households earns supplementary
income from non farm wage employment in agriculture and transport industry. All households

in both villages were included in the survey.

The study reveals that Ban Pha Nok Kok eamed an average total annual income of
93,227 baht per household and Ban Buak Tuei earned about 57,686 baht per household on
average. The poorest 20% of the tourism related community earned about 4.05 per cent while the
richest 20 percent earned about 41 percent of total village income. In the non tourism related
village the structure of income is very similar, 4. 61 percent belonged to the poorest 20% and

44.43 percent belonged to the richest 20 %.
The Gini coefficient of the agricultural income of Ban Pha Nok Kok, the tourism

related community, equals 0.347 while the same for Ban Buak Tuei is 0.381. When the
nonagricultural income is included, the Gini coefficient of the tourism related village worsened to
0.383 while the same for the nontourism related village improved to 0.363. These results lead to
the conclusion that tourism activities in Ban Pha Nok Kok have negative impact on income

distribution.

Tourism income in Ban Pha Nok Kok is derived from four sources, donations form
viewing the folk museum, tourist guide,traditional dances and selling souvenirs. Selling souvenirs

is the only source of tourism incomes that widens or worsen income distribution.



