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Now, I start my presentation titled “A Comparative Analysis of Eight Areas in Three Southeast
Asian Countries.” Three Southeast Asian Countries contain Vietnam, Cambodia and Kingdom
of Thailand. This Social Capital Project has conducted questionnaire survey in three countries
to date. I’d like to analyze the result of the survey by use of statistics. We also conducted
questionnaire survey in Laos, but some of questionnaires included incorrect outcome. Therefore,
I excluded the data of Laos.
First, I’d like to outline the comparison of social trust and social association in eight areas.
As for target areas of this survey, there contained Vietnam urban, Vietnam rural, Cambodia
urban and Cambodia rural. Afterwards, we added four areas in Thailand; Nonthaburi urban,
Nonthaburi rural, Chonburi urban and Cambodia rural.
Concerning about social trust and social association, I adopted Q1：People can be trusted,
Q2：Meet relatives, Q3：Meet friends & acquaintances, Q4-A：Depth of social relations with
neighborhood and Q4-B：Proportion of neighborhood having relations. Choices of these five
questions were made up of the five-point Likert scale. A score of five points to one was assigned
in the order of wealth in social capital to the options on the five-point Likert scale in the questions
regarding social trust and social association. When all the respondents choose the option to
which five points were assigned, the average score would be 5.000. The lower limit might be
1.000.
As for average scores of social trust and social association, average score of Vietnam
urban area was 3.990, that of Vietnam rural area was 4.426, that of Cambodia urban area was
3.310, that of Cambodia rural area was 3.639, that of Nonthaburi urban area was 3.777, that of
Nonthaburi rural area was 3.905, that of Chonburi urban area was 3.601, that of Chonburi rural
area was 3.877. In every area, average scores of rural areas were higher than those of urban
areas.
Dose it mean that average scores of rural areas were higher than those of urban areas from
stands point of statistics? By use of analysis of variance (ANOVA) and multiple comparison,
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we can say that (1) average score of Vietnam rural area was higher than that of any other areas
(significant in 0.1% level). It is significant in 0.1% level means that within 1,000 times it seems
to be certain 999 times or more. (2) Average score of Cambodia rural area was higher than that
of Cambodia urban area (significant in 0.1% level). (3) Average score of Nonthaburi rural area
was not higher than that of Nonthaburi urban area (not statistically significant). (4) Average
score of Chonburi rural area was higher than that of Chonburi urban area (significant in 0.1%
level).
Second, I explain “Factor Analysis and Path Diagram by SEM.” SEM is an abbreviation
of Structural Equation Modeling.
This table (see Slide 6) demonstrates the factor analysis results for the Vietnam urban
area. This line shows question items. In factor analysis, question items correspond to observed
variables, while factor loading will take the value of -1 to +1 in case of orthogonal rotation. In
case of oblique rotation, the value may slightly exceed 1. Factor 1 is comprised of (1) not having
access to water, (2) threat of natural disasters and (3) threat of food shortage. Factor 2 consists
of (1) reliability on military sector in the event of disasters, (2) reliability on the police or
firefighting organizations in the event of disasters and (3) reliability on political parties or
politicians in the event of disasters. Factor 3 is made up of (1) reliance on military sector in the
event of difficulties, (2) reliance on the police or firefighting organizations in the event of
difficulties and (3) reliance on political parties or politicians in the event of difficulties.
Factor 1 is dubbed “threats to life,” Factor 2 “reliability on social institutions in the event
of disasters” and Factor 3 “reliance on social institutions in the event of difficulties.” The
correlation between Factors 1 and 2 stood at 0.248, and that between Factors 2 and 3 stood at
0.351. Weak correlations are observed in the two relationships. There is little correlation seen
between Factors 1 and 3, with a coefficient value of 0.194.
This table (see Slide 7) demonstrates the factor analysis results for Vietnam rural area.
Factor 1 is dubbed “reliance on social institutions in the event of difficulties,” Factor 2
“reliability on friends, neighbors or relatives in the event of disasters,” and Factor 3 “threats to
life.” Between Factors 1 and 2, a medium-level correlation is confirmed with a value of 0.401,
and between 2 and 3, a weak correlation with a value of 0.314. There is little correlation
confirmed between Factors 1 and 3, with a value of 0.147.
This diagram (see Slide 8) is a path diagram by SEM drawn on the basis of the factor
analysis about Vietnam rural area. All paths are statistically significant. In this model, “threats
to life” serve as an exogenous variable. Exogenous variable is determined outside the model in
which it is used. With regard to causal relationships, “threats to life” have a minor impact of
0.336 on “reliability on friends, neighbors or relatives in the event of disasters.” The reliability
on friends, neighbors or relatives in the event of disasters has a medium-level influence of 0.442
on “reliance on social institutions in the event of difficulties.”
Lastly, I’d like to designate the area where the path diagram can be drawn as an example.
This path diagram (see Slide 10) has been drawn on the basis of the factor analysis about
Cambodia urban area. All the paths are statistically significant.
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In this model, “reliance or reliability on social institutions in the event of disasters or difficulties”
and “reliance or reliability on schools or hospitals in the event of disasters or difficulties” are
both exogenous variables. With regard to causal relationships, the exogenous variable of reliance
or reliability on social institutions in the event of disasters or difficulties has a medium-level
impact of 0.412 on the reliance or reliability on neighbors or friends in the event of disasters or
difficulties. The other exogenous variable, namely reliance or reliability on schools or hospitals
in the event of disasters or difficulties, has a limited impact of 0.325 on the reliance or reliability
on neighbors or friends in the event of disasters or difficulties.
This path diagram (see Slide 13) has been drawn on the basis of the factor analysis about
Nonthaburi urban area. Regrettably, one path between latent variables is not statistically
significant (p = 0.194).
This path diagram (see Slide 15) has been drawn on the basis of the factor analysis about
Nonthaburi rural area. All the paths are statistically significant. In this model, “reliability on
friends, acquaintances or people in neighborhood in the event of disasters” serves as an
exogenous variable. Regarding causal relationships, the exogenous variable of reliability on
friends, acquaintances or people in neighborhood in the event of disasters has a medium-level
impact of 0.666 on “reliance or reliability on public organizations in the event of disasters or
difficulties.” The reliance or reliability on public organizations in the event of disasters or
difficulties has a strong-level influence of 0.715 on reliance on social organizations in the event
of difficulties.
This path diagram (see Slide 17) has been drawn on the basis of the factor analysis about
Chonburi urban area. Two paths between latent variables are almost statistically significant
(p = 0.008, p = 0.051). In this model, reliance on “social capital in neighborhood” in the event
of difficulties serves as an exogenous variable.
This path diagram (see Slide 19) has been drawn on the basis of the factor analysis about
Chonburi rural area. Regrettably, two paths between latent variables are not statistically
significant (p = 0.097, p = 0.153).
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