%‘““‘“\N Ag Econ sxes
/‘ RESEARCH IN AGRICUITURAL & APPLIED ECONOMICS

The World’s Largest Open Access Agricultural & Applied Economics Digital Library

This document is discoverable and free to researchers across the
globe due to the work of AgEcon Search.

Help ensure our sustainability.

Give to AgEcon Search

AgEcon Search
http://ageconsearch.umn.edu

aesearch@umn.edu

Papers downloaded from AgEcon Search may be used for non-commercial purposes and personal study only.
No other use, including posting to another Internet site, is permitted without permission from the copyright
owner (not AgEcon Search), or as allowed under the provisions of Fair Use, U.S. Copyright Act, Title 17 U.S.C.

No endorsement of AgEcon Search or its fundraising activities by the author(s) of the following work or their
employer(s) is intended or implied.


https://shorturl.at/nIvhR
mailto:aesearch@umn.edu
http://ageconsearch.umn.edu/

Rural Non-farm Dynamics:
Occupational Ladders and Earnings Mobility in Thailand

Chayanee Chawanote
and
Christopher B. Barrett

Charles H. Dyson School of Applied Economics and Management,
Cornell University, Ithaca, NY 14853, USA

Poster prepared for presentation at the Agricultural & Applied Economics Association’s 2011
AAEA & NAREA Joint Annual Meeting, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, July 24-26, 2011

Copyright 2011 by Chayanee Chawanote and Christopher B. Barrett. All rights reserved.
Readers may make verbatim copies of this document for non-commercial purposes by any
means, provided that this copyright notice appears on all such copies.

" Corresponding author. Email address: cc844@cornell.edu



Rural Non-farm Dynamics:
Occupational Ladders and Earnings Mobility in Thailand

Chayanee Chawanote and Christopher B. Barrett
Charles H. Dyson School of Applied Economics and Management, Cornell University

Introduction Data & Background Results & Discussion

There is growing interest in rural non-farm businesses and The Thai Socio-Economic Survey (SES) panel data were collected . . . . Table3 Multivariate regressions of earnings change
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