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_____________________________________________________________________ 

  

 This research examines the budget approval by the parliament of Thailand in 

fiscal year 2003-2006 and 2009.  The purpose of this dissertation is first, to study the 

details of the budget approval process by the parliament of Thailand; second, to study 

governance  in  budget  approval;  third,  to  investigate  the  factors  influencing 

governance in budget approval; finally, to provide recommendations on the process of 

budget approval.  In order to accomplish these purposes, the dissertation encompasses 

the following: a review of the concept of governance in budget approval and relevant 

theories on the factors affecting the parliament’s budget approval; an examination of 

the budget approval in Thailand; and identification of the governance level and factors 

affecting governance in budget approval. 

 An  extensive  review  of  the  literature  yielded  four  areas  of  governance  in 

budget  approval;  namely,  the  rule  of  law,  allocative  efficiency,  transparency,  and 

responsibility.    The  theoretical  framework  and  empirical  research  applied  in  this 

dissertation  unveiled  four  groups  of  factors  that  would  affect  governance  in  budget 

approval,  composing  the  institutional-related  factor,  the  individual  factor,  the 

information factor, and participant mechanisms. 

 In  this dissertation, the quantiative approach provides the dominant paradigm 

and  the  qualitative  approach  is  a  supplemenetary  component.    The  census  sampling 

method was used.  The samples are the parliamentarians that worked for the Budget 

Scrutiny Committee in fiscal years 2003-2006 and 2009.  The total number of samples was 

196.  Data collection using questionnaires was carried out from July to September 2009.  
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 The  research  results  indicate  that  governance  in  budget  approval  by  the 

parliament of Thailand is limited to a relatively moderat score level.  With respect to 

the findings, the score level of the rule of law and responsibility was high.  Particular 

consern involved allocative efficiency and tranasparency, as the level scores exhibited 

a moderate score level.  The results of this research also reveal limitations in almost 

all of the proposed determinant factors.  The findings showed that only the individual 

factor  of  knowledge  and  understanding  attained  a  high  score  level  in  supporting  the 

task of budget approval.  For the independent variables of institutional-related factors 

and  information  factor,  a  moderate  score  level  was  unveiled;  and  a  low  level  of 

participant mechanisms was detected.   

Upon multiple regression testing between determinant factors and governance, 

the findings indicate that the institutional factor of constitutional provision , the MPs’ 

knowledge and understanding, budget documents, and completeness information have 

positive  relationships  with  the  sub-scale  governance.    Interestingly,  negative 

relationships  between  variables  were  also  exhibited.    According  to  the  statistical 

findings,  the  institutional  factors  of  supporting  staff,  knowledge  and  understanding, 

and participation of the Budget Scrutiny Committee also have negative influences on 

the sub-scale governance.    

 Regarding  the  research  results,  the  statistical  findings  are  supported  by  data 

obtained  by  means  of  in-depth  interviews.    The  information  collected  from  these 

interviews and documenet analyses can best explain the statistical findings.  Although 

the statistical results contradicted the hypothesis, the findings are sustained since they 

are supported by the qualitative results. 

The  findings  from  this  study  suggest  that  a  key  challenge  in  the  reform  of 

governance of the budget resides in the ability to create effeciant reforms in an effort 

to enhance accountability in public finance management.  Governance reform within 

the  legislative  branch  should  be  stressed  by  reform  initiatives  so  as  to  improve  the 

legislature’s budget approval process.  The findings from the study can be utilized by 

policy  makers  to  formulate  agendas  and  development  plans  in  order  to  improve  the 

constitutional framework, the setting structure of the Budget Scrutiny Committee, the 

independent  budget  analysis  and  supporting  staff,  information  provision,  and  the  MPs’ 

knowledge and expertise, thereby enhancing the level of governance in budget approval.      
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CHAPTER 1 

         

INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1  Statement and Significance of Problems  

 

 In recent  years, there has been increasing concern about governance issues in 

development  administration.    This  issue  signifies  a  change  in  the  meaning  of 

government, which is defined as the activity or process  of  governing, a condition of 

ordered  rule,  or  the  manner,  method  or  system  by  which  a  particular  society  is 

governed (Finer,  1970  quoted  in Rhodes,  1996:  652-667).    By  governance, the  old 

meaning  of  government  is  changed  to  the  new  process  of  governing,  or  a  changed 

condition of ordered rule, or a new method by which society is governed.  As to this, 

the  term  governance  is  used  in  various  ways:  as  the  minimal  state,  as  corporate 

governance,  as  the  new  public  management,  as  good  governance,  as  a  socio-

cybernetic  system,  and  as  self-organizing  networks  (Rhodes,  1996:  662-667).    The 

relationship  between  governance  and  better  economic  and  social  outcomes  is 

increasing  acknowledged,  and  the  concern  with  governance  has  taken  on  a much 

wider geographical spread.   

 The  necessity  for  governance  reform  arising  in  the  practitioner’s  world  has 

occurred with a concern for reducing or diluting the state’s role.  Generally, a two-part 

strategy proposed to governments are one, matching the state’s role to its capability, 

and  two,  raising  state  capability  by  reinvigorating  public  institutions  (World  Bank, 

1997: 2).   Governments have to match role to capacity—choosing what to do, what 

not  to  do,  and  how  to  do  things.    Accordingly,  governments need  not  be  the  sole 

provider  anymore.    Rather,  they  should  know  their  limits  and  reinvigorate  their 

institutional  capacity.    On  the  one  hand,  it  is  proposed  that  governments  have  to 

improve  their  capability  and  effectiveness  by  introducing  much  greater  competition 

and  a  variety  of  professional  management  techniques.    On  the  other  hand,  other 
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mechanisms, such as the business sector and civil society, should be allowed to lead 

the  development  of  a  country.    Basic  incentive  mechanisms,  such  as  effective  rules 

and  restraints,  greater  competitive  pressure,  and  increased  citizen  voice  and 

partnership,  can  be  used  to  check  and  balance  the  governments,  thus  combating 

problems and improving the government’s capability as a consequence.  

 In  order  to  increase  governance  level,  many  scholars  have  agreed  that  we 

should  also  emphasize  the  role  of  the  parliament  in  exercising  oversight  and 

authorizing the executive.  Theoretically, all state activities should be scrutinized by 

parliament.    As  Aldons  (2001)  has  stated,  the  functions  of  the  House  of 

Representatives  cover  the  scrutiny  functions  of  legislation  and  the  scrutiny  of  non-

legislative  policy,  which  include  the  following:  the  function  of  checking  to  see  if 

everything  is  in  order,  and  influencing  future  directions;  interest  articulation,  which 

includes opportunities given in the consideration of bills, particularly the examination 

on  bills;  and  finally  the  informing  function  and  the  petitions  function  (Aldon,  2001: 

36-38).    The  parliament’s  functions,  thus,  include  those  of  checking  priorities  and 

effective allocation of resources.  Greater legislature involvement in the budget is an 

opportunity  for  closer  scrutiny,  which  is  critical  for  inter- and  intra-departmental 

reprioritization (Krafchik and Wehner, 1999: 2).    

 Wehner  (2003)  supports  the  idea  of  the  significance  of  the  parliament’s 

function  in  the  area  of  budget  allocation  by  saying  that  when  executive  discretion 

budgeting  is  not  adequately  balanced  with  effective  mechanisms  of  internal  restraint 

and external accountability, the abuse and misuse of budget authority is more likely to 

occur  (Wehner,  2003  quoted  in  Santiso,  2004:  3).   The democratic  control  of 

government  theory  shows  that  parliamentary  involvement  can  help  to  ensure  that 

government  activities  serve  the  state  as  a  whole  and  protect  the  constitution.    This 

involvement could help to ascertain that the use of public money by the government is 

property  authorized  and  accounted  for  the  public  rather  than  narrower  political  or 

sectional interests.  This is so because legislatures have stronger contact with citizens 

and  interest  groups,  contrary  to  the  executive  drafting  process,  which  takes  place 

behind closed doors.  As a representative of the people, parliament is the appropriate 

place to ensure that the budget the government spends best matches the nation’s needs 

with  available  resources.    The  parliament could  help  adding  value  to  the  budget 
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process by checking priorities and effective allocation of resources.  Consequently, the 

responsiveness  of  a  political  system  to  the  interests  and  opinions  of  its  people  can 

greatly  strengthen  its  government.    If  a  government  is  more  responsive  to  interests, 

broad  and  narrow,  and  to  the  opinion  of  its  people,  it  will  be  a  more  effective 

mechanism.   

 A  study  of  the  legislative  role  in  budgeting  in  overseas  countries  shows  that 

the role of the legislature in budget approval has evolved over centuries.  Over time, 

the legislature’s authority to appropriate public funds has become the foundation for 

public  budgeting  and  accountability,  preceding  the  development  of  budgets  by  the 

executive  branch.    Legislatures’  roles  are  expanding  and  influencing  budgeting  in 

several  different  stages  and  arenas.    A  study  by  Posner  (2006)  shows  that  in  some 

countries,  such  as  the  United  States  and  Sweden,  legislatures  have  the  capacity  to 

amend  or  reject the budget proposal of executive body and to substitute one of their 

own.    In  Italy  and  the  Netherlands,  for  example,  legislatures  can  amend  or  reject 

executive budget proposals but lack the capacity to formulate their own independent 

budget.  The amendatory power is often constrained.  Many legislatures may cut but 

not  add  to  executive  budgets,  while  others  may  add  as  long  as  they  find  offsetting 

cuts.  For these variations, the legislative  changes in countries around the world fall 

into several categories, such as approval of ex ante fiscal frameworks, broadening of 

the  portion  of  legislative  budget  decisions,  strengthening  of  institutional  budget  and 

deliberative  processes,  augmentation  of  legislative  budget  capacity,  changes  to 

appropriations  structures,  and  enhancing ex  post oversight.    In  many  cases,  nations 

have  adopted  reforms  across  many  of  these  categories.  Some,  however,  have 

concentrated their initiatives on only one phase (Posner, 2006: 4-7). 

 In Thailand, the issue of governance has been emphasized for a period of time.  

Historically,  1997  was  a  watershed  year.    Because  of  the  economic  crisis  and  the 

passage  of  the  new  constitution,  there  was  the  need  for  broad-based,  public  sector 

reforms,  and  the  constitution  mandated  a  new  role  for  the  state.    Both  of  these 

developments created a window of governance issue, which included a political-cum-

constitutional reform agenda strongly supported by the middle class, and a structural 

adjustment agenda for downsizing and de-bureaucratization. The development aimed 

at  curbing  corruption  in  the  political  class  through  the  setting  up  of  a  series  of 
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independent,  quasi-judicial  watchdogs,  strengthening  the  elected  executive 

government, asserting civil rights, enabling popular participation, and bringing about 

administrative decentralization along with greater local self-determination.   

 Regarding  the  reform  initiatives  in  Thailand,  great  focus  has  been  placed  on 

minimizing and modernizing the government.  In 1999, the Thai government issued its 

Public  Sector  Management  Reform  Plan,  which  contained  five  main  priority  areas: 

revision  of  roles,  functions  and  management  practices  of  government  departments; 

budget, finance and procurement management reform; personnel management reform; 

legal reform; and reform of cultural and public values.  Its core components included a 

more  performance-oriented  budget  system,  a  flexible  and  elective  civil  service,  and 

greater  accountability  and  transparency.    In  2002,  the  government’s  administrative 

reform program was formally announced as a Royal Decree on Good Governance, and 

later,  in  2003,  the  Strategic  Plan  for  Thai  Public  Sector  Development  was  also 

promulgated.    The  Decree  on  Good  Governance  set  out  four  underlying principles: 

accountability,  public  participation,  information  disclosure,  and  performance 

monitoring  and  evaluation.    Specific  directions  for  improvement  included  the 

following:  results-oriented  administration;  effective  public  administration 

(performance management and accrual accounting); delayering of the work process to 

empower  employees  and  improving  the  government-citizen  interface;  abolition  of 

unnecessary  agencies  and  functions;  administrative  decentralization;  and  a  customer 

orientation  on  the  part  of  all  government  agencies.    Regarding  public  financial 

management, Thai Governments have been making significant reforms in their budget 

appropriations  and  financial  management.    A  number  of  reforms  to  its  budget 

preparation, implementation, and management procedures has been introduced.  The 

common  theme  has  been  to  increase  flexibility  and  reinforce  a  performance  and 

results  orientation.    Efforts  were  begun  to  re-orient  the  budget  process  towards  a 

greater  focus  on  performance  and  results.    At  the  same time  efforts  were  made  to 

reduce  input  and  other  central  management  controls,  and  to  empower  spending 

ministries  and  agencies  to  take  on  more  responsibility  for  their  own  activities.   

Initiatives are in place to reduce the centralization of the budget process.  The reform 

involves not only the central bureaus, but a crucial role in the reforms is also played 
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by  line ministries.    Specific  initiatives  to  strengthen  this  function  in  line  ministries  are 

called for.  

 For  all  of  the  reform  initiatives,  it  is  interesting  that  a  reform  within  the 

legislative  branch  has  rarely  been  stressed  by  Thai  governments.    In  Thailand,  the 

legislative  role  was  eclipsed  with  the  rise  of  the  executive  powers  and  their 

prominence  in  many  systems.  The  executive  branch  has  a  mandate  to  prepare  the 

budget and processes the most comprehensive information on which to base revenue 

and expenditure decisions. Meanwhile, the legislative role in budget formulation was 

reflected in its limited formal roles.  Normally, the reasons behind the limited role of 

the  legislature  are  not  different  from  concerns  in  other  countries;  legislative 

involvement  could  be  detrimental  to  long-term  planning  and  macro-economic 

management if the budget were altered on the basis of populism and short-term point 

scoring;  many  legislatures  had  small  staffs  without  the  deep  institutional  knowledge 

necessary  to  effectively  complete  with  the  executive  who  often  has  the  sharing 

important  information;  the  limited  time  available  to  review  government  budget 

documents and plans only compounded the legislature’s travails; it is possible that a 

flood  of  amendments  would  clog  the  system  and  frustrate  all  role-players,  thereby 

wasting  already  scarce  energy  and  resources.    Additionally,  unless  legislatures  are 

presented with sufficient information, they run the risk of not effectively utilizing their 

powers or, even worse, utilizing their powers to serve short-term partisan ends.  Many 

cases  in  real  practice  show  that  those  that  have  power  in  legislative  branch  mandate 

have tried to amend the proposed budget for their own benefits (Wehner, 2003 quoted 

in Santiso, 2004: 3).  For all of these reasons, public budgeting reform in Thailand is 

limited to focusing only on the budgetary process within the executive branch rather 

than the legislative branch.  Rarely is there a concern with the role of the parliament in 

scrutinizing and adopting the budget.  The parliament still has little role in reviewing 

or  approving  an  annual  budget.    The  authority  of  legislatures  to  change  executive 

proposal has been very limited, and there is not a prominent policy or reform blueprint 

stressing the issue of governance within the legislative branch. 
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 In  order  to  solve  these  problems,  there  should  be  a  resurgence  of  legislative 

roles  and  responsibilities in  budgeting  and  then  we  should  support  the  legislature’s 

intent  in  recapturing  some  of  their  influence  in  the  budget  process  by  strongly 

emphasizing  the  concepts  of  governance.    These  concepts  should  be  used  to 

emphasize  not  only  the  executive  branch  but also  the  dynamic  and  multifaceted 

interactions between the executive and legislative branches of the government in the 

budget process (Wildavsky, 1992: 594-599).  Only if the parliament’s task in making 

an amendment to the proposed budget in the stage of budget approval is underlined by 

the  governance  principle  can  it  help  to  alleviate  the  current  issues  which  limit 

legislatures’ role in budget approving and thus assure that an annual budget allocation 

by the executive branch is best reviewed for the greatest benefit of our country.  When 

governance  is  stressed  within  the  legislative  side  it  could  help  tie  executive to  the 

diverse  set  of  constituencies  that  is  affected  by  budget  decisions  in  a  pluralistic 

society, thereby enhancing legitimacy and sustainability. 

 The research question raised here, thus, concerns the movement of governance 

on  the  legislative  side  in  Thailand.    As  to  the  constraints  mentioned  above,  it  is 

worthwhile to consider the real world of present practice in order to know that is there 

a movement in Thailand that is trying to improve the governance of budget approval 

by  the  parliament  in  reality  or  not.    Also,  we  need  to  know  what  the  governance  of 

budget  approval  should  be  as  well  as  what  the  factors  obstructing  the  success  of 

budget governance at the stage of budget approval by the parliament of Thailand are. 

These questions are asked for a realistic analysis of implementation.  It is necessary to 

conduct  an  in-depth  study  on  budget  approval  in  our  specific  context.    Research 

findings would ascertain the level of governance of the budget approval process. More 

importantly, it would benefit further improvement if the parliament and other related 

institutions were more concerned about the factors that affected the governance of the 

parliament’s budget approval. 
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1.2  Research Objectives 

 

The purposes of the study can be divided into the four main points. 

1. Study of the details of the budget approval process by the parliament of  

                  Thailand   

2. Study of the level of governance of the budget approval by the parliament 

                  of Thailand 

3. Investigation of the factors influencing governance of budget approval by 

the parliament of Thailand  

4. To  give  recommendations  on  the  process  of  budget  approval  by  the 

parliament of Thailand 

 

1.3  Scope of the Study 

 

1. This  research  mainly  focuses  on  annual  budget  approval  for  budget 

appropriations (fiscal  year  2009).    However,  a  study  of  the  governance  of  budget 

approval  by  the  Members  of  the  House  of  Representatives’  (MPs)  Budget  Scrutiny 

Committees  in  the  former  four  fiscal  years  (fiscal  year  2003-2006)  was  conducted.    

Particularly it is noted that during the period of the study the Thai government and the 

parliament  were  not  elected,  but  were  chosen  through  a  selection  process.   Budget 

proposals  presented  in  the  fiscal  year  2007  and  2008  were  not  considered  by  the 

representatives of the Thai people.  In this research, thus, budget approval conducted 

during those years (fiscal year 2007-2008) was excluded. 

2. In  this  research,  the  entire  process  of  budget  approval  was  studied.   

However,  the  present  author’s  analysis  of  governance  of  budget  approval  by  the 

parliament focused only on approval by the House of the Representatives, not by the 

Senate.    This  was  so  because  in  this  circumstance  the Senates played a  very limited 

role.    The  only  legal  authority  they  had  was  to  approve  or  disapprove  the  Annual 

Appropriations Bill  sent  by  the  House  of  Representative  within  the  set  time.    They 

could not make amendments to the budget.  An analysis of governance in allocating or 

shifting resources by this side, thus, could not be made. 
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3. Here,  a  study  of  budget  approval  by  the  House  of  the  Representatives 

includes  the  three  steps  of  reading,  which  involves  the  first  reading,  the  second 

reading, and the third reading. 

4. The area of study closely focused on the work of the Scrutiny Committee 

and its sub-committees.  This is so because the committee played a major role in doing 

amendments for the budget proposal. 

5. Since  the  term  of  governance is  very  large  in  scope and  there  is  no 

agreement in its definition, this research had to circumscribe the scope and definition 

of governance in relation to budget approval.   The definition used in this study may 

not have included all dimensions of governance proposed by all scholars.  However, 

the  author  aimed  to  underline  the  crucial  aspects  of  good  budget  allocation  by  the 

representatives of citizens. 

6. The  theoretical  framework  for  analyzing  governance  of  budget  approval 

was  mainly  from the  new  institutional  economics  approach, its  subfields  including 

agency theory, public choice theory, and also other related theories of organizational 

decision-making studied as a theoretical framework.   

 

1.4  Benefits of the Study 

 

 The  expected  benefits  of  the  study  can  be  divided  into  policy  benefit, 

management benefit, and academic benefits. 

 1.    In  terms  of  policy  benefit,  this  research  could  be  a  lens  reflecting  the 

movement of governance on the legislative side in Thailand.   It can show the level of 

governance in the budget approval process that is occurring at the present time.  Also, 

the  research  findings  can  be  used  to  create  policy  recommendations  for  major 

determinants of governance in budget approval under the new budgeting system and the 

most  appropriate methods  of  improving  governance  of  the  budget  approval  process  in 

the near future. 

 2.    In  terms  of  management  benefits,  this  research  could  provide  methods  that 

relevant organizations—which include the House of Representatives, the central Bureau 

of  the  Budget,  and  government  line agencies—could  employ  in  order  to improve 

governance in conducting budget approval.  In this way, the gap between vision of the 



 

 

9 

reform of budget governance and the reality of management, which betrays obstacles to 

budget governance, could be reduced. 

   3.   As  to  academic  benefits,  this  study  creates  a  conceptual  framework  of 

governance  for  budget  approval  in  Thailand.    In  this  way,  the  major  factors  affecting 

governance of the Thai budget approval process would  be proved.  Also,  propositions 

from  relating theories  on  new  institutional  economics  theory,  agency  theory,  public 

choice, and organizational decision-making theory can be tested. 

 

1.5  Organization of the Study 

 

This  study  is  divided  into  six  chapters.    Chapter  1  includes  a  statement  and 

significance  of  problems  and  research  questions,  research  objectives,  scope  of  the 

study, and theoretical and practical contribution of the study. 

Chapter 2 reviews the relevant literature, including theories, models, previous 

studies of governance, and related theories on the new institutional economics theory, 

agency  theory,  public  choice,  and  organizational  decision-making  theory.    Chapter  3 

explains  the  conceptual  framework  and  research  methodology,  including  research 

design and research method for the quantitative and qualitative approaches.  Chapter 4 

presents  a  picture  of  budget  approval  in  Thailand  through  institutional  analysis  and 

also  presents  a  primary  analysis  based  upon  data  obtained  from  documents, 

observation,  in-depth  interviews  in  the  field.    Chapter  5  presents  the  results  of  the 

quantitative study on the level of governance in budget approval and statistical results 

testing  the  relationships  among  deliverables  and  governance  in  budget  approval.   

Finally,  chapter  6  concludes  the  research  and  provides  recommendations  for  future 

research.    

 

1.6  Chapter Summary 

 

This  chapter  provides  an  overview  of  the  dissertation.    First,  this  chapter 

introduces  governance  issues  in  the  field  of  development  administration,  and  then  in 

the Thai context.  As the increasing role of the parliament in exercising oversight and 

authorizing  the  government  budget  is  a  part  of  the  governance  issue,  its  significance 
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was  explained.    Drawing  on  the  significance  of  the  problems,  the  remainder  of  this 

chapter  presented  the  research  objectives  of  the  study,  its  scope,  theoretical  and 

practical contributions, and the organization of the study. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

CHAPTER 2 

 

LITERATURE REVIEW  

 

 In  order  to  construct  the  concept  of  governance  in  budget  approval, 

contemporary  literature on  governance,  especially  concerning  governance  in 

budgeting  and  budget  approval,  are  studied  so  that  the  concept  of  governance  in 

budget approval used in this research can be crystallized.  Also, this chapter presents 

relevant  theories  on  factors  affecting  governance  in  budget  approval  by  the 

parliament, the conceptual framework, and the research hypotheses employed in this 

study.   

 

2.1  Definition of Governance 

 

 A study of the emergence of the governance paradigm shows that there are a 

variety of definitions greatly differing in scope, rationale, and objective.  Apparently, 

there  are  still  no  clear  or  settled  ideas  about  how  effective  governance  should be 

suitably defined.  The term governance is  an  umbrella  concept  for  a  wide  variety  of 

phenomena  (Pierre  &  Peter,  2000:  14).    It  could  be  a  concept  of  policy  networks 

(Rhods, 1996), public management (Hood, 1991), corporate governance (Williamson, 

1996), and good governance as a reform objective promoted by the World Bank and 

the International Monetary Fund (Leftwich, 1994).   

 Based on the World Bank, the concept of governance captures the manner in 

which  power  is  exercised  in  the  management  of  a  country’s  economic  and  social 

resources  for  development.    A  general  definition  of  governance  is  the  exercise  of 

authority,  control,  management,  and  power  of  the  government.    With  the  World 

Bank’s standard condition, governance encompasses the form of political regime; the 

process by which authority is exercised in the  management of  a  country’s economic 

and  social  resources  for  development;  and  the  capacity  of  governments  to  design, 
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formulate,  and  implement  policies  and  discharge  functions  (World  Bank,  1991).  

Accordingly,  the  main  thrust  of  governance-related  activities  has  been  public  sector 

management,  financial  management,  the  modernization  of  public  administration,  and 

privation. 

 As  to  the Asian  Development  Bank,  the  concept  of  good  governance  is 

underscored.    It  is  defined  as  sound  development  management  based  on  four 

interrelated  pillars:  accountability,  transparency,  predictability,  and  participation.   

According  to  this,  good  governance  is  good  government  (Asian  Development  Bank, 

1995).    The  shift  from  the  notion  of  governance  to  good  governance  introduces  a 

normative  dimension  addressing  the  quality  of  governance.    The International 

Monetary  Fund supports  the  concept  of  good  governance  but  limits  it  to  economic 

aspects  of  governance.    It  is  primarily  concerned  with  macroeconomic  stability  and 

orderly economic  growth in member  countries (International Monetary  Fund, 1997).   

As  to  the  World  Bank,  however,  a  good  governance  system  places  further 

requirements  on  the  process  of  decision-making  and  public  policy  formulation.    It 

extends  beyond  the  capacity  of  the  public  sector  to  the  rules  that  create  legitimate, 

effective participation in public policy-making,  the  prevalence  of  the  rule  of  law,  an 

independent  judiciary  with  institutional  checks  and  balances  through  horizontal  and 

vertical separation  of powers,  and  effective oversight agencies.   It  reflects a concern 

for the effectiveness of the state rather than the equity of the economic system and the 

legitimacy  of  the  power  structure  (Ahren,  2001:  75).   Governance assures  that 

corruption is minimized, the views of minorities are taken into account, and that the 

voices  of  the  most  vulnerable  in  society  are  heard  in  decision-making.    It  is  also 

responsive to the present and future needs of society.   

 In all of these definitions, there is a general consensus that governance refers 

to a new process of governing; or changed condition of ordered rule; or a new method 

by which society is governed.  The term "governance" has been widely used as a new 

notion meaning something new and reformed associated with government and public 

administration.  The concept of governance is concerned directly with management of 

the  development  process,  involving  both  the  public  and  private  sectors,  and  is  also 

broadly viewed as concerning the institutional environment in which citizens interact 

among  themselves  and  with  government  agencies  or  officials  (ADB,  1995:  3).    The 
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traditional key question underlining the basic concept of governance is how to make 

democratic government be able to perform the role in a political climate and economic 

and fiscal situations (Pierre and Peter, 2000: 3).  The term “governance,” thus, is not 

limited to the economic aspect; rather it is composed of both macro-economic issues 

and politically charged topics.  The principles of governance would transform not only 

the  effective  functioning  of  government,  but  the  relationship  between  government, 

citizens, and also the parliament.  

  

2.2  Governance and Budget Approval 

 

 A study of governance in budget approval has not bee directly carried out by 

scholars.    In  the  field  of  public  finance,  governance  of  budgeting  is  gradually 

becoming emphasized.  It is defined as encompassing  the interests and incentives of 

individuals  and  institutions  governing  the  formulation,  approval,  execution,  and 

oversight  of  the  budget.    The  concept  of  the  governance  of  the  budget  is  applied  to 

capture the dynamic aspect of budgetary cycles, the institutional dimensions of public 

budgeting, and the political economy of public expenditure management.  In the early 

1990s, the first wave of  budget reform  focused  only on improving transparency  and 

efficiency  in  governmental  financial  administration  within  the  executive  branch, 

targeting finance ministries, tax authorities, and the central bank.  Legislative budget 

capacity  was  neglected  in  the  first  stage  of  economic  reform  and  financial 

administration  modernization.    In the  second-generation,  budget  reforms  greater 

attention  has  been  directed  at  strengthening  the  institutions  of  public  finance 

management  beyond  the  executive  and  improving  the  mechanisms  of  oversight  and 

accountability  in  budget  management.    Legislative  budget  institutions  have  been 

rediscovered  in  this  period  of  time.    Since  then,  governance  of  the  budget  has 

underscored  the  role  of  parliamentary  institutions  in  supervision,  oversight,  and 

control of the budget (Santiso, 2004: 3). 

 

  2.2.1  Overview of Governance of the Budget 

 Overview of public expenditure management shows that the term governance 

is  defined  in  different  ways.    Schiavo-Campo  and  Tommasi  (1999)  have  stated  that 
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governance in public finance rests on four pillars: 1) accountability; 2) transparency; 

3)  predictability;  and  4)  participation  (Schiavo-Campo  and  Tommasi,  1999:  9-11).  

For  Abedian  (1999),  good  governance  necessitates  an  appropriate  blend  of 

transparency,  accountability,  and  efficiency  in  the  use  of  public  money  (Abedian 

quoted  in  Fubbs,  1999:  4).    In  this  section,  the  significant  areas  of  governance  are 

conceptualized.    Governance  of  the  budget  is  composed  of  four  main  dimensions:   

accountability,  transparency,  efficiency,  and  participation.    Each  can  be  summarized 

as follows.    

 Accountability  is  one  of  the  concepts  of  governance  usually  highlighted  in 

budget  expenditure.    The  meaning  of  accountability  is  by  no  means  agreed  upon 

(Mulgan, 2000b quoted in Mulgan, 2002: 3).   In general, it is a situation concept since 

it needs to be specified in context: who is accountable to whom and for what? (Scott; 

2000 quoted in Mulgan, 2002: 3).  It refers to a relationship in which one party, the 

holder of accountability, has the right to seek information about, to investigate, and to 

scrutinize  the  actions  of  another  party,  the  giver  of  the  accountability.    Premchand 

(2001)  stated  that  financial  accountability  is  one  of  the  three  main  parts—general 

accountability,  management  accountability,  and  financial  accountability.    As  to 

Premchand,  general  accountability  means  answerability  for  actions,  sanctions  where 

justification  is  not  adequate,  ability  to  revoke  a  mandate,  public  scrutiny  of 

governmental  actions,  and  citizen  participation  in  the  design  of  programs.   

Management  accountability  means  that  appropriate  rules  are  observed  and  that 

authority is not abused, risks are taken within delegated powers to achieve objectives, 

responsibility  is  taken  for  service  delivery  within  specified  costs,  quality  and  time 

schedules,  and  observance  of  economy  and  efficiency  is  carried  out.    Financial 

accountability  requires  governments  to  be  accountable  for  ensuring  that  there  are 

adequate systems to secure and improve results and to maintain the financial condition 

of the state, for  example, fiscal sustainability, flexibility in the use of resources, and 

reduced  financial  vulnerability.    Governments  should  be  constrained  to  be  fiscally 

responsible in order to commit themselves and further  governments to medium- and 

long-term fiscal responsibility targets.  Governments are expected to demonstrate that 

the  selected  programs  are  part  of  the  legitimate  functions  of  a  government  and  that 

they  are  not  going  against  either fiscal  rule,  fiscal  target,  debt  ceilings,  debt 
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amortisation rules, or net worth targets (Premchand, 2001 quoted in Salvatore, 2001: 

154). 

 Transparency generally means the decisions taken and their enforcement done 

in a manner that follows rules and regulations.  It also means that information is freely 

available and directly accessible to those who will be affected by such decisions and 

their enforcement.  In addition, it means that enough information is provided and that 

it  is  provided  in  easily  understandable  forms  and  media  (United  Nations  Economic 

and  Social  Commission  for  Asia and  the  Pacific,  2000).    Transparency  and  full 

disclosure  are  often  described  as  essential  prerequisites  for  achieving  accountability 

(Crick, 1972 quoted in Velayutham and Perera,  2004:  52-64).   In the field of public 

financial management, it implies that the procedures and methods of decision making 

and  the  disbursement  of  public  expenditure  are  open  and  visible  to  all.    Usually, 

transparency involves improved budget classification, data on costs and performance, 

frequent  publication  of  financial  statements,  financial  management  initiatives  for 

reorganizing  internal  information  systems,  and  frequent  publication  of  data  through 

electronic media.    Transparency  of fiscal and  financial information  is a  must for an 

informed executive, legislature, and public; not only that information be provided, but 

that  it  be  relevant  and  understandable.    The  Code  of  Good  Practices  on  Fiscal 

Transparency was developed by the IMF (2007), underlining the importance of clear 

fiscal roles and responsibilities, public availability of information, an open process of 

budget preparation, execution and reporting, and independent reviews of the integrity 

of  fiscal  forecasts,  information  and  accounts.    The  budget  should  be  presented  in 

language and in a format that is unintelligible to all, and there should be accessibility 

to  budget  information.    The  timeliness  of  information  should  be  emphasized.    Also, 

there should be accuracy, clarity, and ease of use of information.  With a form that is 

easily  accessible  to,  and  understood  by,  ordinary  people,  and  then  disseminated  in 

cooperation with the free media, a budget should be subjected to greater scrutiny and 

more  widespread  comment.    Also,  the  budget  process  should  involve  the  public  in 

open consultation on choices and preferences in the utilization of public expenditure. 

 As  to  the  efficiency  of  the  budget,  the  concept  of  allocative  efficiency  and 

operational  efficiency  have  been  explained  by  scholars.    Whereas  operational 

efficiency refers to the resource expended to produce outputs, allocative efficiency is a 
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condition  achieved  when  resources  are  allocated  in  a  way  that  allows  the  maximum 

possible net benefit from their use.  When an efficient allocation of the resources has 

been  attained,  it  is  impossible  to  increase  the  well-being  of  any  one  person  without 

harming  another  person.    According  to  Allen  Schick  (1999),  allocative  efficiency 

refers to the capacity of distribute resources on the basis of the effectiveness of public 

programs in meeting their strategic objectives.  It entails the capacity to shift resources 

from old priorities to new ones, and from less to more effective programs.  Allocative 

efficiency  requires  established  and  prioritized  objectives,  and  there  should  be 

assessment  of  the  actual  or  expected  contribution  of  public  expenditures  to  those 

objectives  (Schick,  1999:  89).    In  order  to pursue  allocative  efficiency,  according  to 

Schick,  incremental  budgeting  should  be  suited  to  the  times,  but  that  it  is  a  flawed 

means  of  allocating  public  money.    It  weakens  aggregate  fiscal discipline  by 

presuming that spending will be higher next year, making the total accommodate the 

parts.  Incremental budgeting is politically safer in terms of continuing old programs 

rather  than  terminating  them  in  order  to  make  room  in  the  budget  for  spending 

initiatives.    These  typically  are  bids  for  more  money,  not  trade-offs  within  fixed 

money (Schick, 1999: 90-93).  Thus, it is necessary to employ a top-down approach as 

a complementary method in the budget process.  The related parties should be able to 

concentrate  on  setting  an  expenditure  ceiling  and  controlling  additional  requests  by 

setting rules.  With allocative efficiency, funding decisions for new policy initiatives 

would be determined through a program-based review.  Individual programs need to 

be reviewed in order to monitor whether they are consistent with the rules or not.   

 Participation,  on  the  other  hand,  is  defined  as  a  process  through  which 

stakeholders’ influence  and share control over development initiatives,  including the 

decisions and  resources,  which  affect  them.    Participation  could  be  either  direct  or 

through legitimate intermediate institutions or representatives.  It is important to point 

out that representative democracy does not necessarily mean that the concerns of the 

most vulnerable in society would be taken into consideration in decision-making.   In 

order to enhance participation, people should be informed and organized.  This means 

freedom of association and expression, on the one hand, and an organized civil society 

on the other hand (UNESCAP, 2000).  This gives the public a right to have control of 

the  utilization  of  funds.    With  participation,  the  budget  process  would  have 
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transparency,  credibility,  and  accountability.    Also,  public  expenditure  would  be 

rationalized through popular participation, thus reflecting citizens’ priorities.  It would 

create  efficient  and  fair  allocation.    Further,  involvement  of  all  stakeholders  would 

help  achieve  better  results  and  help  people  to  identify  themselves  more  with  the 

budget,  especially  if  their  views  were  incorporated  in  the  national  budget  (Mwenda 

and Gachocho, 2003: 23).  Mwenda and Gachocho (2003) proposed that participation 

should aim at validating fiscal policies to ensure that they remain focused on national 

interests rather than partisan interests.  Effective participation in budget approval does 

not necessarily mean that all citizens’ demands should be taken into account.  Rather, 

it requires that all the people of the country be involved in all activities that affect their 

daily  lives,  and  national  budget  allocation  should  not  be  an  exception.    In  this 

connection, appropriate participation by concerned public officials and employees and 

other  stakeholders  is  required  for  the  sound  formulation  of  expenditure  programs.   

Participation  by  external  entities  is  required  for  the  monitoring  of  operational 

efficiency.    Feedback  by  users  of  public  services  is  required  for  the  monitoring  of 

access to and quality of the services.  The parliament should support the participation 

of  the  stakeholders  in  the  budget  approval  process,  and  the  attendance  of  budget 

meetings should be varied across the respondents.  Also, guidelines for approval of the 

budget should make the budget consideration easier for the stakeholders (Mwenda and 

Gachocho, 2003: 25-28).    

   

  2.2.2  Overview of Governance in Budget Approval 

 Studies of governance of the budget that underscore the role of parliamentary 

institutions in supervision, oversight,  and control of the  budget in second-generation 

budget reform emphasize the roles of parliament in the budget process.  The roots of 

theories that could explain the role of the parliament in budget approval are those of 

representative  democracy.    Based  on  these  theories  of  representative  democracy,  the 

idea  has  been  put  forward  that  citizens  delegate  their  political  powers  and 

responsibilities  to  their  representatives,  who  make  decisions  on  their  behalf.    The 

reasons behind the delegation are the limitations of citizens in participating in politics.  

That is, citizens are busy with other activities.  They do not have sufficient resources, 

whereas  political  decision-making  requires  time  and  effort.      Representatives  are 
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expected  to  be  more  competent  in  making  enlightened  decisions  because  of  their 

personal characteristics, for example, their moral dignity or their intelligence.  Also, it 

is believed that representatives have better access to information than citizens.  When 

citizens lack the ability to exercise politics, representatives should act in their stead in 

making  these  decisions,  including  the  scrutinizing,  exercising  oversight,  and 

authorizing the executive’s proposed budget (StrØm, 2000: 261-289).   

 According  to  the  theories  of  representative  democracy,  representatives’ 

accountability  is  emphasized  as  the  cornerstone  of  citizens’  influence  on  decision- 

making.  The term accountability is the obligation of elected politicians to answer for 

their  political  decisions  when  asked  by  citizens,  electors,  or  other  constitutional 

bodies.  Pitkin (1967) has supported the idea that a representative is someone who is 

held accountable, who will have to answer to another for what he does (Pitkin, 1967: 

55).  Thus, the actions of representatives in  exercising oversight and authorizing the 

executive  for  effective  allocation  of  resources  are  not  free—they  are  bound  to  the 

expectations  and  the  options  of  those  represented.    In  this  sense,  people  should  be 

allowed to monitor the acts of representatives, to sanction those representatives with 

whom they are not satisfied, and to be rewarded on the basis of their actions.    

 Representatives’  accountability  according  to  theories  of  representative 

democracy  has  three  different  aspects.    According  to  the  aggregative  view  of 

democracy,  accountability  means  that  representatives  should  make  decisions 

according  to  the  preferences  of  the  majority  of  voters.    The  liberal  view  of 

accountability  expresses  the  idea  that  representatives  are  expected  to  act 

independently  and  use  their  capacities  and  skills  to  make  decisions  (Sartori,  1987: 

170,  384-385).   As  regards  the  theory  of  deliberative  democracy,  decision  making 

demands  the  mutual  accountability  of  all  citizens  as  all  standpoints  need  to  be 

justified.  Representatives, thus, should not try to follow the opinions of the majority.  

Rather, they should use their personal competence and institutional resources to form 

standpoints that can be given rational and reasonable justification in public (Gutmann 

and Thompson, 1996: 148-149).    

 A  review  of  the  literature  on  accountability  by  scholars  shows  that the  core 

components  of  accountability  very.    Much  literature  explains  accountability  by 

identifying the responsibility of those entrusted with power and keeping them in check 
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through oversight and constraints so that they carry out their responsibility and do not 

abuse  their  power  (De  Renzio,  2006:  3;  Eyben  and  Ferguson,  2004:  165;  Schedler, 

1999: 13, 26; Goetz and Jenkins, 2004: 8).  Callahan (2007: 110-118) has concluded 

that  responsibility  reflects  a  combination  of  individual  moral  judgment  and 

responsible behavior informed by that judgment.  Not only does responsibility mean 

being accountable for one’s actions or inactions, but also their consequences.  Political 

actors, thus, have to be accountable for the consequences of their judgments, actions, 

or  inactions.    In  the  field  of  public  finance,  accountability  is  straightforward  and 

reflects  explanations  for  how  public  expenditure  is  handled,  emphasizing  rules, 

procedures,  and  standards  that  can  be  followed.    The  framework  of  fiscal 

responsibility emphasizes ensuring that fiscal decisions are not dominated by present 

considerations at the expense of future ones.  It means recognizing that decisions that 

directly impact upon the future should be guided by relevant medium- and long-term 

objectives, such as inter-generational equality and the avoidance of excessive financial 

risk.    Legislation,  thus,  ought  to  be  directed  towards  the  enhancement  of  fiscal 

transparency and the promotion of independent analysis and  debate on fiscal policy, 

and in particular on medium- and long-run fiscal policy (Robinson, 1996: 419-430).  

 Fesler and Kettl (1996: 317) have divided accountability into two dimensions: 

one is accountability, faithful obedience to the law, to higher officials’ directions, and 

to standards of efficiency and economy.  The other is ethical behavior: adherence to 

moral  standards  and  avoidance  of  the  appearance  of  unethical  behavior.    Woods 

(2001:  83-100)  has  classified  the  three  elements  of  accountability,  composing  as 

transparency, compliance, and enforcement.  The term justification has been explained 

by  Coleman  and  Porter  (2000:  38),  who  note  that  the  concept  of  accountability 

includes the idea that political leaders will explain to citizens how their actions have 

addressed  the  articulated  wants  and  preferences  of the people.   For  Oakerson (1989: 

114),  to  be  accountable  means  to  have  to  answer  for  one’s  action  or  inaction,  and 

depending  on  the  answer,  to  be  exposed  to  potential  sanctions,  both  positive  and 

negative.   

 For  Herz  and  Ebahim  (2005),  the  core  component  of  accountability  can  be 

summarized  into  four  core  components.    First,  transparency  means  collecting 

information  and  making  it  available  and  accessible  for  public  scrutiny.    Secondly, 
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answerability  or  justification  means  providing  clear  reasoning for  actions  and 

decisions,  including  those  not  adopted  so  that  they  may  reasonably  be  questioned.   

Thirdly,  compliance  means  monitoring  and  evaluation  of  procedures  and  outcomes, 

combined with transparency in reporting those findings.  Fourthly, enforcement means 

imposing  sanctions  for  shortfalls  in  compliance,  justification,  or  transparency             

(Herz, S. and A. Ebrahim, 2005). 

 For many scholars, accountability is most often regarded as a two-dimensional 

concept  involving  answerability  and  enforceability  (De  Renzio,  2006:  3;  Goetz  and 

Jenkins, 2004: 9).  First, answerability is an actor’s obligation to inform and to explain 

his/her action.  Answerability is composed of the two components.  The first part of 

answerability refers to its information dimension, which involves the right to receive 

information  and  the  corresponding  obligation  to  release  it,  and  it  also  implies  the 

institutional mechanisms to make the actions and decisions of the accountable agents 

transparent; the second part refers to the explanations and justifications of the actions, 

not only to ‘the rule of law,’ but also ‘the rule of reason.’  Second, accountability also 

implies  the  idea  of  responsibility  and  punishment  for  improper  behavior.    It  is  not 

enough that accountable actors explain what they do and why; they also have to bear 

the consequences of their actions, including eventual sanctions.  Enforceability, thus, 

is another dimension emphasizing the process where an actor is subject to punishment 

for failure to meet obligations and possibly rewards for good performance.   

 Schedler (1999) supported this explanation of accountability by  showing  that 

accountability  has  three  main  features:  information,  justification,  and 

punishment/compensation.  The first element, information on the political act or series 

of acts by politicians or political organs, including the parliament, is indispensable for 

attributing  responsibility.    Justification  refers  to  the  reasons  furnished  by  the 

politicians  for  their  actions  and  decisions.    Punishment/compensation  is  the 

consequence  of  actions  and  decisions  determined  by  the  elector  or  whatever  other 

person  or  body  following  an  evaluation  of  information,  justifications,  and  other 

aspects and interests behind the political act (Schedler, 1999: 4).  

  Lord Sharman (2001) has explained accountability in relation to parliamentary 

committee and divided the notions of accountability into four aspects.  First, ‘giving 

an  explanation’  means  that  the  main  stakeholders  should  be  advised  about  what  is 
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happening.  Second, ‘providing further information when required’ implies that those 

accountable  may  be  asked  to  account  beyond  accounts  already  given.      Third, 

‘reviewing  and  if  necessary  revising’  means  that  those  accountable  should  be 

responded  to  by  examining  performance,  systems  or  practices,  and  if  necessary, 

making changes to meet the expectations of stakeholders.  Fourth, ‘granting redress or 

imposing  sanctions’  means  that  stakeholders  might  enforce  their  rights  on  those 

accountable  to  effect  changes  if  a  mechanism  to  impose  sanctions  exists  (Lord 

Sharman, 2001 quoted in Griffith, 2005: 10-11). 

 A  summary  of  the  reviewed  literature  on  accountability  in  representative 

democracy is provided as follows. 

 

Table 2.1  Summary of the Concept of Representatives’ Accountability 

 

Theorists The Representatives’ Accountability 

De Renzio (2006) 

Eyben and Ferguson (2004)  

Schedler (1999) 

Goetz and Jenkins (2004) 

Responsibility Responsibility of those entrusted with power 

and keeping them in check through oversight 

and constraints so that they carry out their 

responsibility and do not abuse their power 

Callahan (2007) Responsibility Responsibility of individual moral judgment 

and behavior informed by that judgment; 

including an account for one’s actions or 

inactions, and consequences or result of them 

James Fesler and Donald Kettl 

(1996) 

Compliance Faithful obedience to the law, to higher 

officials’ directions, and to standards of 

efficiency and economy   

 

 

Ethical 

Behaviors 

Adherence to moral standards and avoidance 

of the appearance of unethical behavior  

Coleman and Porter (2000) Explanability Making explanations to citizens about how 

their actions have addressed the articulated 

wants and preferences of the people 

Oakerson (1989) Answerability Answering for one’s action or inaction  
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Table 2.1 (Continued) 

 

Theorists The Representatives’ Accountability 

Herz and Ebahim (2005) Transparency Collecting information and making it 

available and accessible for public scrutiny 

 Answerability 

 

Providing clear reasoning for actions and 

decisions, including those not adopted 

 Compliance Monitoring and evaluation of procedures and 

outcomes, combined with transparency in 

reporting those findings  

 Enforceability Imposing sanctions for shortfalls in 

compliance, justification, or transparency 

De Renzio (2006) 

Goetz and Jenkins (2004) 

Answerability Corresponding obligation to release 

information and also implies the institutional 

mechanisms to make the actions and 

decisions of the accountable agents 

transparent 

  Making explanations and justifications of the 

actions to the rule of law and the rule of 

reason 

 Responsibility  

 

Bearing the consequences of their actions, 

including eventual sanctions 

Schedler (1999) Information 

Provision 

Providing information on the political act or 

series of acts by politicians or political 

organs 

 Justification Providing reasons  for the politicians’ actions 

and decisions 

 Punishment Bearing the consequence of actions and 

decisions  determined by the elector or 

whatever other person or body following an 

evaluation of information, justifications, and 

other aspects and interests behind the 

political act 
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Table 2.1 (Continued) 

 

Theorists The Representatives’ Accountability 

Sharman (2001) Explainability Explain what is happening   

 Information 

Provision 

Provide further information beyond accounts 

already given when required  

 Responsiveness Make changes to meet the expectations of 

stakeholders 

 Enforceability Grant redress or impose sanctions 

 

 For  all  of  the  academic  literature  reviewed  above,  it  could be  conceptualized 

that  accountability  is  at  the  heart  of  governance,  especially  when  it  is  applied  to 

representative  democracy.    The  concept  of  governance  of  the  budget  could  be 

empowered  by  the  representative’s  accountability  when  used  to  explain  the 

governance  of  budget  approval.    In  this  regard,  governance  in  budget  approval 

requires effective information reporting to the stakeholders on the approved budget so 

that the budget approval is open and transparent.  There should have an openness of 

the  committee  meeting  and  parliamentary  participation,  provision  of  full  and 

informative coverage of parliamentary budget debate and of the information conveyed 

to  outsiders.    Additionally,  in  order  to  make  the  budget  approval  answerable  to  the 

public,  it  should adhere  to  related  rules  and  regulations.    Adherence  to  government 

policy  statements  is  also  another  way  to  justify  budget  approval.    Allocative 

efficiency,  thus,  should  be  of  concern  when  making  a  budget  approval  so  that  the 

reasons  for  any  action  or  decision  on  budget  approval  are  justified.    In  order  to 

stimulate  enforceability,  the  idea  of  responsibility  should  be  adhered  to  by  the 

Representatives.    In  the  narrowest  context  of  budget  approval,  accountability  means 

approval of policies and actions having financial implication by a representative body, 

approval of an annual or a medium term budget, and a framework to ensure that in the 

process of economic management no actions are taken to impair the fiscal capacity of 

the  community  (Premchand  in  Salvatore, 2001:  154).    Thus,  responsible  decisions, 

actions,  and  the  consequences  should  be  of  concern.    Primarily,  responsibilities  set 

within related rules and regulations for proper behavior should be complied with.  In 
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addition, a logic-of-consequence of annual budget approval should be of concern, not 

only in the short term but from a long-term perspective as well. 

 To summarize, the concept of governance in budget approval in this study can 

be summarized as follows. 

 

Table 2.2  Conceptualization of Governance in Budget Approval 

 

   Concept of Governance in Budget Approval 

Representatives’ 

Accountability 

Governance 

Areas 

Explanation 

Justification / 

Explanation 

Rule of law 1) Adherence of decisions and actions to rules and   

     regulations. 

2) No abuse of power within budget approval process. 

 Allocative 

Efficiency 

1) Uses of strategic objectives for budget approval. 

2) Assessment of effectiveness and outcomes of  

     public programs to strategic objectives 

3) Program prioritization and reallocation of resources  

     from less to more effective programs 

Transparency Transparency  1) Disclosure of any decisions and actions on budget     

     approval 

2) Provision of the reasons behind decisions and  

     actions on budget approval 

3) Subjection to greater scrutiny and more widespread  

     comments 

Responsibility Responsibility 1) Responsibility of the MPs in carrying out the   

     task of budget approval 

2) Liability for immediate and medium-long term  

    consequences of annual approved budget 
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2.3  Theoretical and Empirical Literature on Factors Affecting  

       Governance in Budget Approval 

 

 There  are  only  a  few  studies  with  clear  theoretical  frameworks  for  analyzing 

specifically the determinants of governance when it is linked to budget approval.  A 

review  of  the  literature found  that  an  explanation  of  the  factors  that  would  affect 

governance  in  budget  approval  is  implicitly  mentioned  by  some  theories  or 

approaches.      In  this  research,  the  agency  theory,  the  new  institutional  economics 

theory,  the  public  choice  theory,  and  the  organizational  decision-making  theory  are 

studied.  Also, other empirical studies are examined in this section. 

     

 2.3.1  Agency Theory  

 Governance research  generally has been dominated by  agency theory since it 

has  the  power  to  explain  the  chain  of  delegation  and  accountability  both  in  private 

firms and in public systems.  The theory of agency assumes that social life is a series 

of contracts.  The buyer of the goods or services is designated as the “principal,” and 

the  provider  of  goods  or  services  is the  “agent.”    Jensen  and  Meckling  (1976)  have 

defined the agency relationship as a contract where the principal engages the agent to 

perform some service on his or her behalf (Jensen and Meckling, 1976: 305-360).  In 

this regard, a contract specifying what the agent should do and what the principal must 

do in return, for example the agent pays  the principal some goods in a certain time, 

while the principal pays a wage and benefits to the agent.  The delegation takes place 

because  the  agent  has  certain  kinds  of  information,  skills,  or  expertise  that  the 

principal  lacks.    Thus,  the  proper  chain  of  delegation  could  maximize  efficiency 

through the work of the agents. 

 An explanation of the agency theory in the political context, including budget 

approval  by  the  parliament,  is  that  there  is  a  chain of  delegation  between  related 

actors.  Based on the agency theory, one party (an agent) acts on behalf of another (the 

principal)  (Kiewiet  and McCubbins,  1991:  239-240).    Under  parliamentary 

democracy, emphasis is placed on the interdependence of the people, parliament and 

cabinet.  Parliamentary democracy, according to this idea, is a chain of delegation and 

accountability,  from  the  voters  to  the  ultimate  policy  makers.    The  relationship 



 

 

26 

between  related  actors  could  be  explained  by  the  “political  principal-agent  model.” 

The relationship is established when an agent is delegated the authority to take action 

on  behalf  of  the  principal.    The  parliamentary delegation  process  is  explained  in the 

following figure. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

      Figure 2.1  A Simplified Model of the Parliamentary Delegation Process 

      Source: Andersen and Burn, 1996: 245. 

   

 According  to  a  simplified  model  of  the  parliamentary  delegation  process, 

voters  elect  Members  of  Parliament  (MPs),  MPs  delegate  powers  to  governments, 

which formulate policies but leave their implementation to specialized bureaucracies 

(StrØm,  1995: 48).    The  chain  of  delegation  begins  from  1)  voters  to  elected 

representatives; 2) from legislators to the executive branch,  especially to  the head of 

government;  3)  from  the  head  of  government  to  the  heads  of  different  executive 

departments; and 4) from the head of different executive departments to civil servants 

(StØrm,  2000:  267).    Within  the  chain  of  delegation,  MPs  are  in  the  complicated 

position of being simultaneously agents of their voters and parties (link a and d) and 

principal of the government (link b), as shown in the following table.   

Courts 

Interest 
groups 

Sub-national 
government Executive 

agencies 
International 
actors 

Voters 

Parties 

Members of 
Parliament 

Prime Minister  
And Cabinet 

(f) 

(a) (b) (h) 

(c) (e) 

(g) 

(d) 
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  Table 2.3  Common Forms of Delegation  

                

Principal Agent 

Voter MPs and /or a party 

(depending on the ballot list system) 

MPs, parties The government 

Government Cabinet ministers 

Cabinet ministers Civil service 

Civil service directors Civil service employees 

 

Source: Lupia, 2003: 34. 

 

 As to the chain of delegation, Lupia (2003: 34) has stated that the premises of 

the delegation  under  a parliamentary democracy  are that every delegation involves a 

principal and an agent; many delegations entail the possibility of conflicting interests; 

and  many  delegations  contain  the  possibility  of  limited  information.    Understanding 

the relations between principal and agent within the forms of delegation, thus, is critical to 

answering many questions about parliamentary governance (Lupia, 2003: 33-54). 

 Muller  et  al.  (2003)  have  studied  the  political  agency  theory  within 

parliamentary  democracy  and  revealed  that  the  agency  problem—which  is  called 

‘agency loss’—may be poorly served by politicians for either of two reasons.   One is 

that  the  politicians  may  have  preferences  that  differ  from  those  of  the  citizens;  they 

have their own goals and agendas, or they may simply be more interested in their own 

private  affairs.    The  other  is  that  the  citizens  may  not  know  enough  about  their 

potential politicians to get the best possible deal from them (Muller et al., 2003: 707-

708).  For StrØm (2003), adverse selection is one generic problem facing democratic 

principal  since  citizens  look  for  candidates  that  have  the  necessary  information  and 

skills, but in reality politicians do not have very  much information about  the task at 

hand  or  the  aptitude  that  it  requires.    Rather,  they  are  the  most  power-hungry  or 

greedy,  and  perhaps  most  likely  to  abuse  authority.    In  terms  of  moral  hazard,  once 

politicians  have  been  elected,  and  especially  after  they  have  been  elevated  to  the 

office, they face a myriad of temptations.  The most innocuous one may be to use their 
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authority to advance their own political agenda rather than the platform on which they 

were  elected  or  their  constituents’  preferences.    A  more  sinister  possibility  is  that 

politicians use their offices and influences overtly for personal gain or to benefit their 

families, friends, business associates, fellow tribesmen, or other acquaintances (StrØm, 

2000: 86-89).  In this regard, not only can the MPs exploit their voters, but it is easy 

for  the  government  to  exploit  its  information  advantage  regarding  the  budget  to  the 

parliament’s detriment.  According to StrØm (2000), the MPs, who are the principals 

of  the  government,  also  have  responded  to  the  growing  information  asymmetry 

between themselves and governments.   Hidden information because of an expansion 

of the scope and complexity of government creates asymmetry of information among 

contracting  parties.    The  parliament  cannot  fully  know  the  competencies  or 

preferences of the government.  Thus, this deficiency reduces the principals’ ability to 

fully observe the actions of their agents (StrØm, 2000: 270-271).    

 StrØm et al. (2003) have also proposed five problem areas resulting in agency 

loss  under  parliamentary  government.    First,  leisure  shirking  means  that  politicians 

fail to achieve the best possible outcome for citizens due to a lack of effort.  Second, 

policy divergence means that politicians have their own  policy  objectives that differ 

from those of the citizens.  Third, policy coordination problems arise when politicians 

make mutually conflicting decisions, or when the same politician makes inconsistent 

choices across policy areas or over time.  Fourth, political rent extraction means that 

the politician exploits his or her political authority in order to obtain private benefits 

for  himself  or  others,  rather  than  to  further  citizens’  policy  agenda.    Finally,  a  low 

satisfaction with democracy simply means that the citizens are dissatisfied with their 

agents.    The  level  of  popular  satisfaction  presumably  reflects  a  bundle  of  different 

assessments, as well as the implicit citizen trade-offs between different values such as 

efficiency and accountability (StrØm et al., 2003: 707-708). 

 For all of these, a study of agency theory shows that the agency problem will 

occur when there is hidden action.  According to Schmitt (1969), if all of the relevant 

information has not been tabled or discussed but narrow and narrowest committee of 

parties  and  party  coalitions  make  decisions  behind  closed  doors,  moral  hazard  will 

occur. (Schmitt, 1969 ,1923: 52 quoted in StrØm et al., 2003: 25).  For StrØm (2000), 

the  agency  problem  also  takes  place  when  the  government  has  the  incentive  and 
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opportunity to take unobservable action that is contrary to the interests of the principal 

(StrØm, 2000: 270-271).  

 As  to  the  above  problems,  thus,  well-designed  institutions  with  citizen 

participation are needed.  The political agency theory contributes to an explanation of 

the governance in budget approval in that participatory institutions should be designed 

so they improve people’s competence in making reasonable political judgments.  This 

could be achieved by organizing citizens’ assemblies that discuss political issues, and 

by  using  information  and  communication  technologies  to  enhance  the  publicity  of 

decision-making and public debate
 

 Regarding  its  implication,  however,  what  should  be  of concern  is  that  there 

may  be  new  agency  problems,  for  example,  between  committee  members  and  non-

members  (Saalseld, 2000:  357).    Since  MPs  have  responded  to  the  growing 

information  asymmetry  between  themselves  and  government  by  committee 

specialization,  this  may  create  new  agency  relationships  and  problems  between 

committee  members  and  non-members,  and  between  ordinary  backbenchers  and  the 

parliamentary  parties’  policy  experts  as  well  (Saalfeld, 2000:  356-357).    Also,  the 

parliament or the committee themselves may have their own self-interest in exploiting 

the budget.  The agency problems in approving a budget, thus, could be understood as 

the  dynamics  of  parliamentary  politics  and  executive-legislative-citizens  relations 

which may happen all the time. 

(Barber, 1984: 267-298).  Authorizing specialized 

committee could be one way to solve the  problem.  Mattson and StrØm  (1995: 249-

307)  have  shown  that  in  most  parliaments,  specialized  committee  is  the  single  most 

important institutional means of monitoring and information acquisition.  Most West 

European  parliaments,  for  example,  have  permanent  specialized  legislative 

committees.    In  the  United  Kingdom,  legislation  is  usually  referred  to  ad  hoc 

committee,  whereas  the  monitoring  of  government  activities  is  delegated  to 

specialized and permanent scrutiny committee.   

 

  2.3.2  New Institutional Economics Theory 

 The New Institutional Economics (NIE) is an approach that has been used by 

scholars  to  explain  governance  issues.    As  to  this  approach,  the  question  of 

governance  is  to  examine  the  role  that  institutions  play  in  the process  (Pierre,  and 
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Peters, 2000).  The development of NIE was based on the deficiencies of neoclassical 

theory,  which  assumes  that  microeconomics  is  institutionally  neutral.    According  to 

the NIE, neoclassical theory is argued since in reality institutions are no longer to be 

regarded as neutral elements that exercise no significant effect on economic behavior.  

The  analytical  focus  must  be  on  the  individual  decision  maker  rather  than  on  the 

organization or collectivity.  Individuals have different goals, but each person can be 

conceived as maximizing his or her utility subject to the limits imposed by the existing 

institutional  structure  (Furubotn  and  Richter,  1998:  439).    Additionally,  the  focus  of 

NIE  is  not  on  a  perfect  or  imperfect  market,  but  is  redirected  to  the  problem  of 

negotiation and exchange (Drobak and Nye, 1997).  With this, the new institutionalists 

have adopted a broader concept of institution that includes norms, habits, and cultural 

customs  alongside  formal  rules,  procedures  and  organizations  (Bevir,  2007),  and 

claim that the more effective course of action is to emphasize building the institutional 

structures  needed  for  governance  (Pierre,  and  Peters,  2000).    The  NIE,  thus, 

emphasizes  the  interaction  of  law,  economics,  organizations,  and the  political  in 

human societies.   Generally, it is an area of  academic endeavour  which  explores the 

interrelationship  between  economic  and  political  organizations,  institutional  policies 

and outcomes, and their expression of power and interests.  Efforts to improve public 

management  systems  are  compromised  by  overly  technocratic  approaches  to 

institutional  design,  a  bias  toward  supplying  capacity  inputs  (such  as  training  and 

equipment) before reforming governance structures that were not sufficiently flexible 

to accommodate the complex dynamics of institutional change.  Matthew (1986) has 

stated  that  the  NIE  holds  that  institutions  matter  and  are  susceptible  to  analysis 

(Matthews, 1986: 903).  Further, Girishankar (2001) has expressed the idea that what 

is needed  is  to  move  from  claims  about  the  importance  of  institutions  to  more 

systematic analyses of institutional quality and its implications for various aspects of 

well-being,  such  as  access  of  the  poor  to  essential  services  degree  of  empowerment 

(Girishankar, 2001: 23).  

 Regarding the approach of the NIE, Coase (1937) has proposed a backbone of 

fundamental  contributions  to  the  NIE  by  extending  the  neoclassical  general 

equilibrium theory.  According to Coase, all solutions to the problem of measuring the 

performance  of  agents  and  enforcing  contracts  are  costly.    Also,  information 
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asymmetry  and  uncertainty  are  found  in  all  institutions.    Institutions,  thus,  matter  in 

order  to  save  on  transaction  costs.    He  emphasized  obtaining  insight  into  the 

economics of the firm as one of the most important institutional factors, explaining the 

mode  of  coordination  to  enable  activities,  and  theorizing  governance  structure.    

According to Coase (1964), modern institutional economics should study man as he is, 

acting  within the  constraints  imposed  by  real  institutions.    Modern  economics  is 

economics  as  it  ought  to  be  (Coase,  1964:  231).    Economic  behavior  within  the 

constraints imposed by real institutions, thus, should be studied.   

 North  (1981)  developed  his  theory  of  institutionalism  from  the  neoclassical 

theory  of  human  behavior,  but  he  also  adds  Coase’s  theory  of  transaction  cost.   

According  to  North, institutions  consist  of  formal  rules  such  as  line  constitutions, 

laws,  and  property  rights,  and  also  informal  elements  such  as  sanctions,  taboos, 

customs,  traditions,  and  codes  of  conduct; important  elements  in  transaction  costs 

arise  from  both  of  them—formal  and  informal  constraints.    He has  emphasized  the 

fundamental rules of the game or the basic ground rules provided by constitutions and 

the law.  His model of the state (1981) highlights the rules of the game for competition 

and cooperation provided by the state as a mechanism to reduce transaction costs and 

maximize output as a consequence.  North’s theory of institutional change states that 

institutional  change  comes  from  a  change  in  the  relative  bargaining  power  of  rulers 

versus constituents (North, 1984: 260).   

 Williamson (1975) introduced the NIE as a generic term for a diverse group of 

already-existing  modern  economic  studies  of  institutions,  including  his  own  field  of 

transaction  cost  economies  being  part  of  it  (Williamson,  1985:  16).  He  extended 

microeconomic  reasoning  to  understudied  topics  in  economics,  such  as  vertical 

integration,  corporate  governance,  and  long-term  contracts,  to  show  that  transaction 

cost  economizing  can  generate  predictions  about  the  organizational  boundaries  and 

governance structures competing for survival and profit in a competitive environment.  

According to Williamson (1985), the transaction costs theory can be summarized into 

the four components: uncertainty, small-numbers bargaining, bounded rationality, and 

opportunism. With this, transaction cost economies embraces the bounded rationality 

initiated  by  Simon  (1957)  but  urges  that  the  principal  ramification  of  bounded 

rationality  for  studying  economic  organization  is  that  all  complex  contracts  are 



 

 

32 

unavoidably incomplete.  Williamson later pairs the assumption of bounded rationality 

with  the  self-interest-seeking  assumption,  which  is  described  variously  as 

opportunism,  moral  hazard,  or  agency  assumption,  that  makes  allowance  for  guile.   

This assumption upon which Williamson bases his theoretical work is that economic 

agents  are  affected  by  opportunism,  which  he  characterizes  as  ‘self-interest  seeking 

with  guile.’    Combined  with  small-numbers  bargaining  and  imperfect  information, 

bounded  rationality  and  opportunism  serve  both  to  refocus  attention  and  to  help  to 

distinguish between feasible and infeasible modes of contracting.  The task, thus, is to 

organize transactions so as to economize on bounded rationality while simultaneously 

safeguarding  those  transactions  in  question  against  the  hazards  of  opportunism 

(Williamson, 1985).  

 Williamson  (1994)  concluded  that  the  NIE  should  be  concerned  with  two 

complementary  parts.    One  of  these  parts  deals  predominantly  with  background 

conditions,  and  the  second  branch  deals  with  the  mechanisms  of  governance.    His 

diagram of governance is discussed below. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                        Figure 2.2  A Model of New Institutional Economics 

                        Source: Williamson, 1994: 223. 
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 Concerning  Williamson’s  model  of  governance,  his  schematic  view  of  the 

causal model posited by the NIE has been adapted by Richard Scott (1994: 55-80).  In 

this  model,  governance  does  not  operate  in  isolation.    The  comparative  efficacy  of 

alternative  modes  of  governance  varies  with  institutional  environment  on  the  one 

hand,  and  the  attributes  of  economic  actors  on  the  other.    A  three-level  schema is 

proposed whereby governance is bracketed by more macro features (the institutional 

environment), and more micro features (the individual).  The institutional environment 

is  shaped  by  the  rules  of  the  game  proposed  by  North  (1981),  and  the  individual  is 

where  the  behavioral  assumptions  proposed  by  Simon  (1957)  originate.    The 

institution  of  governance  is  proposed  by  Williamson  (1985)  in  an  approach  of 

transaction cost economics.  The downward arrow indicates that if there is a shift in 

the  board  parameters  of  the  institutional  environment,  this  will  induce  changes  in 

governance.  The model includes a purposive actor whose behavioral attributes—self-

interest  seeking  with  guile—lie  behind  many  of  the  transaction  costs  governance 

structure are designed to address (Williamson, 1996: 220-225). 

 Based  on  the  new  institutional  economies  approach,  the  World  Bank  has 

proposed  the  idea  that  the  development  of  governance  requires  reforming  both  the 

individual  and  the  institutional  framework  in  which  policies  are  formulated.    With 

this, problems of governance involve fundamental institutional weaknesses combined 

with  inappropriate  policies  and  an  un-enforced  legal  framework.    Consequently, 

judicial reform, legislative strengthening, and state modernization must be constituent 

elements of the governance agenda, and not merely instrumental dimensions of good 

governance (World Bank, 2000: 1-13). 

 An implication of the new institutional economies approach to a study of the 

budgetary  process  shows  that  reforming  budgetary  institutions  is  a  critical  task  for 

emerging  economies  seeking  to  strengthen  economic  governance,  and  to  enhance 

government  accountability  and  curb  corruption.    Santiso  (2005)  studied  the 

institutional  determinants  of  fiscal  performance  and  the  political  incentives  of  fiscal 

policy.    Research  by  Ernesto  Stein  et  al.  (1998)  underscored  that  budget  institutions 

contribute to explaining cross-country variance in fiscal experiences in Latin America 

(Stein  et  al.,  1998  quoted  in  Santiso,  2005:  11-12).    Baldez  and Carey  (1999) 

demonstrate  that  budgetary  restraint  and  fiscal  discipline  in  Chile  are  largely 
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attributable  to  the  institutional  arrangements  of  budget  policy  making  (Baldes  and 

Carey,  1999  quoted  in  Santiso,  2005:  11-12).    Alesina  et  al.  (1999)  identified  three 

main  institutional  arrangements  that  are  more  conductive  to  fiscal  discipline, 

composed of: 1) laws which establish ex ante constraints on deficits; 2) top-bottom or 

hierarchical procedural rules; and 3) transparent procedures.  In this sense, procedures 

which  are  more  hierarchical  and  transparent  lead  to  lower  primary  deficits.    Such 

hierarchical  institutions  limit  the  capacity  of  the  legislature  to  amend  the  budget 

proposed by the executive (Alesina et al., 1999: 256-257).  

 Santiso  (2005:  6)  has  studied  the  budgetary  process  and  emphasized  the 

accountability functions of parliament.  In this regard, legislative oversight could help 

foster political accountability by enforcing the government to adhere to the different 

phases of the budget cycle.  An ex ante accountability is one of the most significant 

tasks  of  the  parliament  helping  to  ensure  that  budget  allocations  adequately  reflect 

policy  priorities.      However,  an  evaluation  of  the  role  of  parliament  in  budgeting 

revealed  the  broader  context  of  parliament  that  are  institutionally  weak  and  largely 

unconsolidated.  Parliaments do not lack resources, but the manner in which they use  

them is often ineffectual or irresponsible (Santiso, 2005: 11). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2.3  Accountability Cycle of the Budget Process 

Source: Santiso, 2005: 6. 
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 In order to solve the problem within the parliament’s role in the budget which 

are  inhibited  by  structural  factors,  Santiso  (2005)  proposed  sets  of  critical  factors, 

including  institutional  factors,  the  extent  of  parliament’s  formal  budgetary  powers, 

and  the  adequacy  of  their  institutional  capacities  in  terms  of  internal  resources, 

structures, and procedures (Santiso, 2005: 18).   

 For the first critical factor, the formal budgetary powers of parliament reside in 

constitutional provision.  As to the perceptions index measures regarding the degree of 

legislative budget authority, three components, composing 1) the extent of legislative 

powers to amend the executive’s budget proposal, 2) the time allowed for legislative 

budget  review,  and  3)  the  intensity  of  legislative  debate,  should  be  of  concern 

(Lavielle  et  al.,  2003:  14-46).    According  to Santiso  (2005),  the  variables  of  formal 

powers are the legal empowerment to intervene in the budget process, the endowment 

with  the  required  institutional  and  technical  capacities,  the  governance  environment, 

and  the  necessary  individual  and  political  incentives  of  the  MPs.    In  the  stage  of 

budget  approval,  five  key  institutional  variables  should  be  of  concern:  1)  the 

amendment  powers  of  parliament;  2)  the  veto  powers  of  the  president  (package  and 

line  item  veto  powers;  3)  the  over-ride  power  of  parliament;  4)  the  location  of  the 

reversion  point,  or  what  happens  if  the  budget  is  not  approved  on  timely by  the 

legislation; and 5) legislative process and structure, which include internal rules and 

legislative  capacities,  and  especially  the  timing  and  sequencing  of  the  budgetary 

process (Santiso, 2005: 19-21). 

 A  second  critical  factor  is  internal  to  parliament  and  is  linked  to  their 

institutional capacities.  This factor relates to the organization of parliamentary work 

and the structure and procedures framing the budget process within parliament.  The 

institutional  capacities  are  particularly  relevant:  1) the  organization  of  legislative 

committee  work;  2)  the  extent  of  legislative  technical  advisory  capacity;  and  3)  the 

extent of legislative budget research capacity (Santiso, 2005: 24-27).  Concerning the 

parliamentary  committee,  Saeigh  (2005)  identifies  as  key  variables  the  number  and 

size of committees, as well as their composition, membership and leadership.  As to 

this,  political  parties  have  a  central  role  in  determining  committee  assignments, 

especially its chair and its working agenda (Saeigh, 2005 quoted in Santiso, 2005: 25).  
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In  terms  of  advisory  capacity,  the  number  of  permanent  technical  advisers  and  the 

quality  of  technical  advisory  capacity  should  be  adequate  to  allow  parliament  to 

effectively engage with increasingly complex budgetary issues.  Similarly, the budget 

research capacity of parliament should be large enough to input in the budget review 

process of the parliament since access to independent budget analysis helps parliament 

redress the asymmetries of budgetary information with governments.  Concerning the 

NIE approach, thus, legislative budget offices should be  strengthened, although they 

should  not  be  as  powerful  or  as  well-resourced  as  the  US  Congressional  Budget 

Office.  

 Based  on  the  NIE  and  the  supporting  research  demonstrated  above,  the 

theoretical  framework  for  this  study  contributes  to  an explanation  of  the  concept  of 

governance in budget approval.  The related institutional factors should be examined 

as  one  determinant  that  could  explain  variance  in  governance  in  budget  approval.  

However,  according  to  the  NIE,  these  institutional  factors  are  wide  raging  in 

ingredients and composition.  Each of them should be testified in order to determine if 

they are institutional determinants of governance in budget approval or not. 

 

 2.3.3  Public Choice Theory  

 Public choice theory is not a root of governance theory, but it can explain the 

behavior  of  politicians  and  public  servants  that  would  affect  decisions  on  public 

expenditures,  including  budget  approval.    This  approach  applies  the  logic  of 

microeconomics to politics.  The assumptions behind the theory are: 1) individuals are 

assumed to be motivated by self-interest which can be perceived in the short- or long-

term  and  in  personal  or  collective  aspects  differing  according  to  individual; 2) 

individuals are assumed to be rational, preferring superior alternatives to inferior ones; 

3)  individuals  adopt  strategies  to  maximize  benefits  of  their  choices;  and  4) 

individuals  adopt  strategies  to  reduce  the  uncertainty  of  outcomes  of  their  choices.  

The self-interest, rational, utility-maximizing individual of economic theory is used as 

a model for the politician, citizen, and public servant alike (Ostrom and Ostrom, 1971: 

205).  Based on this underlying assumption, there are certain relevant theories under 

the  public  choice  approach  that  are  able  to  explain  to  the  parliamentary  budget 

approval. 
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 The  economic  theory  of  democracy  has  focused  on  three  aspects  of 

representative  democracy,  including  the  behavior  of  representatives  both  during  the 

campaign  to  be  elected  and  while  in  office,  the  behavior  of  voters  in  choosing 

representatives,  and  the  characteristics  of  the  outcomes  under  representative 

democracy.  It assumes that representatives, like voters, are rational, economic people 

bent on maximizing their utilities.  The fundamental  hypothesis of  Anthony Down’s 

model  is  that  “parties  formulate  policies  in  order  to  win  elections,  rather  than  win 

elections in order to formulate policies” (Down, 1957: 28).  In this sense, the parties 

formulating policies strictly in order to gain votes are entrepreneurs selling policies for 

votes  instead  of  products  for  money.    Information  is  one  important  determinant  of 

what  the  policies  are  and  of  the  projects  voters  intend  to  engage  in.    With  perfect 

information, citizen’s preferences lead parties to a given policy choice, then determine 

the proper level of expenditure they should pay to maximize the citizen’s utilities. 

 An  implication  of  the  economic  theory  of  democracy  on  budget  approval 

concerns  the  proposal  that  in  real  practice  the  politicians  do  not  know  exactly  what 

citizens  want,  and  citizens  do  not  know  exactly  what  they  have  done.    It  is  thus 

difficult to determine what programs and how much of budget expenditure that serve 

citizens’  needs  each  year.    Three main  reasons  for  this  limitation  are  concluded  by 

Downs  (Downs,  1960:  551-555).    Firstly,  the  characteristics  of  public  goods  are 

different  from  private  goods  in  that  they  are  remote  and  uncertain.    Thus,  it  is  very 

difficult for voters to know what they gain from those intangible benefits.  Secondly, 

information is costly; the government thus does not provide all information to voters.  

Thirdly, voters are not eager to gain information because they have to spend time and 

budget for studying. 

 According to this  constraint, on one side, there  has been research that shows 

that this makes the government budget too small.  However, on the other side, since 

the government parties try to get much more support from various interest groups, the 

size of the government could be too big as well (Downs, 1960: 541-559).  Lack of a 

good participant mechanism, thus, is the main factor obstructing governance in budget 

approval by the parliament.  On the one hand, it excludes participation of citizens in 

the budget approval process.  Citizens do not know how to participate in an approval 

process, and the parliament cannot know exactly what programs they should approve 
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in order to fulfill their citizens’ needs.  On the other hand, the parliament could make 

the end-result of decision-making inefficient.  The amount of budget approved by the 

parliament  is  not  an  optimal  size.    An  approved  budget  can  be  too  big  or  too  small 

because of the limited information.  

 Regarding the positive theory of congressional dominance, it is explained that 

the congress controls the work of bureaucrats.  The theory states that each MP seeks to 

win  reelection  by  supplying  legislation  to  his  or  her  constituents  and  the  interest 

groups that supply him/her with campaign funds.  Each member alone cannot supply 

the legislation that the MP’s constituents want.  The MPs must first induce a majority 

of  their  colleagues  in  the  legislature  to  vote  for  the  legislation,  and  then  must  make 

sure that the bureaucracy charged with implementing the legislation does so in a way 

that corresponds to the wishes of their constituents (Mueller, 2003: 386). 

 According to Weingast and Marshall (1988), organizational structure has been 

designed by the congress to solve both the problem of making that agreements do not 

come unstuck, and the problem of bureaucratic compliance.  Congress has created an 

institutional structure that vests rights to initiate and block legislation in those MPs by 

establishing committees.  Then, the congressional committees can use their powers to 

discipline  the  agencies  by  drawing  up  the  agencies’  budget  (Weingast  and  Marshall, 

1988: 132-163).   

 Based  on  the  positive  theory  of  congressional  dominance,  the  setting 

institutions,  such  as  the  Budget  Scrutiny  Committee,  sub-Committees,  or  supporting 

units within the parliament office, could help the parliament to delegate authority and 

responsibilities in carrying out budget approval much more clearly.  Decision-making 

made by the well-established institutions would be answerable.  Consequently, budget 

approval by the parliament would be much more efficient.  In addition to the positive 

theory of congressional dominance, the relevant theory proposed by Wildavsky (1964) 

created  more  clarification  of  the  setting  of  the  budget  committee—that  the  way  in 

which  the  appropriations  committees make  budgetary  calculations  are  profoundly 

affected by their central position in the congressional system.    In order to make the 

necessity decisions, the committees must reduce the enormous  burden  of calculation 

involved in budgeting.  Otherwise, the necessity for decision might propel them into 

making  random  or  wholly  capricious  choices  that  would  throw  governmental 
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operations out of kilter and sudden stops and headlong starts; nor could the parliament 

as a whole take on the burden (Wildavsky, 1964: 56-57).  

 Niskanen  (1971)  offers  an  explanation  of  bureaucratic  behavior.    The 

bureaucrat  maximizing  budget  approach  proposes  that  budgetary  decisions  can  be 

seen  as  the  transactions  by  which  bureaucrats  sell  their  services  to  politicians.    The 

fundamental hypothesis is that both the bureau and the sponsor maximize utility; the 

sponsor  maximizes  some  type  of  consumer  surplus,  while  the  bureau  maximizes  its 

budget.  Under the lack of a competition condition, the bureaucrat will maximize the 

budget rather than the producer’s surplus. A bureau offers a promised set of activities 

and the expected outputs of these activities for a budget.  The outcome of the budget-

output  combination  represents  the  outcome  of  the  bargaining  process  (Niskanen, 

1971: 25).    

 According to Niskanen, the bureaucrat has her own strategies in the budgetary 

negotiation  process  by  fixing  a  price-tag  of  her  own  choice  to  each  potential  output 

level  or  stop  producing  that  output.    During  the  negotiation  process,  the  bureaucrat 

insists that she is no longer in the position to reduce the output level.  An increase of 

output  to  the  level  preferred  by  the  bureaucrat  costs  little  money,  but  that  further 

increase beyond that level is very expensive.  Once the output level preferred by the 

bureaucrat  is  attained,  the  strategy  amounts  to  the  claim  that  a  decrease  of  output 

hardly  saves  money  or,  what  amounts  to  the  same  thing,  that  a  given  budgetary  cut 

necessitates  a  very  large  decrease  of  output,  and  that  an  increase  of  output is  very 

expensive or, what amounts to the same thing, that a given budgetary increment yields 

merely a small increase of output (Niskanen, 1971 quoted in Kraan, 1996: 70). 

 Breton and Wintrobe  (1975) have proposed factors such  as bargaining skills, 

motivations,  and  information  as  determinants  of  dominance  among  players  in  the 

bargaining process.  In a proper bilateral monopoly, information is important because 

it influences the strategies of the players.  A party that has better information about her 

opponent’s borderline than the opponent has about hers will tend to stick to her offer 

and  pretend  that  it  is  final.    In  Breton  and  Wintrobe’s  approach,  information 

determines  the  bureaucratic  room  for  maneuver.    The  bureaucrat  can  manipulate  her 

budget when the politician lacks information about real minimal total costs, and she 

can keep the information of the true cost of public production as a professional secret.  
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Information, thus, is a condition that defines a rule of the game (Breton and Wintrobe, 

1975: 195-207). 

 In  terms  of  the  role  of  the  legislature  reviewed  by  this  approach,  Niskanen 

(1991)  has  proposed  that  congressional  committees  and  other  budget  review 

authorities  are  not  passive.    These  review  committees  have  ample  authority  and 

several  possible  bargaining  techniques  to  achieve  a  wide  range  of  budget-output 

outcomes.  The main arguments are that neither are they neutral agents of the whole 

legislature,  voters,  or  public  interest.    Niskanen’s  assumption  on  the  role  of  the 

legislature is that it maximizes the political interest of the members of the committee.  

Most  bargaining  involves  distribution  of  the  bureau’s  surplus  between  spending  that 

serves the interest of the sponsor and spending  that serves the interest of the bureau 

(Niskanen, 1971 quoted in Blais and Dion, 1991: 22-23). 

 As to the bureaucrat maximizing budget theory, thus, it is apparent that those 

that try to optimize their self-interests in the budgetary process are not limited to the 

politicians but also to bureaucrats as well.  In order to enhance governance in budget 

approval,  the  executive  power  of  bureaucrats  in  budget  approval  process  should  be 

balanced by the parliamentarians.  Setting up a budget approval process that is open 

for  participation  from  either  the  parliamentarians  or citizens  should  be  one  way  of 

creating  mechanism  for  checking  and  balancing  the  bureaucrats’  power.    Under  the 

checks  and  balances  of  various  groups  of  stakeholders,  room  for  the  bureaucrats  to 

maximize the budget by using their own strategies would be diminished, thus finally 

increasing the level of governance in budget approval. 

     

  2.3.4  Organizational Decision-Making Theory 

 The  organizational  decision-making  literature  focuses  on  the  budgetary 

process.    Primarily,  it  has  a  focus  on  two  decision-making methods  composing 

rational  and  incremental  decision-making.    These  two  approaches  can  explain  the 

MPs’ budget decision-making in conducting budget approval. 

 The  rational  decision-making  model  attempts  to  achieve  maximum  social 

gains.    The  idea  of  this  maximization  is  usually  used  when  determining  the  optimal 

size  of  government  programs  and  budgets.    In  this  regard,  the  government  should 

choose  policies  resulting  in  gains  to  society  that  exceed  the  costs  by  the  greatest 



 

 

41 

amount.  Rationality will occur when the difference between the values it achieves and 

the values it sacrifices is positive and greater than any other alternatives.  In order to 

ascertain  this  result,  all  of  society’s  values  or  preferences  and  their  relative  weights 

need to be known.  Additionally, we need to know all of the policy options available, 

know all the impacts of each policy option, calculate the ratio of benefit and cost of 

each policy, and select the most efficient policy alternative (Dye, 1995: 27-28).  Dror 

(1968) suggests that in order to enhance the use of the rational approach there should 

be a clarification of values or objectives distinct from and usually prerequisite to the 

empirical analysis of alternative policies. Further, new alternatives should be searched 

and  developed,  and  primary  estimations  on  the  expected  results  from  decisions  on 

each alternative should  be conducted.  Also, the  success limited comparison method 

should be used to achieve through limitation of policy comparisons which focus only 

on a relatively small degree of deviation from policies presently in effect (Dror, 1968 

quoted in Sombat Thamrongthanyawong, 2003:  236-237). 

  A rational model of a decision system was demonstrated as follows. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2.4  A Rational Model of Decision Systems 

Source:  Dye, 1995: 29. 
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 This theory, however, has a number of limitations in practice.  Linblom (1959) 

has summarized the limitations of the rational decisional-making method from several 

points  of  view.    Primarily,  there  is  no  perfect  information  on  its  social  benefits  (or 

unique  social  welfare  function).    It  is  often  suggested  that  the  benefits  and  costs 

cannot  be  compared  or  weighed  directly.    Policy  makers  may  choose  to  maximize 

profits  rather  than  achieve  rational  societal  goals.    Additionally,  they  tend  to  be 

satisfied with some progress rather than the most optimal alternatives.  Further, there 

are  large  investments  in  existing  programs  and  policies  (sunk  cost),  thus  preventing 

reconsideration of alternatives.  There are innumerable barriers to collecting all of the 

information,  such  as  the  cost  of  information  gathering,  the  availability  of  the 

information,  and  the  time  involved  in  its  collection.    No  sufficient  predictive 

capacities of either social or physical science can be supported.  Also, policy makers 

do  not  have  sufficient  intelligence  to  calculate  accurately  the  costs  and  benefits 

because  of  diverse  political,  social,  economic,  and  culture  values,  and  there  is 

uncertainty  about  the  consequences  of  various  policy  alternatives.  Furthermore,  the 

segmentation in large bureaucracies makes it difficult to coordinate decision-making 

(Lindblom, 1959: 79-88). 

 As  to  these  limitations,  an  incremental  model  of  decision-making  has  been 

proposed  to  be  the  basic  model  of  politics.    The  incremental  model  emphasizes 

conflict resolution through negotiation.  This approach views public decision-making 

as  a  continuation  of  past  government  activities  with  only  incremental  modifications.   

It attempts to achieve the opposite of rationalism.  Lindblom (1959: 79-88) has stated 

that  the  rational  approach  can  be  used  only  for  relatively  simple  problems,  not  for 

complex  situations.    In  complex  problem-solving,  decision  makers  do  not  annually 

view  the  entire  range  of  existing  and  proposed  policies,  identify  societal  goals, 

research the benefits and costs of alternative policies in achieving these goals, rank the 

order of preferences for each policy alternative in terms of the maximum net benefits, 

or  make  a  selection  on  the  basis  of  all  relevant  information.    As  this  constitutes  a 

limitation  in  information  and  budget  in  terms  of  investigating  the  full  range  of 

alternatives and their consequences, it is safer to stick with known programs when the 

consequences  of  the  new  programs  cannot  be  predicted;  the  existing  policy  still  has 

sunk costs that will be impossible to retrieve if the new radical course of policy were 
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to  be  taken;  it  is  politically  expedient  and  much  easier  to  avoid  the  conflicts  in 

political  tension  involved  in  creating  the  new  program;  and  it  is  easier  for  the 

government to continue existing programs, especially in the absence of any agreed on 

social goals or values.   

 Wildavsky  (1964:  10-17)  supports  the  idea  that  there  is  a  use  of  the 

incremental  approach  in  a  budgetary  program.    In  the  complexity  of  an  individual 

budgetary  program  there  remains  the  imposing  problem  of  making  comparisons 

among  different  programs  that  include  different  people.    The  largest  determining 

factor  of  the  size  and  content  of  this  year’s  budget  is  last  year’s  budget.   The 

information,  time  and  participants  in  the  budgetary  process  prevent  the  use  of  a 

comprehensive  analytical  framework  for  analysis.    According  to  Widavsky,  the 

problem is from both political and methodological standpoints.  The solutions, at least 

for  the  methodological  aspect,  would  entail  the  use  of  extensive  and  sophisticated 

technical  systems.    A  normative  budget  system  has  to  be  linked  to  executive  and 

legislative  requirements.    The  only  feasible  and  practical  public  solution  includes 

detailed  budget reviews  and  a  televised  budget  hearing.    This  is  to  gain  input  from 

numerous societal partisans.  The more distant the government is from the voter, the 

less  it  will  be  accountable  and,  therefore,  safe  from  censure  is  essentially  correct 

(Wildavsky, 1964 quoted in Babunakis, 1982: 15).  

 According  to  the  limitations  discussed  above,  in  real  practice  it  has  been 

shown by empirical research that the marginal alternations in the approved budget by 

the parliament in each fiscal year are very small—the amount of budget approved by 

the parliament is in stable incremental growth.   A study by Fenno (1966) discovered 

the  range  of  variation  in  the  percentage  of  increase  or  decrease  of  appropriations  as 

compared to the previous year.  He revealed that for 37 domestic agencies over a 12 

year period, more than 50 percent of the approved budget by the Scrutiny Committee 

has  only  a  10 percent cut.    The  parliament  has  only  a  small  role  in  making  budget 

amendment (Fenno, 1966 quoted in Widavsky, 1964: 14).   

 According  to  the  reviewed  literature,  the  organizational  decision-making 

theory is adopted in this research in order to provide a link to the basic reasons why 

the  MPs  make  such  a  decision  in  approving  the  proposed  budget.   Based  on 

Wildavsky  (1964),  information  on  the cost-benefit  analysis  is  important  in  terms  of 
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getting rid of the worst projects; although a comprehensive approach can be described 

it  can  not  be  practiced  because  it  places  too  great  a  strain  by  far  on  man’s  limited 

ability  to  calculate.    The  literature on  the  rational  and  incremental  approach,  thus, 

ascertains  the  significance  of  the  information  factor  as  one  limitation  to  rational 

decision-making  within  the  budget  approval  process.      In  this  connection,  the 

information  provided  to  political  actors  should  be  complete.    The information 

provided to  the  MPs should  have  predictive  capacity  regarding  the  result  of  an 

approval  in  terms  of  budget,  economic,  social,  and  political  impacts.    This  is  to 

encourage the political actors to use rational decision-making for the best application 

of fiscal policy rather than an incremental budget negotiation.   

 

  2.3.5   Literature on Budget Approval by the Parliament of Thailand 

 A  review  of  the  literature  found  no  research  on  the  governance  in  budget 

approval  in  the  Thai  context.    A  few  empirical  studies  on  budget  approval  by  the 

parliament of Thailand were found, although parliament had been established for more 

than  seventy  years.    In  this  sub-section,  relevant  studies  have  been  detected  and 

summarized  so  as  to  find  the  influential  factors  on  actual  budget  approval  by  the 

parliament of Thailand. 

 As to Chai Anan Samudavanija’s research on “The Politics and Administration 

of  the  Thai  Budgetary  Process”  (1971), it  was  revealed  that  the  legislature  has  a 

subsidiary role in the policy-making of the government party.  In his research, it was 

found that the Budget Scrutiny Committee under the  appointed legislature  tended to 

act as a rubber-stamp, legitimizing the government’s proposed Budget Bill and had a 

high degree of independence from the government.  In this regard, the Thai Budgetary 

process is very complex.  The executive power is highly emphasized, but it is not the 

sole determinant or even a predominant factor in the allocation of financial resources.  

The research showed that budget reviewers make their decisions under the constraints 

of  time,  energy,  intelligence,  and  information.    Everywhere  human  intelligence  and 

the  command  of  information  place  serve  limitations  on  decision-making.    Thus, 

decisions  are  made  only  on  an  incremental  basis.    In Chai  Anan Samudavanija’s 

research,  the  composition  and  continuity  of  the  Budget  Scrutiny  Committee,  the 
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experience  of  committee  members,  and  supporting  staff  were  also  claimed  to  have 

impact on decisions.   

 Chamnong  Saisopha  (1972)  researched  the  legislative  role  within  the 

budgeting  process  of  fiscal  year  1971  (B.E.  2514).    In  this  research,  the  legislature 

could not make major changes in its estimates.  Rather, the legislature tended to focus 

only on small mistakes within the estimates, make proposals for small adjustments on 

some  insignificant  items,  or  make  recommendations  for  further  development.      The 

reason  for this was mainly because the legislative power is limited by  constitutional 

regulations.  In Chamnong Saisopha’s research, the setting and work performance of 

the  Budget  Scrutiny  Committee  were  also  examined.    The  researcher  illustrated  the 

idea that the executive branch had the authority to appoint one-third of the committee 

members with no requirement to ask for approval from the parliament.  In her opinion, 

the  knowledge  and  expertise  of  the  committee  members  are  very  significant  for  the 

task of budget approval.  As she revealed, an appointment of government officials to 

be committee members may have a positive impact in the short-run, since they have 

much  greater  knowledge  and  expertise  than  the  MPs.    The  researcher  explained  that 

lateness  in  budget  approval  process  resulted  from  the  lack  of  knowledge  and 

experience,  thus  making  the  committee  members  from  legislative  side  spend  a  long 

period asking for greater understanding.  However, the researcher recommended that 

in the long-run legislative committee members should have sufficient knowledge and 

experience to carry out approval of the budget by themselves.  

 Sujit  Bunbongkarn  (1982)  has  studied  the  securitization  of  the  Budget 

Appropriation Bills during the fiscal  years 1960s-1970s (B.E. 2503-2519) and found 

no  significant  difference  between  budget  cut  approved  by  appointed  and  elected 

legislatures.  According to the study, the MPs lacked crucial information for making 

budget consideration, compared to the government officials that had real and complete 

information.    Additionally,  the  Budget  Scrutiny  Committee  did  not  have  good 

experience  in  approving  the  budget  since  the  committee  was  set  up  to  be  an  ad  hoc 

organization.    With  these  constraints,  the  MPs  did  not  have  enough  knowledge 

accumulation  in  comparison  to  the  government  officials.    The  legislature,  thus,  had 

always  surrendered  to  the  explanations  provided  by  government  ministries  or 

agencies. 
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 Charas  Suwanmala  (1985)  has  made  an  in-depth  study  on  the  factors  that 

would  affect  to  the  parliament’s  budget  approval.    In  this  research, The  Legislative 

Budget  Approval  in  Program  Budgeting  (PPBS):  Case  Study  of  an  Approval  of 

Budget Appropriations of Fiscal Year 1985 (B.E. 2528), three factors, which included 

budget  documents,  the  characteristics  of  provided  information,  and  the  committee 

members’ attitude as well as knowledge and understanding, were proposed.   As to an 

examination of the details of budget documents, the researcher found that they do not 

facilitate  the  readers  in  terms  of  making  an  in-depth  analysis,  since  the  documents 

could not clearly explain the relative among program objectives, project, activities and 

budgets as required by the PPBS.  As he revealed, since the PPBS was applied, details 

of  the  line-item  budget  were  no  longer  demonstrated  in  the  budget  documents.   

Problems  occurred  since  the  existing  information  in  the  budget  documents  was  not 

developed  so  as  to  support  the  new  budgeting  systems.    As  for  an  examination  of 

characteristics  of  relevant  information,  the  research  found  a  wide  variety  of 

information  sources  provided  to  the  committee  members.      However,  most  of  the 

information  focused  on  the  activities,  work  processes,  or  methods  used  for  the 

production, but not on the program structure.   Consequently, the MPs could not use 

information  in  budget  documents for  making  qualitative  analyses  as  required  by  the 

program  budgeting.    Concerning  an  examination  of  the  members’  knowledge  and 

understanding,  the  members  were  tested  by  questions  relating  to  basic  principles  of 

program budgeting systems.  The results showed that most of the committee members 

did  not  have  enough  knowledge  or  understanding  of  this  new  budgeting  system, 

especially  regarding  specific  parts  of  the  budget  approval  they  were  involve  with.   

Therefore, they paid attention only to how the money was spent as emphasized by the 

prior line-item budgeting.  In this research, it was concluded that all these constraints 

have a significant impact on an actual budget approval by the parliament.  This study 

supported  the  former  three  studies  of  Chai  Anan  Samudavanija  (1971),  Chamnong 

Saisopha  (1972), and Sujit Bunbongkarn (1982). 
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2.4  Development of the Conceptual Framework 

 

 Based  on  the  aforementioned  discussion  on  a  variety  of  theoretical  and 

empirical literature, this section presents the conceptual framework of this study.  The 

conceptual  model  was  developed  by  including  many  of  the  important  variables 

relevant  to  the  circumstances  of  the  implementation  of  governance,  and  is  therefore 

well suited to the process undertaken herein of developing as complete and accurate 

an  understanding  of  the  present  situation  of  budget  approval  by  the  parliament  of 

Thailand as possible. 

As  to  a  review  of  the  theoretical  literature,  a  number  of  determinants  of 

governance  in  the  budget  approval  were  detected.    As  the  scope  of  this  research  is 

confined to the contribution of public choice theory, agency theory, new institutional 

economic  theory,  and  organizational  decision-making  theory  to  the  study  of 

governance  in  budget  approval,  only  the  factors  of  institutional  related  factors, 

information provision, and participation mechanisms were included in the model.   

 In  order  to  supplement  these  proposed  variables,  empirical  research  on  the 

budget approval by the Thai parliament was compounded.  All three proposed factors 

are  supported  by  the  empirical  literature.    Particularly  interesting  is  the  finding  on 

another variable regarding knowledge and understanding of the committee members, 

as  expressed  by  much  empirical  literature.    The  independent  factors,  thus,  are 

combined with the analytical framework.  All of the proposed factors and their sources 

are summarized in Table 2.4.  Next, each of them is discussed and further examined 

with consideration of the relevant literature. 

 

Table 2.4  Summary of the Independent Variables and Their Literature Support 

 

Derived Factors Theoretical Literature Empirical Research on Budget 

Approval in Thai Context 

Institutional Factors New Institutional Economics 

Theory 

Chai Anan Samudavanija (1971) 

Chamnong Saisopha (1972) 

Information Provision Organizational Decision Making 

Theory 

Chai Anan Samudavanija (1971) 

Chamnong Saisopha (1972) 
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Table 2.4  (Continued) 

 

Derived Factors Theoretical Literature Empirical Research on Budget 

Approval in Thai Context 

  Sujit Bunbongkarn (1982) 

Charas Suwanmala (1985) 

Participation Mechanisms Public Choice Theory 

Agency Theory 

Chai Anan Samudavanija (1971) 

Chamnong Saisopha (1972) 

Knowledge and 

Understanding 

               - Chamnong Saisopha (1972) 

Sujit Bunbongkarn (1982) 

Charas Suwanmala (1985) 

 

2.4.1  Related Institutional Factors 

 According  to  the  new  institutional  economics  theory,  institutional 

characteristics  and  governance  are  explained.      An  analysis  of  the  mechanism  of 

governance proposed by Williamson (1994) shows that governance is not operated in 

isolation.    One  significant  factor  shaping  governance  is  the  macro  feature  of 

institutional  environment.    The  proceeding  sections  discussed  the  details  of 

institutional-related  factors  that  would  have  an  influence  on  governance  in  budget 

approval practices.  

    2.4.1.1  Laws and regulations  

   Based  on  North  (1981),  the  explicit  constitutional,  legal,  regulatory 

backing,  and  enforcement  mechanisms  are  viewed  as  the  institutional  environment 

shaping the rules of the game of governance development.  The formal powers of the 

parliament  within  the  constitutional  provision  and  other  related  regulations  thus 

indicate  how  governance  in  budget  approval  is  operated.    Not  only  is  a  concern  the 

formal  powers  provided  by  the  constitution  and  other  related  regulations,  but  the 

parliament’s  actual  roles  within  these  settings  are  also  studied  since  in  real  practice 

there exists  an  important  gap  between  the  formal  powers  and  the  actual  role  of 

parliament in public budgeting (Santiso, 2005).   
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   Regarding  the  constitution,  budget  amendment  powers  are  one  factor 

proposed in this study to have an impact  on how budget approval  operates  (Wehner 

2006, 2005, 203; Santiso 2005, 2004).  Primarily, the legislative powers to amend the 

budget  vary  from  unrestricted  power  to  restricted  powers  (Krafchik  and  Wehner, 

1999).    Unrestricted  powers  imply  the  unfettered  ability  to  vary  expenditure  and 

taxation in either direction, without the consent of the government.  Restricted powers 

refer to the power to amend the budget within set limits, often relating to increases in 

total expenditure, or refer to the ability to raise or lower expenditure and/or revenue as 

long as there is a counterbalancing charge to maintain the budget balance.  According 

to the literature reviewed, limits on the power of the legislature to amend the budget 

are  particularly  needed  where  legislature  debates  lead  systematically  to  increased 

expenditure.  However, since increased legislative budget authority may coincide with 

increase  legislative  interest  efficiency  (Abney  and  Lauth,  1987),  limits  should  never 

hamper  legislative  review  of  the  budget.    The  extent  of  suitable  legislative  formal 

budgetary  decision-making  power  to  amend  the  executive’s  budget  proposal  thus  is 

constituted  as  one  of  the  determining  factors  of  governance  in  budget  approval.    In 

this  research,  thus,  the  legislative  powers  to  amend  the  budget  are  examined  as  one 

determining factor of governance in budget approval. 

   Besides the legislative powers to amend the budget, the time allowed for 

legislative budget review within the constitutional provision is another proposed factor 

determined by the explicit constitution.  Research on the legislative budget shows that 

the timing and duration of the budget adoption process is one of the key institutional 

features  determining  the  effectiveness  of  legislative  involvement  in  budgeting 

(Meyers, 2000).  The amount of time to consider the budget bill can be an important 

indicator of  legislative  ability  to  deliberate  on  the  budget  (Mucciaroni  and  Quirk, 

2006; Wehner, 2006).  Thus, the legislature shall have a reasonable period of time in 

which to review the proposed budget (Commonwealth Parliament Association, 2006). 

The  government’s  draft  budget  should  be  submitted  to  parliament  far  enough  in 

advance to allow parliament to review it properly; no case should this be less than 3 

months prior to the start of the fiscal year  (Organization for Economic Co-operation 

and Development, 2001).  Where parliament and its committees do not have sufficient 

time  for  analysis,  their  role  to  suggest  amendments  is weakened  (Krafchik  and 
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Wehner,  2004).    The  longer  the  time  provided  to  the  parliament  for  making 

consideration and adoption, the better the analysis of the proposed budget.   

 2.4.1.2  The setting structure of Budget Scrutiny Committee 

 In  addition  to  laws  and  regulations,  the  significance  of  the  legislative 

committee  institutional  variable  is  also  emphasized  by  researchers.    As  stressed  by 

empirical literature, a well-designed committee structure enables budget scrutiny and 

oversight  of  implementation.    Strong  and  capable  parliamentary  committee  would 

enable  legislatures  to  develop  their  expertise  and  fulfill  their  accountability  and 

oversight functions in public budgeting (Wehner 2003; McGee, 2002; SIGMA, 2002).  

According to Wehner (2006), suitable committee structures have several benefits: they 

establish  a  division  of  labor that  facilitates  specialization  and  the  development  of 

legislative expertise and allow parliament to deal with various matters simultaneously, 

hence  increasing  productivity.    These  benefits  are  crucial  for  the  budget  process, 

which  requires  the  processing of  substantial  volumes  of  information.    Strengthening 

the  organization  and  the  functioning  of  key  legislative  committee  members,  in 

particular  regarding  the  budget,  finance  and  public  accounts  committee,  would 

enhance legislative budget oversight.   

 According  to  a  study  of  relevant  research  regarding  the  two  principal 

types of legislative in other countries, it was proposed by scholars that a permanent or 

standing  committee  would  better  allow  individual  parliamentarians  to  build  up 

expertise on the issue (Tshitereke, n.d.).  According to this study, a selected or ad hoc 

committee is temporarily  organized for particular bills and is usually  dissolved after 

the  bill  is  concluded.    Since  an  ad  hoc  committee  is  of  short  duration,  its  power 

compared to the government remains very weak (Kapur and Mehta, 2006).  According 

to  Staddon,  ad  hoc  committee  does  not  receive  the  same  volume  of  information  nor 

the easy access to witnesses that are available to other inquires.  Further, there are also 

constraints concerning the timing and quality of governance replies to the committee 

as well as access to documents (Staddon, n.d.).  Assessment of the quality of the ad 

hoc committee supported these constraints.  The assessment showed that the quality of 

the  ad  hoc  committee  varies  according  to  time  and  circumstances,  the  style  and 

attitude of chairmen, the general quality of membership, the amount of time taken for 

each inquiry, and the usefulness of information. Also, the experience of the clerks and 
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special  advertisers  supporting  the  committee  has  a  different  impact  on  performance 

(Johnson,  2005).    However,  the  advantage  of  an  ad  hoc  committee  is  insistent  and 

strong  enough  to  resist  any  change  within  the  Thai  context.    As  such,  the 

appropriateness of the founding of the ad hoc Budget Scrutiny Committee in the Thai 

context should be examined as one variable that could possibly affect the governance 

of budget approval. 

   2.4.1.3  Supporting staff 

   The  concentration  of  supporting  staff  as  an  internal  resource  has  also 

been  cited  by  the  new  institutional  economics  theory  and  empirical  research.   

According  to  the  literature,  legislatures  shall  provide  all  legislators  with  sufficient 

resources  to  enable  them  to  fulfill  their  constituency  responsibilities  (National 

Democratic  Institute  for  International  Affairs,  2006).      A  study  of  parliament  and 

budgeting  identifies  the  significance  of  technical  support  to  allow  parliament  to 

effectively  engage  with  increasingly  complex  budgetary  issues  since  it  is  indeed 

noticeable  that  a  major  impediment  to  legislative  budgeting  often  resides  in 

parliament’s  incapacity  to  engage  constructively  with  the  budget  process  Santiso, 

2005).  Staffing levels have been identified by scholars looking at budget reforms as a 

key  ingredient  in  the  success  of  budgetary  transformations  and  are  likely  critical  in 

terms  of  legislative  ability  to  fully  use  its  authority,  including  budget  oversight 

(Bourdeaux, 2006a; Grizzle and Pettijohn, 2002; Jordan and Hackbart, 1999).  In the 

general professionalism literature, staff capacity is typically calculated based the raw 

numbers  of  staff  per  legislator  (National  Conference  of  State  Legislature,  2005; 

Squire,  1992).    Some  research  shows  that  effective  legislative  budget  oversight  is 

constrained  by  limited  assess  to  permanent  technical  advice  and  independent  budget 

analysis  (Santiso,  2004,  2005).   For  the  Inter-Parliamentary  Union’s  self-assessment 

toolkit for parliament, both the numbers and expertise of professional staff to support 

members,  individually  and  collectively,  are  composed  as  one  indicator  (Inter-

Parliamentary, 2008).  In this study, thus, supporting staff is another factor proposed 

to  have  an  impact  on  the  governance  in  budget  approval.    Not  only  does  the  study 

concern the adequacy of permanent staff, but also the capacity of the supporting staff 

should be good enough to carry out both secretarial and advisory work.  The advisory 

capacity of the supporting staff should be adequate to allow the parliament to acquire 
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a more informed role in budgeting and to enhance their oversight capacity.  Also, the 

budget  research  capacity  of  supporting  staff  should  be  large  enough  to  assist  the 

budget review process of the parliament since  access to independent budget analysis 

helps parliament redress the asymmetries of budgetary information with governments.   

   

 2.4.2  Individual Factors  

 The MP’s knowledge and understanding is proposed as a determining factor of 

governance  in  budget  approval  since  the  empirical  research  has  shown  that  decision 

makers should have enough knowledge to select the most efficient means to realize a 

given purpose or goal.  In addition to the empirical research of budget approval in the 

Thai context, the Latin American Index of Budget Transparency: A comparison of 8 

countries (2005), also supports the idea that problems in real practice result not only 

from  the  lack  of  a  mechanism  stimulating  such  action,  but  the  lack  of  minimum 

knowledge on the part of participants to express themselves on the topic.    

 A  study  of  the  role  of  parliament  in  the  budgetary  process  in  the  Croatian 

Parliament (2000-2003) revealed the significance of knowledge in economics. In the 

study, the members of the Croatian Parliament are on the whole highly educated but 

only  a  small  percentage  of  them  have  knowledge  of  economics.  As  such,  to  some 

extent this insufficiency affects their work on budgetary matters.  As revealed by the 

research, there is an inability of members to cope with the budgetary material.  Most 

of the MPs do not understand the budget proposal that the government presents to the 

parliament; they cannot analyze the items of the budget (Bratic, 2004).   

 The  United  States  Agency  for  International  Development’s assessment 

framework  revealed  a  broad  question  on  the  adequacy  of  the  understanding  of  the 

legislature  in  doing  its  oversight  function  as  one  aspect  of  an  indexing-based 

framework  (United  States  Agency  for  International  Development,  2000).    The 

framework supported the notion that understanding a budget requires a particular kind 

of knowledge.  In this sense, the knowledge background on budget expenditure and an 

understanding  of  the  budgeting  system  are  primary  requirements  reflecting  the 

competency  of  the  MPs,  whether  or  not  they  can  carry  out  their  task  of  budget 

approval efficiently. 
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 2.4.3  Provided Information 

 The  proposed  factor  of  information  provision  is  derived  from  organization 

decision-making  theories.    As  to  these  theories,  one  of  the  factors  that  would  help 

maximize social gains by the parliament depends on the information provided to them.  

Supporting  detail  could  be  classified  into  the  three  main  groups,  as  demonstrated  as 

follows. 

   2.4.3.1  Comprehensiveness of information 

   As  to  the  literature  reviewed,  the adequacy  of  information  is  one 

significant variable.  Comprehensiveness of information provision is highly important.  

The Inter-Parliamentary Union’s self-assessment toolkit for parliaments proposes the 

question  of  adequate  information  as  one  of  the  measurements  (Inter-Parliamentary 

Union,  2008).    Here,  not  only  is  information  by  government  ministries  and  line 

agencies required, but analytical data from the Bureau of the Budget and from other 

related parties such as local governments, non-governmental organizations (NGOs), or 

even directly from citizens are also needed.  The Parliamentary Centre’s indicators of 

Parliamentary performance in the budget reveal the reports from independent auditors, 

such  as  the  Auditor  General,  provided  to  the  parliament  as  one  significant  indicator 

(Parliamentary Centre, 2008).   For the Latin American Index of Budget Transparency 

(2005),  information  from  the  external  comptroller  is  trustworthy.    The 

recommendations of the Comptroller have contributed to the fight against corruption 

and  have  the  capacity  to  exercise  effective  oversight  over  government  spending.  

Accordingly,  the  more  comprehensive  the  source  data,  the  more  credible  the 

information  provided  to  the  MPs  since  this  information  will  be  rechecked  by  each 

other.      As  a  consequence,  the  parliament  would  gain  more  benefit  by  using  the 

provided information for scrutinizing and approving the proposed budget.   From this 

review,  thus,  both  the  provided  information  from  government  ministries  or  agencies 

and the central government bureaus should be examined. 

   2.4.3.2  Usefulness of budget documents 

   According  to  the  literature,  imperfect  information  provided  to  the 

parliament  could  make  the  end-result  of  decision-making  inefficient.    Budget 

information, thus, should be complete and have predictive capacity in terms of budget, 

and  economic,  social,  and  political  impacts  as  much  as  possible.    In  this  regard,  the 
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information  provided  within  budget  documents  is  highly  significant.      Coverage  of 

budget documentation of past, current, and projected fiscal activity and on major fiscal 

risks  should  be  provided  (IMF,  2007).    The  budget  and  related  documents  should 

include a detailed commentary on each revenue and expenditure program and include 

a medium-term perspective illustration on how revenue and expenditure will develop 

during,  at  least,  the  two  years  beyond  the next  fiscal  years.    Similarly,  the  current 

budget proposal should be reconciled with forecasts contained in earlier fiscal reports 

for the same period (OECD, 2001).  According to the Latin American Index of Budget 

Transparency,  (2005),  the  budget  information  provided  to  the  MPs  should  include 

aggregations  that  allow  for  integral  analysis  and  should  be  presented  in  a 

disaggregated manner to allow for detailed analysis.  The budget proposal information 

should include sufficient disaggregated information in order to assess the distribution 

of  spending  within  departments,  at  least  including  major  programs  and  line  items 

(Krafchik and Wehner, 2004).  As to Public Expenditure and Financial Accountability 

(PEFA)-PFM  Performance  Measurement  Framework,  the  annual  budget  document 

and  budget  supporting  documents  submitted  to  the  legislature  for  scrutiny  and 

approval  should  allow  a  complete  picture  of  central  government  fiscal  forecasts, 

budget proposals, and out-turn of previous years (World Bank, 2005).  In order to be 

considered complete, the annual budget documentation should include information on 

these  elements:  macro-economic  assumptions,  including  at  least  estimates  of 

aggregate growth, inflation and exchange rate; fiscal deficit, defined according to the 

GFS  or  other  internationally  recognized  standards;  deficit  financing,  describing 

anticipated composition; debt stocks, including details at least for the beginning of the 

current year; financial assets, including details at least for the beginning of the current 

year; prior year’s budget outturn, presented in the same format as the budget proposal; 

the  current  year’s  budget,  presented  in  the  same  format  as  the  budget  approval; 

summarized  budget  data  for  both  revenue  and  expenditure  according  to  the  main 

heads of the classification used, including data for the current and previous year; and 

explanation  of  budget  implications  of  new  policy  initiatives,  with  estimates  of  the 

budgetary impact of all major revenue policy changes and/or some major changes to 

expenditure  programs.    Additionally,  according  to  Public  Expenditure  and  Financial 

Accountability:  PEFA,  elements  of  information  to  which  the  public,  as  well  as  the 
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parliament, should be provided also include in-year budget execution reports, year-end 

financial statements, external audit reports, contract awards, and resources available to 

primary  service  units.    In  this  connection,  the  annual  budget  document  and  budget 

supporting  documents  circulated  to  the  MPs  should  be  presented  in  understandable 

forms and encourage in-depth analysis.  There also should be an adequate description 

of related information.  The results achieved relative to the objectives of major budget 

programs should be presented to the legislature (IMF, 2007).   

   2.4.3.3  Reliability of information 

   The  literature  also  revealed  that  the  budget  data  provided  to  the 

parliament should be reliable, internally consistent, and reconciled with relevant data 

from  other  sources.  Also  there  should  be  realism  regarding  the  budget  data  (IMF, 

2007).    The  primary  source  of  information  should  be  accurately  updated  on  both 

actual expenditure and revenue against the approved budget (Krafchik and Wechner, 

2004).    The  more  accurate  the  information  provided  to  the  MPs  making  the  budget 

approval,  the  higher  the  level  of  governance  in  budget  approval.    Moreover,  the 

parliament  should  receive  information  in  a  timely  fashion.    Clear  timeliness  for 

response  or  provision  of  information,  thus,  should  be  set  and  information  provision 

should be taken within the setting timeliness (Parliamentary Centre, 2008). 

 

  2.4.4  Participation Mechanisms 

 Regarding public choice theory, it is proposed that a well-designed mechanism 

is  one  determining  factor  to  encourage  the  representatives  to  consider  different 

viewpoints in the deliberative forums.  In terms of agency theory, participation would 

help reduce agency problems which usually happen when there is hidden action.  As 

to this, parliamentary debate through Budget Scrutiny Committee specialization is one 

alternative to assure that even the most obvious appeals to prejudice and self-interest 

will be expressed.  Nevertheless, the process of budget approval is also to be based on 

judgments informed by civilized argument among citizens and officials (Rawls, 1971; 

Spragens, 1990).  Other participatory institutions ought to be designed so that they can 

improve  people’s  ability  to  make  reasonable  political  judgments.    The  legislature, 

thus, shall create and utilize mechanisms for receiving  and considering public views 

on  proposed  budgets  (NDI,  2006).    The  proceeding  sections  discussed  the  related 
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factors of participation mechanisms that have an influence on the level of governance 

in budget approval practices.  

   2.4.4.1  Participation of the Budget Scrutiny Committee 

 Institutional  structure  and arrangement  are  among  the  proposed  factors 

related to the structure framing of the budget approval within parliament.  Adequacy 

of  institutional  capacities  in  terms  of  structures  and  arrangement  is  viewed  as  a 

significant factor that could solve the problem within the parliament’s role in budget 

approval.    As  to  the  positive  theory  of  congressional  dominance,  the  setting  and 

arranging of an institution within the parliament such as the Scrutiny Committee could 

help  the  parliament  delegate  authority  and  responsibility  in  carrying  out  budget 

approval much more clearly and efficiently.  Setting up the budget approval process, 

which is open for the people to participate within the setting committee, should be one 

way of creating a mechanism for checking and balancing the bureaucrats’ power.  The 

CPA’s benchmarks for democratic legislatures identify the organization of parliament 

committee  as  the  crucial  indicator.    Saeigh  (2005)  identifies  as  key  variables  the 

number and size of the committee.  PRS Legislative Research (2008) constitutes the 

number of sittings of parliamentary standing committee pertaining to the discussion of 

the  budget  as  one  of  the  criteria  measuring  the  effectiveness  of  parliament.    Ideally, 

citizen involvement in the committee is one of the best methods proposed by scholars 

to prevent budget securitization from being limited only to the representatives (Ebdon 

and  Franklin,  2006).    Invitation  of  outside  experts  to  stand  within  the  committee  is 

another  proposed  way  to  make  use  of  expert  advice  and  to  enhance  committee’s 

knowledge  and  expertise  (Bennett et  al., 2001).    Further,  according  to bargaining 

theory, work structure should be decentralized so that workers have enough equality 

in  presenting  their  opinions  to  the  supervisors:  all  committees should  have  equal 

power to amend legislation (CPA, 2006), and information should be available to the 

committee  members  on  an  equal  opportunity  basis  (Bennett et  al., 2001).  Also,  the 

legislature’s  assignment  of  committee  seats  should  reflect  the  political party 

composition  of  the  legislature  and  should  include  both  majority  and  minority  party 

members.  The principle distribution of seats by party ratios should be applied so that 

the majority party will not exclude the minority from committee.  In connection with 

this, a transparent method for electing or selecting the chairs of committee should be 
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established.    The  selection  of  the  chairperson  should  be  the  prerogative  of  the 

legislature and not the executive branch.  The process of selection  by the legislature 

should  also  be  transparent  and  guided  by  the  rule  of  procedure  so  that  the  minority 

party legislators are not be barred from chairing committee (CPA, 2006).  

   2.4.4.2  People’s participation in budget approval 

 As  to  an  incremental  approach,  budget  approval  is  a  process  of 

bargaining in which persuasion, debate, and negotiation, not analysis as the rationalist 

uses  the  term,  are  the  key  features.    The  best  alternative  is  the  one  on  which 

participants  can  agree  (Widavsky 1964  quoted  in  Babunakis,  1982).   Besides  an 

authorizing  specialized  committee  for  making  budget  approval,  well-designed 

institutions  with  citizen  participation  are  also  needed.    As  to  this,  the  number  of 

participants  would  impact  the  approved  budget.    The  greater  the  openness  for 

stakeholders to partake in the budgetary process, the higher the benefits citizens would 

gain  from  an  approved  budget.    The  more  groups  of  partisans  partake  in  the  budget 

approval process, the greater the organized institutions with citizen participation.  This 

is so because openness to people’s participation in the budget would enhance mutual 

exchange among related parties; the wider the scope of stakeholders that get involved, 

the  greater  the  social  benefits  gained  by  the  project  are  considered  (Wallen,  1996).  

With  this,  however,  each  group  of  citizens  and  political  parties  should  have  equal 

opportunities  in  proposing  their  demands  within  the  budget  approval  process.   

According to the indicators of parliamentary performance in  the budget  process, not 

only is a concern placed on public inputs and people’s participation during the budget 

process,  but  also  insurance  that  each  group—such  as  the  poor,  women,  civil  society 

organizations,  business  groups,  etc.—can  participate  equally  (Parliamentary  Centre, 

2008).  
 

 As to the above explanation, the conceptual framework of this study has been 

developed  in  order  to  demonstrate  the  causal  linkage  between  dependent  and 

independent variables.    All  the  factors  shown  in  the  proposed  model  are  derived  from 

theories and the related literature reviewed earlier.   The conceptual framework is depicted 

in Figure 2.5. 
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Figure 2.5  A Proposed Model for the Analysis of Governance in 

                   Budget Approval by the Parliament of Thailand 
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2.5  Research Hypotheses     

    

 Based on the  conceptual framework, several hypotheses have  been developed 

on the basis of the theoretical development discussed in the previous sections.  These 

hypotheses  propose  variables  that  predict  the  level  of  governance  in  the  budget 

approval practice in response to agency theory, the new institutional economics theory, 

public  choice  theory,  organizational  decision-making  theory,  the  new  public 

management, and democratic governance.   

  

Hypothesis 1 Institutional related factors positively affect governance in 

budget approval. 

Hypothesis 2 Knowledge and understanding of the MPs positively affect 

governance in budget approval. 

Hypothesis 3 Information provision positively affects governance in budget 

approval. 

Hypothesis 4 

 

Participation mechanisms positively affect governance in budget 

approval. 

  

  

2.6  Chapter Summary   

 

This  chapter  reviews  the  theoretical  and empirical  literature  relevant  to 

governance  in  budget  approval  in  order  to  construct  an  analytical  model  for  further 

analysis.   

First,  the  chapter  presents  the  underlying  concept  of  governance  and 

governance of the budget in order to better understand its roots for further construction 

of the applied concept of governance in budget approval.  Second, this chapter reviews 

the theoretical literature in order to examine the factors that would affect governance 

in  budget  approval.    Then,  the  empirical  literature  on  budget  approval  in  the  Thai 

context was reviewed in order to supplement the prior theoretical literature. 
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Next,  drawn  from  the  theoretical  and  empirical  literature,  four  determinants 

including  the  institutional-related  factors,  individual  factors,  information  provision, 

and  participation  mechanisms,  were  proposed  as  the  factors  affecting  governance  in 

budget  approval  by  the  parliament  of  Thailand.    In  this  section,  empirical  researches 

from countries abroad were synthesized in order to support each variable. Finally, the 

chapter proposed a conceptual framework.  Then, the research hypotheses of this study 

were demonstrated. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

     

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

CHAPTER 3 

             

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

  

 This  chapter  presents  the  research  methodology  used  for  this  study.    It  is 

organized  into  three  sections.    In  this  research,  the  quantitative  was  applied  as  the 

main  method,  with  the  qualitative  methodology  used  as  a  secondary  method  to 

display  the  overall  picture  of  budget  approval  in  Thailand,  to  provide  the  primary 

analysis,  and  to  support  the  results  gained  through  the  quantitative  study.    The  first 

section  describes  the  research  design,  which  contains  the  overview  of  the  research 

methodology.    The  second  section  presents  the  quantitative  research  method, 

including  population  and  sampling,  measurement  development,  data  collection,  and 

data  analysis  methods.    The  last  section  describes  the  qualitative  research  method, 

focusing on sources of data, data collection, and data analysis methods. 

 

3.1  Research Design 

 

   The main objective of this study was to explore the major factors influencing 

governance in budget approval by the parliament of Thailand.  In order to gain breadth 

and depth in the understanding of the determinants of governance in budget approval 

by the parliament, both quantitative and qualitative approaches are used in this study.   

The  quantitative  approach  provides  the  dominant  paradigm  and  the  qualitative 

approach is a supplementary component of the study. 

   The study is primarily a survey research, relying mainly on the collection and 

analysis  of  primary  data  collected  through  questionnaires.    The  questionnaires  were 

used  to  gather  information  from  many  respondents,  covering  a  wide  range  of  issues 

about  their  beliefs,  opinions,  characteristics,  and  past  or  present  behavior  in  actual 

budget approval by the parliament.  In order to reinforce the confidence of the research 
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results and to enable the researcher to gain in-depth insight into governance in budget 

approval, in-depth interviews based on case studies were also used. 

 

3.2  Quantitative Approach 

 

  3.2.1  Unit of Analysis 

 In  this  research,  the  analysis  of  governance  in  budget  approval  by  the 

parliament of Thailand was mainly derived from the related individuals’ perspectives.  

The unit of analysis thus was individual.    

       

  3.2.2.  Population Identification 

 In  this  research,  members  of  the  Budget  Scrutiny  Committee  of  the 

House  of  Representatives  were  of  concern  since  they  are  directly  involved  in  the 

process  of  budget  approval.    Budget  Scrutiny  Committee  has  major  roles  in  the 

consideration of the overall work program of the government’s budget proposal.  They 

can typically bring about changes in the government’s original budget proposal; and at 

the end they can make the final recommendations to the House of Representatives and 

to the cabinet.  However, since this research aimed to study the effectiveness of  the 

tasks of the MPs in carrying out budget approval, not all the committee members but 

only  the  MPs  that  used  to  work  within  the  Budget  Scrutiny  Committee  were 

considered  as  the  main  targeted  population.  In  this  connection,  those  that  were 

members of the House of Representatives’ Budget Scrutiny Committee since the fiscal 

years 2003 were included in the group for this research; others were excluded. 
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Figure 3.1  Target Population in This Research 

 

  3.2.3  Sampling Designs 

 In  this  research,  the  non-random  sampling  technique  of  the  census 

sampling  method  was  used  for  a  study  of  governance  in  budget  approval  by  the 

parliament from the Budget Scrutiny Committee’s perspective due to its modest size 

of Budget Scrutiny Committee.  Research on the samples of this study revealed that 

some of the MPs stood in the Budget Scrutiny Committee more than once.  The total 

number of samples was 196 people.  Remarkably, it was noted that budget approval 

conducted  during  the  fiscal  years  2007-2008  was  excluded  since  the  legislature  had 

not been elected during that time.   

 

Table 3.1  Data on the MP’s Representatives in Budget Scrutiny Committee 

                                                                                                                     Unit: Persons 

Fiscal 

Year 

Total Number 

of Committee 

Members 

The MPs’ 

Representatives 

Not the MPs’ 

Representatives  

Budget Bureau 

Senior Officers 

2003 63 49 11 3 

2004 63 51 9 3 

2005 63 48 12 3 

2006 64 54 7  3  

 

 

The MPs 

Budget Committees 

Population 
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Fiscal 

Year 

Total Number 

of Committee 

Members 

The MPs’ 

Representatives 

Not the MPs’ 

Representatives  

Budget Bureau 

Senior Officers 

2007 - - - - 

2008 - - - - 

2009 63 47 13 3 

 

  3.2.4  Measurement Development   

   The conceptual framework of the study presents the relationships among 

the  variables  affecting  governance  in  budget  approval.    The  variables  in  the 

conceptual  framework  comprise  the  rule  of  law,  allocative  efficiency,  transparency 

and responsibility, as governance in budget approval, while the independent variables 

are  institutional  related  factors,  individual  factors,  information  provision,  and 

participation  mechanisms.    Based  on  the  conceptual  framework,  the 

measurement development process  was  employed  in  order  to  generate  the  items  or 

questions  used  to  measure  the  constructs  in  the  study.    The  measurement  in  this 

research  was  developed  through  multiple  measurements.  A  literature  review  on 

relevant  measurements    found  that  fact-based  indicators  often  reflect  only formal de 

jure realities, but these do not reflect de facto realities which are often informal and 

unwritten  (OECD,  2006:  31).    In  this  research,  therefore,  a  perception  questionnaire 

was  constructed;  due  to  the  fact  that  governance  in  budget  approval  defines  the 

surroundings in which decision-making, participation, and advocacy in the allocation 

of public resources takes place, it was essential to evaluate the existing perceptions in 

this  area.    Knowledge  questions  were  set  to  uncover  the  extent  to  which  the 

respondents  knew  about  certain  issues.    Further,  in  order  to  place  the  perception 

survey  results  into  context,  a  practical  questionnaire  was  also  included  in  order  to 

determine the level to which governance was adopted in practice.  The questionnaires 

used for this study were designed by the author based on relevant instruments, such as 

the  Latin  American  index  of  budget  transparency,  the  Parliamentary  Centre’s 

indicators of parliamentary performance in the budget process, the Inter-Parliamentary 

Union’s self-assessment toolkit for parliaments, the IBP’s open budge questionnaire, a 

questionnaire  of  the  survey  on  budget  transparency,  and  the  IMF’s  code  of  good 
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practices  on  fiscal  transparency  and  questionnaire  on  fiscal  institutions.  The 

development of the measurements in this research is illustrated as follow.   

      3.2.4.1  Dependent variables 

  The  level  of  governance  in  budget  approval  was  measured  by  the 

degree of accountability the MPs, linked to their represented citizens.  The measure of 

governance  is  set  through  the  four  sub-concepts  composing  the  rule  of  law, 

transparency, efficiency, and responsibility.  In order to measure the governance level, 

all of the degrees of these four compositions were summed, and then were averaged as 

an aggregate level of governance in budget approval.  The details of each sub-scale of 

governance are demonstrated as follows. 

     The rule of law:  

       The  rule  of  law  in  this  study  means  the compliance  of  the  MPs’ 

decisions  and  actions  with  the  laws  and  regulations  so  that  no  abuse  of  power  was 

taken  within  the  budget  approval  process.    By  the  rule  of  law,  the  MPs’  actions  on 

scrutinizing and amending of the proposed budget are answerable to public.   

                 The  measurements  of  the  rule  of  law  used  in  this  study  were 

developed  on  the  basis  of  constitutional  restrictions.    According  to  the  constitution, 

any proposal, submission of a motion or commission of an act which results in direct 

or indirect involvement in the use of the  appropriations shall not be permitted.  The 

MPs shall not submit a motion adding any item or amount to the bill.  The MPs may 

submit a motion reducing or abridging the expenditures which are not expenditures for 

payment of the principal of a loan, interest on a loan, or money payable in accordance 

with the law.  The questions were constructed to measure the level of compliance with 

or adherence to the constitutional law the MPs had in real practice. 

   The  measurements  of  the  rule  of  law  were  obtained  from  the  self-

rating  of  the  respondents.    Measurement  was  measured  by  a  scale  ranging  from  1 

(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).  It should be noted that all of the questions 

were  set  as  negative  questions.    The  scores  taken  from  each  item,  thus,  should  be 

transformed:  a  scale  of  1  (strongly  disagree)  has  a  value  =  5,  while  a  scale  of  5 

(strongly  agree)  has  a  value  = 1.    Then,  the  new  scores  were  computed  by 

mathematical addition in order to represent the total score which reflected the level of 

the rule of law the respondents had. 
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    The questions developed to measure the level of the rule of law are 

displayed as follows.      

1) You  are  a  representative  of  people  in  the  electoral  area,  and 

thus have to support budget allocation in your area (RL1). 

2)   You  are  a  representative  of  a  political  party,  and  thus  have  to 

support  budget  allocation  in  areas  or  ministries/agencies your 

political party is involved in (RL2). 

3) You  proposed  an  increase  in  the  stage  of  the  committee’s 

consideration (RL3). 

4) You  cooperated  with  the  ministries/agencies  to  propose  an 

increase in the budget (RL4). 

5) You proposed reduction  in the expenditure for payment  of the 

principal of a loan or interest on a loan (RL5). 

6) You  proposed  reduction  in  money  payable  in  accordance  with 

the law (RL6). 

     Allocative efficiency: 

  Allcoative  efficiency  in  this  study means  the  distribution  of 

resources  on  the  basis  of  the  effectiveness  of  public  expenditures  in  meeting 

government  strategic  objectives.    Allocative  efficiency  includes  the  capacity  to  shift 

resources from old priorities to new ones, and from less to more effective programs.  

It  requires  that  the  parliament  emphasize  the  government’s  strategic  objectives  and 

that  it  assess  the  actual  or  expected  contribution  of  public  expenditures  to  those 

objectives. 

  Allocative  efficiency  was  measured  by  a  scale  ranging  from 1 

(strongly  disagree)  to  5  (strongly  agree).    The  questions  under  this  sub-scale  of 

governance were set as negative questions.  The scores taken from each item must be 

transformed:  a  scale  of  1  (strongly  disagree)  has  a  value  =  5,  while  a  scale  of  5 

(strongly agree) has a value = 1.  Then, the sum of the new scores from these items 

reflect the level of allocative efficiency. 

    Based  on  the  operational  definition,  the  questions  developed  to 

measure the level of allocative efficiency are demonstrated as follows.      
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1) Since  the  government’s  strategic  budget allocation  was  set 

incompletely, you did not consider the estimates relative to the 

government’s strategic budget allocations (EF1). 

2) Since  the  government’s  strategic  budget  allocations  were  not 

completely prioritized,  you did not consider the priority  of the 

government’s strategic budget allocations (EF2). 

3) Since  the  government’s  strategic  budget  allocations  are  not 

much  different  from  the  previous  years,  you  did  not  consider 

the government’s strategic budget allocations (EF3). 

4) Since  the  strategic  targets  are  not  completely  set,  you  did  not 

consider  the  targets  of  the  government’s  strategic  budget 

allocation (EF4). 

5) You had  a big workload so  you could  not be concerned about 

prioritization  of  budget  allocation  plans,  outputs,  or  projects 

relative to setting the strategic budget allocation (EF5). 

6) You paid great attention to the appropriateness of the line-item 

expenses (EF6). 

     Transparency: 

       Transparency  in  this  study  means  the  budget  approval  where 

decisions are taken in a manner that is open to the public.  It also means the budget 

approval  information  is  freely  disclosed  and  directly  accessible  to  those  that  will  be 

affected by the adoption.  With this, enough information is provided and it is provided 

by no distortion. 

     Transparency  was  measured  by  a  scale  ranging  from 1  (strongly 

disagree)  to  5  (strongly  agree).   The  questions  under  this  sub-scale  of  governance 

were set as negative questions.  The scores taken from each item must be transformed: 

a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) has a value = 5, while a scale of 5 (strongly agree) has 

a value = 1.  The sum score from these items reflects the level of transparency.  Based 

on the operational definition mentioned above, the questions developed to measure the 

level of transparency are demonstrated as follows. 
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1) To meet with a resolution, you had discussions and decision 

making with committee members outside the committee 

meeting (TP1). 

2) To meet with the resolution, you had discussions and decision 

making with agents or whips outside the committee meeting 

(TP2). 

3) There was budget negotiation by the government ministries or 

agencies besides the committee meeting (TP3). 

4) There was budget negotiation by the minister or through the 

agents outside the committee meeting (TP4). 

5) There was budget negotiation by whips or agents from either 

the government or opposition party outside the committee 

meeting (TP5). 

6) The committee members should have the privilege of securing 

information protection regarding their deliberation (TP6). 

7) Information relating to budget deliberation should be disclosed 

only when having permission by each speaker (TP7).  

8) You should be able to edit or delete some parts of your 

transcripts regarding the budget discussion (TP8).  

9) Only the disclosure should be the summarized resolution, not 

the full version of meeting reports (TP9). 

10) Information should be disclosed only if it will not make for 

widespread argument (TP10). 

     Responsibility:  

 Responsibility in this study means the MPs’ obligation to carry out 

the task of budget  approval.  The responsibility  also refers to the MPs’ liability for 

consequence  of  their  decisions  or  actions  regarding  budget  approval,  including  the 

immediate consequence and medium- or long-term consequence of approved budget. 

  Measurement of the responsibility was measured by a scale ranging 

from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).  The summed score from these items 

reflect the level of responsibility.  Based on the operational definition, the  questions 

developed to measure the level of the responsibility are demonstrated as follows. 
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1) You attended every meeting of budget consideration (RP1). 

2) You attended the entire day’s meeting (RP2). 

3) You  made  deliberations  or  debated  to  amend  the  estimates 

(RP3). 

4) You  made  recommendations  on  the government’s  estimates  to 

the cabinet (RP4). 

5) You  explained  of  the  committee’  resolutions  to  the  National 

Assembly (RP5). 

6) You  made  consideration  to  the  principal  outstanding  debt  and 

the debt in proportion of the total budget (RP6). 

7) You considered the budget cash balances (RP7). 

8) You  considered  capital  expenditure  in  proportion  to  the  total 

budget (RP8). 

9) You should have fiscal responsibility sharing with the     

      government in the event that the budget is approved (RP9). 

10) You should have fiscal responsibility sharing with other MPs in 

the event of change in the estimates proposed by the parliament 

(RP10). 

      3.2.4.2 Independent variables   

   The  independent  variables,  which  are  expected  to  influence 

governance  in  budget  approval,  consist  of  institutional  related  factors,  individual 

factors,  information  provision,  and  participation  mechanisms.    The  operation  and 

measurement of these variables are discussed below. 

   Institutional-related factors: 

   In  this  study  institutional  factors  refer  to  the  underlying 

characteristics  of  constitutional  power,  the  setting  Budget  Scrutiny  Committee,  and 

supporting staff that are causally related to the MP’s task of budget approval. 

   The  institutional  factors  were  measured  through  the  MPs’ 

perceptions of institutional support regarding their tasks in budget approval, including 

the  power  provided  by  the  constitutional  law  and  the  supporting  organization  and 

staff.    The  institutional  factors  were  measured  on  a  scale  ranging  from strongly 
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disagree to strongly agree.  The higher score meant higher perception of institutional 

support for budget approval. 

1) You have enough constitutional power to amend the budget 

appropriations (IS1). 

2) You have enough constitutional power to reject the budget 

appropriations (IS2). 

3) There is enough time allowing for budget consideration (IS3). 

4) There is a well-designed committee structure to enable 

consideration of the budget appropriations (IS4). 

5) An internal arrangement of specialized sub-committees enables 

consideration of the budget appropriations (IS5). 

6) The committee’s criteria setting for considering of the estimates 

are clear and beneficial (IS6). 

7) You received technical advice supported by the Secretariat of 

the House of Representatives’ staff (IS7). 

8) You received academic advice or budget research supported by 

the Secretariat of the House of Representatives’ staff (IS8). 

9) You received technical advice provided by the Bureau of the 

Budget (IS9). 

10) You received academic advice or budget research supported by 

the Bureau of the Budget (IS10). 

   Individual factors:  

   In  this  study  individual  factors  refer to  the  MPs’  knowledge  and 

understanding  of  particular  subjects  that  are  causally  related  to  their  competence  in 

making decisions and actions on budget approval. 

   The  MPs’  knowledge  and  understanding  were  measured  through 

self-assessment  regarding knowledge  background  and  understanding  of  economics, 

budgeting, laws and regulations, and particular kinds of knowledge on past approved 

budget.   Measurement of knowledge and understanding of the MPs is measured by a 

scale  ranging  from  strongly  disagree  to  strongly  agree.   The  higher  score  meant  the 

higher  knowledge  and  understanding  the  respondents  have  to  support  the  MPs’ 

competence in making budget approval. 
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1) You have good understanding of the government’s setting of 

fiscal discipline and sustainability framework (ID1). 

2) You have good understanding of the sources of budget and 

extrabudgetary or non-budgetary funds (ID2). 

3) You have good understanding of the application of the logical 

framework to cascade the strategic budget allocation to target 

outputs and the budget (ID3). 

4) You have good understanding of the output measurement and 

setting of the output indicator (ID4). 

5) You have good understanding of the setting of medium-term 

expenditure framework to estimate the future budget (ID5). 

6) You have good understanding of related laws and regulations 

on the reimbursement of the treasury balance (ID6). 

7) You have good understanding of related laws and regulations 

on budget modification and transfer of budget (ID7). 

8) You have good understanding of the Budget Procedure Act 

which allows the executive to approve the committed budget in 

addition to the Appropriations Act. (ID8). 

9) You have good understanding of the criteria for allocating the 

committed budget (ID9). 

10) You have good understanding of past performances of 

commitment projects (ID10). 

11) You have good understanding of actual budget modification of 

the past committed budget (ID11). 

    Information provision: 

   Information  provision  in  this  study  refers  to  the  relevant  budget 

information  the  MPs  were  provided  for  the  purpose  of  making  decisions  during  the 

process of budget approval.   

   Information  provision  was  measured  through  the  MPs’  perception 

of  provided  budget  information  regarding  the  comprehensiveness  of  information, 

usefulness of budget documents, and reliability of information provision.  Information 

provision was measured by a scale ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree.  
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The  higher  score  meant  stronger  information  support  to  the  MPs’  in  making  budget 

approval. 

1) You received information supported by the Office of the 

National Economic and Social Development Board (IF1). 

2) You received information supported by the Comptroller 

General’s Department (IF2). 

3) You received information supported by the Office of the Auditor 

General (IF3). 

4) You received information on economic assumption, such as 

economic growth rate, inflation rate, exchange rate (IF4). 

5) You received information on budget deposit. (IF5) 

6) You received information on the principle outstanding debt 

(IF6).  

7) You received information supported by the ministries and line 

agencies (IF7). 

8)  You received information on the actual budget spending in the 

past fiscal years (IF8). 

9) You received information on the details of the receipts and 

expenditures in the past and present years (IF9). 

10) Budget documents are clear and easy to understand (IF10). 

11) Budget documents have explanatory power to clearly display the 

relationship between the government strategic budget allocation 

and the estimates of outputs or projects (IF11). 

12) Budget documents have sufficient analytical power to make 

further analysis (IF12).  

13) You received timely information provision on budget documents  

      (IF13). 

14) You received timely information on supplementary budget 

information (IF14). 

15) The budget information provided you was precise and accurate 

(IF15). 

16) You received up-to-date of budget information (IF16). 
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17) The provided budget information from various sources was 

consistent (IF17). 

    Participation mechanisms: 

   In this study participation mechanisms refer to public mechanisms 

for equal participation within the budget approval process.  These mechanisms include 

the setting mechanism of the  Budget Scrutiny Committee and other mechanisms for 

people’s participation. 

   Participation  mechanism  is  measured  by  a  scale  ranging  from 

strongly  disagree  to  strongly  agree.    The  higher  score  meant  higher  participation 

within the budget approval process. 

1) There was a composition of committee seats between the 

government parties and opposition parties (PT1). 

2) There was good alternation of the acting committee 

chairpersons between the members from government parties 

and opposition parties (PT2). 

3) There was equal information access among the government and 

opposition committee members (PT3). 

4) There was equal power to amend the proposed budget by the 

government and the opposition bloc committee (PT4). 

5) There was citizen involvement in budget approval process via 

air mail or internet protocol (PT5). 

6) There was citizen involvement though public hearing during the 

budget approval process (PT6).  

7) There was citizen participation in the committee meetings (PT7). 

8) A large number of citizens participated in the budget approval 

process (PT8). 

9) Various groups of people participated in the budget approval 

process (PT9). 

10) People’s participations was evenly of concern by the committee 

(PT10). 
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 In  sum,  the  measure of  all  research  variables,  which  included  the 

dependent  variable  and  independent  variables  included  in  the  model  and  their 

corresponding measurements, is presented in Table 3.2. 

 

Table 3.2  Summary of the Model Measures of Variables 

 

Concept Description Variables/                   

Question number 

Dependent Variable: Governance in Budget Approval  

1) The Rule of Law Compliance with the MPs’ decisions and 

actions regarding laws and regulations so that 

no abuse of power was taken within the 

budget approval process.   

6 questions 

(RL1- RL6) 

2) Allocative   

    Efficiency 

Distribution of resources on the basis of the 

effectiveness of public expenditures in 

meeting the government’s strategic objectives.   

6 questions 

(EF1- EF6) 

3) Transparency Budget decision-making is open to the public 

and information on budget approval is directly 

accessible to those that will be affected by the 

adoption. 

10 questions 

(TP1- TP10) 

4) Responsibility The MPs’ obligation to carry out the task of 

budget approval and liability for the 

consequence of their decisions or actions 

regarding budget approval. 

10 questions 

(RP1- RP10) 

Independent Variables 

1) Institutional 

Factors 

The underlying characteristics of 

constitutional power, the setting structure of 

Budget Scrutiny Committee, and supporting 

staff that are causally related to the MP’s task 

of budget approval. 

10 questions 

(IS1- IS10) 

2) Individual Factors The MPs’ knowledge and understanding of 

particular subjects that are causally related to 

their competence in making decisions and 

actions on budget approval. 

11 questions 

(ID1- ID11) 



 

 

75 

Table 3.2  (Continued) 

 

Concept Description Variables/                   

Question number 

3) Information 

Provision 

Comprehensiveness, usefulness, and 

reliability of budget information the MPs 

were provided for the purpose of making 

decisions during the process of budget 

approval.   

17 questions 

(IF1- IF17) 

4) Participant 

Mechanism 

Public mechanism for equal participation 

within the budget approval process.  The 

mechanisms include the setting mechanism of 

the Budget Scrutiny Committee and other 

mechanisms for people’s participation. 

10 questions 

(PT1- PT10) 

 

  3.2.5  Validity of Measurement  

 In  this  study,  there  are  two  types  of  validity.    First,  content  validity 

focuses on the procedures that are used to develop the research instrument.  Careful 

scrutiny of the literature, preliminary interviews with experts in the field, and the pilot 

test  were  conducted.    Secondly,  the  assessment  of  unidimensionality  also  entails  a 

series  of  validity  checks,  including  construct  validity.   The  scores  taken  from  each 

scale, ranging from 1 to 5, can be computed by mathematical addition to represent the 

total score of each scale.  

 In  order  to  ensure  their  construct  validity,  all  scales  were  processed 

through  confirmation  factory  analysis  for  validity  testing  purpose.   The 

unidimensionality of each set of items assessed by principal component extraction and 

varimax  rotation  sorting  for  the  highest  score  was  undertaken.   The  results  are 

demonstrated as follows. 

    3.2.5.1  Dependent Variables 

   In this sub-section, all the four sub-scales of governance in budget 

approval,  composing  rule  of  law,  allocative  efficiency,  transparency,  and 

responsibility,  were tested for validity testing purposes through  confirmatory factory 

analysis.    As  revealed  in  Table  3.4,  sub-scale  transparency  was  divided  into  two 
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components,  which  can  be  labeled  as  transparent  procedure  and  transparent 

information.    Further,  the  sub-scale  responsibility  was  also  divided  into  two 

components,  which  can be  labeled  as  task  responsibility  and  responsibility  for  the 

consequences.    The results from a factor analysis for scale items, therefore, yielded 

six  components.    From  the  factor  analysis  of  all  questions,  some  questions  were 

extracted.    Only  the  questions  representing  the  sub-scale  governance  were 

demonstrated as follows. 

 

Table 3.3  Factor Analysis of Governance in Budget Approval 

 

Variables Content 
Factor Loading 

I II III IV V VI 

Factor I The Rule of Law       

RL1 Not involved in the use of budget 
for the benefits of electoral areas.  
 

0.758      

RL2 Not involved in the use of budget 
appropriations for the benefit of 
political parties.  
 

0.821      

RL3 Not involved in direct submission 
of a motion adding item or amount 
to the bill.  
 

0.685      

RL4 Not involved in indirect 
submission of a motion adding 
item or amount to the bill.  
 

0.689      

RL5 Not reducing expenditures which 
are money for payment of the 
principal of a loan or interest on a 
loan.  
 

0.677      

Factor II Allocative Efficiency       

EF1 Consideration of the estimates 
relative to the government’s 
strategic budget allocation.  
 

 0.764     

EF2 Consideration of the priority of the 
government’s strategic budget 
allocation.  
 
 

 0.728     
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Table 3.3  (Continued) 

 

Variables Content 
Factor Loading 

I II III IV V VI 

EF3 Consideration of change in each 
year of government’s strategic 
budget allocation.  
 

 0.674     

EF4 Consideration of the targets of 
government’s strategic budget 
allocation.  
 

 0.630     

EF5 Prioritization of budget allocation 
plans, outputs, and projects 
regarding  the strategic budget 
allocation.  
 

 0.695     

Factor III Transparent Procedure       

TP1 Openness of budget decision 
making of the committee 
members.  
 

  0.795    

TP2 Openness of budget decision 
making of other key persons, such 
as the agents or coordinators.  
 

  0.818    

TP3 Open budget negotiation by the 
government ministry or agency’s 
officials. 
 

  0.796    

TP4 Open budget negotiation by the 
minister or his agents.  
 

  0.841    

TP5 Open budget negotiation by whip 
or agents from either the 
government or opposition parties. 
  

  0.701    

Factor IV Transparent Information       

TP6 Obligation to make information 
available and accessible to public 
without any privilege to secure 
protection.  
 

   0.813   

TP7 Permission for disclosure of the 
committee members’ debate on the 
estimates with no condition for an 
allowance.  
 
 

   0.829   
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Table 3.3  (Continued) 

 

Variables Content 
Factor Loading 

I II III IV V VI 

TP8 Compliance with full disclosure of 
information on budget approval 
without any distortion.    
 

   0.819   

TP9 Compliance with full disclosure of 
all relevant information on budget 
approval besides the summarized 
resolution.  
  

   0.779   

TP10 Subjection to greater scrutiny and 
more widespread comment.  
 

   0.701   

Factor V Task Responsibility       

RP1 Attendance to the meetings.  
 

    0.605  

RP2 Time devote to an all-day meeting.  
 

    0.749  

RP3 Debating or reducing the 
estimates.  
 

    0.852  

RP4 Making recommendations on the 
government’s estimates to the 
cabinet.  
 

    0.830  

RP5 Explaining the committee’s 
resolutions to the National 
Assembly.  
 

    0.816  

Factor VI Responsibility for Consequences       

RP6 Consideration of the principal 
outstanding debt and the debt in 
proportion to total budget.  
 

     0.749 

RP7 Consideration of budget cash 
balances.  
 

     0.881 

RP8 Consideration of capital 
expenditure in proportion to total 
budget. 
 

     0.785 

RP9 Subjection to fiscal responsibility 
sharing with the government in 
event of approved budget. 
 

     0.743 
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Table 3.3  (Continued) 

 

Variables Content 
Factor Loading 

I II III IV V VI 

RP10 Subjection to fiscal responsibility 
sharing by the MPs event of 
change in the estimates proposed 
by the parliament.  
  

     0.739 

 

   3.2.5.2 Independent variables 

         Institutional-related  factors: Twelve  questions  were  constructed 

to  measure  the  institutional  independent  factors.    A  factor  analysis  confirmed  the 

separation of questions into three components, as proposed  in the former part of the 

development of the conceptual framework.  From the factor analysis of all questions, 

two  questions  were  extracted.    Consequently,  ten  questions  represented  the 

institutional factors.  The results are shown as follows. 

   

Table 3.4  Factor Analysis of Institutional-Related Factors 

 

Variables Content 
Factor Loading 

I II III 

Factor I Constitutional provision    

IS1 Budget amendment power within constitutional 
provision.  
 

0.883   

IS2 Budget rejection power within constitutional 
provision.  
 

0.865   

IS3 Time allowed for budget consideration with 
constitutional provision.  
 

0.543   

Factor II The setting  structure of the Budget Scrutiny 
Committee 

   

IS4 Setting-up of well-designed committee structure. 
 

 0.681  

IS5 Setting up of internal support for specialization. 
 

 0.843  

IS6 Setting up of clear budget criteria for considering the 
estimates. 
 

 0.612  
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Table 3.4  (Continued) 

 

Variables Content 
Factor Loading 

I II III 

Factor III Supporting staff    

IS7 Technical advice provided by the Secretariat of the 
House of Representatives’ staff.  
 

  0.858 

IS8 Academic advice or budget research provided by the 
Secretariat of the House of Representatives’ staff.  
 

  0.795 

IS9 Technical advice provided by the Bureau of the 
Budget.  
 

  0.856 

IS10 Academic advice or budget research provided by the 
Bureau of the Budget.   
 

  0.818 

 

 Individual  factors: According  to  the  questions  constructed  to 

measure the factors of knowledge and understanding of individuals, a factor analysis 

was  formed  into  one  component  consisting  of  eleven  questions,  whereas  two 

questions  were  extracted.  The  results  of  the  factor  analysis  yielded  only  one 

component of the scale, labeled as knowledge and understanding, as demonstrated in 

the following (Table 3.5). 

  

Table 3.5  Factor Analysis of Knowledge and Understanding 

 

Variables Content 

Factor 

Loading 

I 

Factor I Knowledge and understanding  

ID1 The government’s setting of fiscal discipline and sustainability 
framework. 
 

0.714 

ID2 Sources of budget and extrabudgetary or non-budgetary funds.  
 

0.719 

ID3 Application of logical framework to cascade the strategic budget 
allocation to target outputs and the budget.  
 

0.780 

ID4 Output measurement and setting of output indicator.  
 

0.735 
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Table 3.5  (Continued) 

 

Variables Content 

Factor 

Loading 

I 

ID5 Setting of medium-term expenditure framework to estimate the 
future budget. 
 

0.783 

ID6 Related laws and regulations on the reimbursement of the treasury 
balance.  
 

0.760 

ID7 Relatied laws and regulations on budget modification and transfer of 
budget.  
 

0.753 

ID8 Budget Procedure Act, which allows the executive to approve 
committed budget in addition to the Appropriations Act.  
 

0.559 

ID9 Criteria for allocating committed budget.  
 

0.628 

ID10 Past performance of commitment projects.  
 

0.684 

ID11 Actual budget modification of the past committed budget.  
 

0.731 

 

 Information provision: According to the questions constructed to 

measure the factors of information provision, a factor analysis of each component of 

the  questions  was  undertaken  by  separating  the  independent  variable  of  information 

provision  into  four  components.    A  factor  analysis  confirmed  the  separation  of 

questions into separate directions, as proposed in the former part of the development 

of  the  conceptual  framework.    However,  the  variable  comprehensiveness  of 

information  was  divided  into  two  components,  which  were  labeled  as  information 

supported  by  central  bureaus  and  information  supported  by  ministries  and  agencies.   

From  the  factor  analysis  of  all  questions,  no  question  was  extracted.    Seventeen 

questions represented the independent variable of information provision.  The results 

of the factor analysis yielded four components, as demonstrated in the following table 

(Table 3.6).   
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Table 3.6  Factor Analysis of Information Provision 

 

Variables Content 
Factor Loading 

I II III IV 

Factor I Information supported by central bureaus     

IF1 Information supported by Office of the 
National Economic and Social Development 
Board.  
 

0.821    

IF2 Information supported by the Comptroller 
General’s Department.  
 

0.900    

IF3 Information supported by Office of the Auditor 
General.  
 

0.883    

IF4 Provision of economic assumption, such as 
economic growth rate, inflation rate, exchange 
rate, etc.  
 

0.875    

IF5 Provision of budget deposit.  
 

0.893    

IF6 Provision of principle outstanding debt. 
 

0.842    

Factor II Information supported by ministries and 
agencies 

    

IF7 Information supported by the ministries and 
line agencies.  
 

 0.660   

IF8 Provision of actual budget spending in the past 
fiscal years.  
 

 0.823   

IF9 Provision of details of the receipts and 
expenditures in the past and present years.  
 

 0.812   

Factor III Usefulness of budget documents     

IF10 Clearness of budget documents.  
 

  0.811  

IF11 Explanation power of budget documents.   
 

  0.843  

IF12 Analytical power of budget documents. 
 

  0.695  

Factor IV Reliability of information provision     

IF13 Timely information provision of budget 
documents.  
 

   0.740 

IF14 Timely information provision of 
supplementary budget information.  
 

   0.744 
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Table 3.6  (Continued) 

 

Variables Content 
Factor Loading 

I II III IV 

IF15 Accuracy of budget information provision.  
 

   0.760 

IF16 Up-to-date budget information provision.  
 

   0.881 

IF17 Consistency of budget information provision.  
 
 

   0.669 

 

 Participant  mechanisms: Ten  questions  were  constructed  to 

measure  the  institutional  independent  factors.    A  factor  analysis  confirmed  the 

separation  of  questions  into  two  components,  as  proposed  in  the  former  part  of  the 

development of the conceptual framework.  From the factor analysis of all questions, 

no question was extracted.  Consequently, all ten questions represented the participant 

mechanisms.  The results are shown as follows. 

 

Table 3.7  Factor Analysis of Participant Mechanisms 

 

Variables Content 

Factor 

Loading 

I II 

Factor I Participation of Budget Scrutiny Committee   

PT1 Good composition of committee seats between the  
government parties and opposition parties.  
 

0.786  

PT2 Alternate acting committee chairpersons between members  
from government parties and opposition parties.  
 

0.783  

PT3 Equal information access by the government and the  
opposition bloc committee.  
 

0.714  

PT4 Equal power to amend the proposed budget by the  
government and the opposition bloc committee.  
 

0.615  

Factor II People’s participation   

PT5 Citizen involvement in budget approval process via air  
mail or internet protocol.  
 

 0.784 
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Table 3.7  (Continued) 

 

Variables Content 

Factor 

Loading 

I II 

PT6 Citizen involvement though public hearing during budget 
approval process.  
 

 0.866 

PT7 Citizen participation in the committee meetings.  
 

 0.726 

PT8 Number of citizens’ participations in budget approval 
process.  
 

 0.867 

PT9 Groups of people participating in budget approval process.  
 

 0.870 

PT10 Consideration of people’s recommendations evenly.  
 

 0.840 

 

 3.2.6  Reliability of Measurement   

 Reliability  concerns  the  extent  to  which  an  experiment,  test,  or  any 

measuring  procedure  yields  the  same  results  on  repeated  trials  (Carmine  and  Zeller, 

1979: 11).  In this research, the reliability of the questionnaire was assessed based on 

Cronbach's coefficient alpha, which is used to determine the internal consistency of a 

measure (Cronbach, 1951: 297-334).  Cronbach (1951: 297-334) and Nunnally (1978) 

suggest  that  an  alpha  coefficient  of  0.7  be  considered  the  minimum  threshold.    The 

reliability  test  was  undertaken  using  the  SPSS  program.    The  results  from  the 

reliability test are demonstrated as follows. 

 

Table 3.8  Reliability Coefficient of Scale Items of Governance 

 

Scales Cronbach’s Alpha 

Allocative Efficiency 0.810 

Rule of Law 0.772 

Transparency 0.785 

Responsibility 0.844 

An Aggregate Governance 0.817 
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Table 3.9  Reliability Coefficient of Scale Items of Independent Variables 

 

Scales Cronbach’s Alpha 

Individual factors 0.897 

Institutional factors  0.776 

Information availability 0.933 

Participant mechanisms 0.890 

 

 To conclude, the results of the reliability tests presented in Table 3.5 and 

3.6  confirm  that  all  of  the  scales  used  in  this  study  had  moderate  to  high  reliability 

coefficients, with an alpha value ranging from 0.772 to 0.933. 

             

 3.2.7  Data Collection 

         In order to test the proposed hypotheses in this study, data were collected 

by  means  of  self-administered questionnaires.  The data collection stage was  divided 

as follows.     

 Step 1. Data collection from samples that are the present MPs.  

         A  pilot  test  was  first  conducted  to  determine  the  reliability  of  the 

measurement  instruments  and  to  identify  potential  problems  that  might  occur  during 

the  data  collection.    Sudman  (1976)  notes  that  the  size  of  a  sample  for  a  pilot  test 

should  be  20-50,  while  Kanlaya  Vanichbuncha  (2003)  suggests  that  a  sample  size 

should be at least 25.  Therefore, a sample size of 30 was decided to be appropriate for 

the pilot test.  In July of 2009, the questionnaires were distributed to 30 samples at the 

parliament  directly  by  hand.    For  this  first  stage,  the  respondents  were  asked  to 

complete the questionnaire and return it to the researcher directly by hand on that day 

or during the next days.  This was to shorten the time lag from mail return, to prevent 

lost data, and to create a very close follow-up with the respondents.  At this stage, 30 

questionnaires were obtained from the respondents.   

          As a pre-test was confirmed by the SPSS, about two weeks after the first 

sending of the questionnaires, all of the questionnaires were delivered by hand to other 

MPs who were in the sample group.  In order to approach them all, the researcher went 

to meet them at the parliament and their party headquarters. Testimonials and letters of 
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approval  from  the  School  of  Public  Administration,  the  National  Institution  of 

Development  Administration,  was  first  delivered  to  introduce the  purpose  of  the 

meeting.    All  the  respondents  were  informed  that  they  could  select  one  of  the  three 

alternatives for questionnaire return—return by hand, mail return, or pick-up at service 

site.  After two weeks passed, a follow-up reminder was made.  The researchers went 

to  the  parliament  and  political  parties  to  meet  them  again  to  remind  those  not 

responding  and  they  were  gently  asked  for  cooperation  again.      The  data  collection 

stage was completed during the first week of September, 2009.  In sum, the response 

rate for this stage was about 72 percent or 72 out of 100 questionnaires. 

 Step 2. Data collection from samples who were the past MPs.   

          For  the  second  group  who  were  the  past  MPs,  the  questionnaires  were 

delivered  to  their  home  by  mail.    In  August,  2009,  telephone  contact  before 

distributing the questionnaires was first made in order to introduce the research and to 

solicit the contact person.  Then, the questionnaires were sent out.  After two weeks, a 

follow-up reminder by telephone was made in order to remind those not responding. 

The  data  collection  stage  was  completed  during  the  last  week  of  September,  2009.   

With  the  limitation  of  the  mail  survey  technique  itself,  in  sum,  the  response  rate  for 

this  stage  was  about  28  percent,  or  24 out  of  96  questionnaires.    As  such,  in 

aggregation,  the  response  rate  of  the  data  collection  was  48.98  percent,  or  96  out  of 

196 questionnaires, respectively.   

 

 3.2.8  Data Analysis   

             The  data  obtained  from  the  questionnaire  survey  were  analyzed  using 

SPSS  (Version  17.0).    In  this  research,  statistical  assumptions  of  statistical  tools, 

including  descriptive  statistics,  analysis  of  variance,  and  multiple  regressions,  were 

examined.  Descriptive  statistics  for  the  characteristics  of  the  respondents  such  as 

mean, average, and frequency were used to describe the general characteristics of the 

variables.    Pearson's  correlation  technique  was  used  as  an  analysis  tool  to  test  for 

multicollinearity.  Multiple regression analysis was used to test the hypotheses of the 

determinants  of  governance  in  budget  approval.    In  sum,  the  research  results  in  this 

study consist of five steps.   
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 Step 1. Profile of respondents   

  In order to describe the informants, univariate statistic was used.  Data on 

the  informants  was  explained  by  the  marginal  frequencies  of percentage  (%),  max, 

min, mean (X), and a more sophisticated measure of standard deviation (SD).   

                     Step 2. Descriptive statistics for level of governance 

                      In  order  to describe  the  dependent  variable,  which  shows  the  level  of 

governance  in  budget  approval  by  the  parliament  of  Thailand,  the  same  method  of 

univariate  statistic—which  includes  percentage  (%),  max,  min,  mean  (X),  and 

Standard  Deviation  (SD)—was  used.   Generally,  the  percentage  of  positive  or 

negative responses was reported per each indicator of governance in budget approval.  

This  percentage  was  the  sum  of  responses  of  the  scales  value  1  and  2,  or  4  and  5 

divided by the total number of valid responses, as per the constructing scale. 

 Step 3. Descriptive statistics for independent variables 

                     In order to describe the variables in this study, the interpretation of mean 

scores  of  each  variable  was  the  following.   In  this  part,  univariate  statistic  was  also 

used, as mentioned in the former steps.  The emphasis is on the percentage of positive 

or negative responses in each independent variable. 

 Step 4. Results of multicollinearity tests 

           Before  testing  the  hypotheses,  the  evaluations  of multicollinearity  were 

employed.  Pearson's correlations were used as analysis tools. 

 Step 5. Results of hypothesis testing 

 In  order  to  examine  the  factors  affecting  governance  in  the  process  of 

budget approval by the parliament, the multivariate statistic of multiple regression was 

used.  Statistical results would then yield a link between the variables and that of the 

stated model, to which the validity of the model was then tested. 

 

3.3  Qualitative Approach 

 

   Although  the  quantitative  methodology  was applied  as  the  main  method,  this 

research began with the qualitative approach in order to analyze the overall picture of 

budget  approval  in  Thailand.    Additionally,  the  qualitative  approach  was  applied  to 

reinforce the confidence of research results from the hypothesis testing.  With this, it 
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would  promote  a  deep,  holistic  understanding  of  a  particular  phenomenon.    This 

approach  provides  insight  into  the  complexity  of  common  occurrences  and  specific 

concrete details to guide understanding of a particular setting.  It also provides insight 

into  the  local  meanings  that  activities  and  practices  have  for  participants.    The 

qualitative approach is mainly employed in Chapter 4 for the primary analysis and is 

supplemented to confirm the quantitative results in Chapter 5. 

 

 3.3.1  Data Collection 

 Qualitative  methodology  employs  various  collection  methods,  including 

documentary research, field observation, and in-depth interviews. 

  3.3.1.1  Documentary data 

 Secondary data are the primary source for qualitative research.  All rules and 

regulations linked to the present budget approval were collected and studied.  Data on 

the  budget  approval  for  the  fiscal  year  2009  were  of  concern.    The  related  data  on 

budget approval by the Budget Scrutiny Committee from the fiscal year 2003 to 2006 

were supplemented.  The main documents concerned in this research are summarized 

as follows: 

1) The Constitution of Thailand B.E. 2540 and B.E. 2550. 

2) The Budget Procedure Act B.E. 2502 (1959) and its 

amendments. 

3) Assembly Regulations B.E. 2549 and B.E. 2551. 

4) Budget documents and supporting documents, fiscal year 2009. 

5) The Assembly’s minutes on the three readings of Budget 

Appropriations, the House of Representatives, fiscal year 2009. 

6) The Budget Scrutiny Committee’s meeting reports,             

fiscal year 2009. 

7) Reports of the Budget Scrutiny Committee, fiscal year 2009. 

8) Reports of sub-committees of the Budget Scrutiny 

Committee, fiscal year 2009. 

9) Budget amendment to the Budget Appropriations B.E. 2552 

(2009).             
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  3.3.1.2  Field observation 

 Field  observation  using  the  non-participant  method  was  another  major 

methodology employed in order to gain further insight into the actual budget approval 

by  the  parliament  of  Thailand  in  fiscal  year  2009.    In  order  to  achieve  a  real 

observation, the time for the field study was precisely determined so that  the annual 

budget calendar could be adhered to.  The time schedule for participant observation is 

shown as below:   

 

Parliament meetings for the first reading 27-28 June, 2008 

Budget Scrutiny Committee meetings 30 June-14 August, 2008 

Sub-committee meetings July-August, 2008 

Parliament meetings for the second and third reading 3-4 September, 2008 

    

 With  this  method,  the  character  and  behavior  of  the  MPs,  especially 

members  of  the  Budget  Scrutiny,  were  carefully  observed.    This  was  achieved  by 

using the researcher’s reasoning and experience to obtain the required information.   

 3.3.1.3  In-depth interviews 

 In-depth interviews were employed to provide deeper and more detailed 

information  on  specific  problems  that  could  not  have  been  achieved  by  quantitative 

studies  alone,  as  those  interviewed  felt  unconstrained  to  venture  into  specifically-

related areas of discussion.  Moreover, on the basis of the information obtained from 

these private discussions, more probing questions were devised.   

   In  this  research,  non-random  sampling  was  used  to  conduct  the 

standardized surveys.  Purposive sampling was employed for the in-depth interviews 

of the Budget Scrutiny Committee.  Purposive sampling was selected because there is 

good  evidence  showing  that  it  is  highly  representative  and  provides  in-depth 

information, although it requires that a lot of prior information be obtained.  With this 

sampling  method,  problems  that  might  occur  stem  from  the  risk  that  the  particular 

segment of the population would no longer represent the total or would not represent 

some new issue.  The problem was minimized by selecting members of the committee 

form  both  the  legislative  and  executive  braches,  and  interviews  of  both  the budget 

analysts  of  the  government  agencies  and  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget’s  officers  were 
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conducted.  In  this  connection,  finding  from  each  group  was  checked  by  using  a 

dialectical method. 

   Based on the data triangulation technique, the population of this research 

was  from  three  different  target  groups;  1)  the  Budget  Scrutiny  Committee  of  the 

House of Representatives; 2) the Bureau of the Budget officers; and 3) budget analysts 

of the government line agencies.   

    Details of the in-depth interviews are summarized as follows. 

     1)  Types  of  in-depth  interviews:  During  the  study,  two  types  of 

in-depth interviews were conducted, as demonstrated below. 

     Type  I: The  general interview, which uses basic  guidelines, was 

set so that interviews remained on track. Guidelines for general questions carried out 

in the interviews are provided in Appendix A. 

     Type  II:  The  open-ended  interview  was  carried  out  when 

prepared questions were found to be inappropriate or ineffective.  Subjects were asked 

for  a  candid  explanation of their thoughts and  feelings about  actual  budget approval 

and relevant factors they considered to be current  obstacles to governance in budget 

approval by the parliament of Thailand. 

     2) In-depth interview process 

     These interviews were conducted along the following guidelines: 

      Step 1. The purpose and object of the interview were explained to 

the subject. 

     Step 2. It was clarified to the subjects that all interviews would 

remain strictly confidential and serve only educational purposes. 

     Step 3. Subjects were asked a set of questions. 

                                 Step 4. Subjects were asked for a candid explanation, private 

discussions with more details, or probing questions.     

      Step 5. Answers were summarized to countercheck with subjects’ 

answers.    
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 3.3.2  Data Analysis 

The  data  analysis  for  the  qualitative  study  consisted  of  five  steps,  including                       

use  of  theories  and  concepts  in  the  analysis,  data  checking,  data  indexing,  creating 

preliminary statements and data reduction, and verifying the conclusion. 

The basic methods in data analysis in this study were the analytic induction and 

constant comparison method.  Under the constant comparison method, similarities and 

differences  among  each  of  the  respondents'  views  were  compared.    Analytical 

induction was used to identify common characteristics so that it was easier to compare 

commonalties with the quantitative data. 

 
 3.3.3  Reliability and Validity in Qualitative Study 

Maximizing reliability and validity are just as important in qualitative research 

as  they  are  in  quantitative  research  (Miles  and  Huberman,  1984:  56).    In  order  to 

enhance the reliability of qualitative research, the researcher spent sufficient time with 

the  participants  in  order  to  check  for  discrepancies  in  responses  (i.e.,  prolonged 

engagement  and  persistent  observation),  to  verify  the  accuracy  of  participants' 

responses  (i.e.,  member  checking),  and  to  explore  each  participant's  responses 

meticulously (Lincoln and Guba, 1985: 172).  

In  order  to maximize  the  validity  of  the  qualitative  research  aspect  of  this 

study,  the  participants’  responses  were  accurately  reported  and  represented  and 

multiple  sources  of  information  were  used  to  triangulate  the  qualitative  data  (Miles 

and Huberman, 1984: 56). 

 

3.4  Chapter Summary  

 

This  chapter  explains  the  contents  of  the  research  methodology  of  the  study.   

The study used a non-experimental approach, relying on the collection and analysis of 

existing  data.   The  study  employs the  use  of  multiple  measurement  techniques  and 

various qualitative and quantitative data collection methods as required.  The research 

methodology  used  for  this  study  was  organized  into  two  sections.    The  first  section 

presents  the  quantitative  research  method,  including  population  and  sampling, 

measurement development, data collection, and data analysis methods.  Measurement 
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of the instrument used for this study was a questionnaire, which was designed by the 

author and later was confirmed by factor analysis for validity.  Additionally, reliability 

was  analyzed  and  the  results  for  all  scales  were  highly  reliable.   Measurement  was 

extended  to  cover  the  relationship  of  variables.    Statistical  techniques  were  used  for 

quantitative data analysis.  The methods of statistical analysis consisted of percentage, 

mean,  standard  deviation,  Pearson  correlation  coefficient,  and  regression  analysis.   

Further, the second section describes the qualitative approach, focusing on sources of 

data, data collection, and data analysis methods.  In-depth interviews and documentary 

research  were  the  primary  means  of  collecting  data  for  primary  analysis  and 

confirming the quantitative results, including explicitly explained factors, influences, 

and the relationships of variables.  

 
 



 

 

CHAPTER 4 

 

QUALITATIVE ANALYSIS OF GOVERNANCE 

IN BUDGET APPROVAL BY THE  

PARLIAMENT OF THAILAND  

 
   

This chapter presents the qualitative analysis of governance in budget approval.  

The  first  part  presents  the  legal  framework  of  budget  approval.    The  second  part 

demonstrates  the  budget  approval  process  in  the  parliament.    The  third  part  presents 

the  arrangement  and  decisions  of  the  Budget  Scrutiny  Committee.    The  fourth  part 

involves  information  available  for  budget  consideration.    The  next  part  presents 

information  on  supporting  organizations  and  staff.    The  last  part  consists  of  the 

conclusions  and  discussions  regarding  the  qualitative  approach.    In  each  part,  an 

analysis  of  explicit  explained  factors,  influences,  and  the  relationship  of  research 

variables is emphasized. 

 

4.1  Legal Framework 

 
 4.1.1  Constitution of the Kingdom of Thailand  

 Thailand’s constitution is the major law setting out the framework for approval 

of  the  annual  budget  appropriations  bill.    From  1977  (B.E.  2540),  the  constitutional 

framework has been developed in many aspects.  The Constitutions of the Kingdom of 

Thailand of B.E. 2540 (1997:1-99) and of B.E. 2550 (2007: 1-127) set out major and 

broad terms of budget approval by the parliament  (Table 4.1 and 4.2).  Some of the 

2009  constitution  provisions  setting  out  the  framework  for  budget  approval  were 

developed from past provisions.  Nonetheless, the general provisions for the National 

Assembly  within  Thailand’s  constitutions  of  B.E.  2540  and  2550  are  not  very 

different.  
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  4.1.1.1  Constitutional framework for budget approval    

The  Constitution  of  B.E.  2550  represents  the  key  document  for  budget 

approval in the fiscal year 2009.   Its relevant details are demonstrated in the following 

sections.  Then, the next table (Table 4.1) summarizes its key content.  A comparative 

form is designed to show the modification from the precedings of the Constitution of 

B.E. 2540, which governed budget approval in fiscal years 1999 to 2006. 

  Article 166.  The expenditure estimates of the State shall be made in the 

form of an Act.  If the Annual Appropriations Act for the following fiscal year is not 

enacted in time, the law on annual appropriations for the precedings fiscal year shall 

apply for the time being.  

   Article  167.   An Annual  Budget  Appropriations  Bill  to  be  introduced 

shall be accompanied by clear supporting documents, including  income  estimates as 

well as objectives, activities, action plans, and objects in each item of expenditure, and 

shall  also  indicate  the  fiscal  and  financial  and  fiscal  status  of  the  countries  in 

connection with the overall outlook of the countries emanating from expenditure and 

procedure  of  revenues,  benefits,  and  revenue  deficiency  from  various  forms  of 

specific  tax  exemption,  the  need  to  set  appropriations  with  commitment  across  the 

year,  debt  burdens  and  debt  creation  for  the  year  in  which  appropriations  are  to  be 

submitted  for  approval  and  the  preceding  years.    If  no  budget  can  directly  be 

appropriated to any item of expenditure of a Government Agency, a State Enterprise 

or any other State Agency, the budget therefore shall be listed in the expenditure items 

of  the  Central  Budget,  providing  that  reasons  and  necessity  for  the  determination 

thereof shall also be specified. 

 Article 168.  The House of Representatives must finish the consideration 

of an Annual Appropriations Bill, a Supplementary Appropriations Bill, and a transfer 

of Appropriations Bill within one hundred and five days from the date the bill reaches 

the  House  of  Representatives.    If  the  House  of  Representatives  has  not  finished  the 

consideration of the bill within the period referred to in paragraph one, such bill shall 

be  deemed  to  have  been  approved  by  the  House  of  Representatives and  shall  be 

submitted to the Senate.  In consideration by the Senate, the Senate must approve or 

disapprove  it  without  any  amendment  within  twenty  days  from  the  date  the bill 
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reaches the Senate.  Upon the lapse of such a period, such bill shall be deemed to have 

been approved, in such case and in the case where the Senate approves it. 

 In  consideration  of  the  Annual  Appropriations  Bill,  the  Supplementary 

Appropriations Bill and the transfer of Appropriations Bill, a member of the House of 

Representatives shall not submit a motion adding any item or amount to the bill, but 

may  submit  a  motion  reducing  or  abridging  the  expenditures  which  are  not 

expenditures according to any of the following obligations: 

     1) money for payment of the principal of a loan; 

    2) interest on a loan; 

     3) money payable in accordance with the law. 

 In  consideration  by  the  House  of Representatives  or  a  committee,  any 

proposal, submission of a motion or commission of an act, which results in direct or 

indirect  involvement  by  members  of  the  House  of  Representatives,  senators  or 

members of a committee in the use of the appropriations, shall not be permitted.  In 

the case where members of the House of Representatives or senators of not fewer than 

one-tenth of the total number of existing members  of  each House are of the opinion 

that the violation of the provisions of paragraph six has occurred, they shall refer it to 

the Constitutional Court for decision and the Constitutional Court shall decide within 

seven  days  from  the  date  of  its  receipt.    In  the  case  where  the  Constitutional  Court 

decides  that  the  violation  of  the  provisions  of  paragraph  six  has  occurred,  such 

proposal, submission of the motion, or commission of the act shall be ineffective. 

 Article 169.  The payment of State funds shall be made only when it has 

been authorized by the law on appropriations, the law on budgetary procedure, the law 

on  transfer  of  appropriations  or  the  law  on  treasury  balance,  except  that  it  may  be 

prepaid in the case of urgent necessity under the rules and procedures provided by the 

law.  In such a case, the expenditure estimates for the reimbursement of the treasury 

balance  must  be  set  aside  in  the  Transfer  of  Appropriations  Act,  the  Supplementary 

Appropriations  Act,  or  the  Annual  Appropriations  Act  for  the  following  fiscal  year, 

provided that sources of revenues for reimbursing expenditure already made out of the 

treasury balance shall also be specified. 
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Table 4.1  Summary of the Constitutional Framework for Budget Approval 

 

Key Areas The Constitutions 

B.E. 2550 B.E. 2540 

The expenditure estimates must made in the form of an Act.  Article 166 Article 179 

Clear supporting documents as well as supporting reasons for 

the Central Budget are required.  

Article 167 - 

Available time allowed for the consideration and amendment 

power of both the House of Representatives and the Senate is 

specified. 

Article 168 Article 180 

Submission of the Constitutional Court’s decisions on law 

violation is allowed. 

Article 168 Article 180 

Specific requirements for budget allocation to the independent 

administrations are underscored. 

Article 168 - 

Expenditures for the former reimbursement of the treasury 

balance must be set in the following fiscal year and sources of 

the revenues for these expenditures must be specified. 

Article 169 - 

 

    4.1.1.2  Constitutional framework for law enactment 

Within  the  Constitution  of  B.E.  2550,  there  are  some  other  relevant 

sections  governing  enactment  of  an  Appropriations  Act.    Its  relevant  details  are 

demonstrated  in  the  following  sections.    Further,  the  next  table  (Table  4.2) 

summarizes  its  key  content  demonstrated  in  comparative  form to  show  the 

modification  from  the  precedings  of  the  Constitution  of  B.E.  2540,  which  governed 

budget approval in fiscal year 1999 to 2006. 

   Article 90.  An organic law bill or a bill may be enacted as law only by 

and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  National  Assembly  and,  when  signed  or 

deemed to be been signed by the King under this Constitution, shall be published in 

the Government Gazette for future entry into law. 

 Article  135.   The  House  of  Representatives  and  the  Senate  have  the 

power to select and appoint members of each house to constitute a standing committee 

and have the power to select and appoint persons, being or not being its members, to 

constitute an ad hoc committee in order to perform any act, inquire into or study any 
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matter within the powers and duties of the House and report its finding to the House.  

The privileges shall extend to the persons performing their duties under this section.  

The  committee  has  the  power  to  issue  an  order  demanding  documents  from  any 

person  or  summoning  any  person  to  giver  statements  of  fact  or  opinions  on  the  act 

undertaken  or  on  the  matter  under  its  inquiry  or  study,  and  such  order  shall  have  a 

binding force as provided by law.   

 Article 142.  In the case where a bill introduced purports to be a money 

bill, its introduction may be made only with the endorsement of the Prime Minister.  A 

bill  shall  be  first  submitted  to  the  House  of  Representatives.    A  Bill  shall  also  be 

accompanied  by  an  explanatory  note  summarizing  essential  contents  of  the  bill  and 

shall be made publicly accessible in a convenient manner. 

   Article 147.  After the Senate has finished the consideration of a bill, if it 

disagrees with the House of Representatives, such bill shall be withheld and returned 

to the House of Representatives. 

 Article  148.   If  the  bill  withheld  is  a  money  bill,  the  House  of 

Representatives may forthwith proceed to reconsider it.  In such case, if the House of 

Representatives reaffirms the bill considered by the joint committee by votes of more 

than  one-half  of  the total  number  of  the  existing  members  of  the  House  of 

Representatives,  such  a  bill  shall  be  deemed  to have  been  approved  by  the  National 

Assembly and further proceedings under section 150 shall be taken. 

   Article  150.   After  a  bill  has  already  been  approved  by  the  National 

Assembly, the Prime Minister shall present it to the King for signature within twenty 

days from the date of the receipt of such bill from the National Assembly, and it shall 

come into force upon its publication in the Government Gazette. 

   Article 151.  If the King refuses His assent to a bill and either returns it 

to  the  National  Assembly  or  does  not  return  it  within  ninety  days,  the  National 

Assembly must redeliberate such bill.  If the National Assembly resolves to reaffirm 

the  bill  with  the  votes  of  not  less  than  two-thirds  of  the  total  number  of  existing 

members  of  both  Houses,  the  Prime  Minister  shall  present  such  bill  to  the  King  for 

signature  on  another  occasion.    If  the  King  does  not  sign  and  return  the  bill  within 

thirty days, the Prime Minister shall cause the bill to be promulgated as an Act in the 

Government Gazette as if the King had signed it. 
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   Article 153.  In the case where the term of the House of Representatives 

expires  or  the  House  of  Representatives  is  dissolved,  the  draft  Constitution 

Amendment or all bills to which the King  has refused His assent or which have not 

been returned by the king within ninety days shall lapse.   In the case where the term 

of  the  House  of  Representatives  expires  or  where  the  House  of  Representatives  is 

dissolved, the National Assembly, the House of Representatives or the Senate, as the 

case  may  be,  may,  after  a  general  election  of  members  of  the  House  of 

Representatives,  continue  the  consideration  of  the  draft  Constitution  Amendment  or 

the bill which has not yet been approved by the National Assembly if the Council of 

Ministers,  which  is  newly  appointed  after  the  general  election  and  the  National 

Assembly,  approves  it.    If  the  Council  of  Ministers  do  not  so  request  within  such  a 

period of time, such a draft Constitution Amendment or bill shall lapse. 

  

Table 4.2  Summary of the Constitutional Framework for Enactment of a Bill 

 

Key Areas The Constitutions 

B.E. 2550 B.E. 2540 

A bill must be enacted by the National Assembly and signed 

by the King. 

Article 90 Article 92 

Article 93 

Setting up of a standing or ad hoc committee to perform any 

act is allowed. 

Article 135 Article 189 

A money bill must be made only with the endorsement of the 

Prime Minister and then submitted to the House of 

Representatives in an open manner. 

Article 142 Article 169 

An explanatory note summarizing essential contents of the bill 

is required. 

Article 142 - 

A bill must be returned the House of Representatives if it is 

disagreed by the Senate. 

Article 147 Article 175 

Immediate reconsideration of a money bill is needed and the 

votes of more than one-haft of the total MPs are required to 

approve the bill. 

Article 148 Article 176 

A bill must be presented to the King for signature and 

published in the Government Gazette. 

Article 150 Article 93 
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Table 4.2  (Continued) 

 

Key Areas The Constitutions 

B.E. 2550 B.E. 2540 

The National Assembly can reaffirm the bill with the votes of 

not fewer than two-thirds of the total members if the King 

refuses a bill. 

Article 151 Article 94 

A bill can be reconsidered although the term of the Houses has 

expired. 

Article 153 Article 178 

 

  4.1.2 Budget Procedure Act of B.E. 2502 and Its Amendments 

 The Budget Procedure Act of B.E. 2502 (1959: 454-471) and its amendments 

represent the key document for the budget approval process in the following sections. 

 Clause  4  Space  3.   Fiscal  Year means  the  period  of  time  commencing  

October  1,  of  one  year  to  September  30  of  the  next  year  and  the  next  year  shall  be 

used in the description for the fiscal year. 

 Clause  8. The  annual  budget  proposed  in  the  House  of  Representatives 

normally shall be composed as follows: 

 1)  Explanations about budget showing financial status and policy of the State 

and  major  financial  transactions,  coupled  with  compatibility  between  income  and 

expenses for budgeting. 

 2)   Comparisons  between  income-expenses  in  the  previous  year  against  the 

current year and the year for which the budget is sought. 

  3)  Explanations on income estimates. 

  4)  Explanations on expense for which budget is sought. 

  5)  Report on financial status of state enterprises. 

 6)  Explanations concerning liabilities carried by the government that are 

extant and proposal for additional financial commitments. 

 7)  Report on monetary receipts and expenditure or property donated by  well 

wishers to help official efforts. 

  8)  Draft of Annual Budget Expenditure Act. 
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 Clause 15.  The Director shall propose the annual budget to the Prime Minister 

for the cabinet to consider in advance of at least two months prior to the date of taking 

effect by the budget. 

 Clause 16.  In case the Annual Budget Expenditure Act can not be issued on 

time  for  the  new  fiscal  year,  the  budget  that  has  duly  passed  shall  be  used  in 

continuation for the time being as per principle and standard and conditions prescribed 

by the Director and by consent of the Prime Minister. 

 Clause  17.    When  dictated  by  necessity  to  pay  money  to  incur  debt  in 

commitment by exceeding the limit or over and above the limitation set in the Annual 

Budget Expenditure Act, the cabinet may propose a Draft Annual Budget Expenditure 

additionally  to  the  House  of  Representatives  and  shall  show  money  that  is  acquired 

under the additional budget expenditure. 

 Preparation of additional budget shall be made as per procedures prescribed by 

the Director. 

 

Table 4.3  Summary of Key Document for Budget Approval Imposed by Budget   

                  Procedure Act B.E.2502 

 

Clause Key Areas 

Clause 4: The fiscal year starts on October 1 and lasts until September 30. 

Clause 8: The  Components  of  the  Annual  Appropriations  Bill  submitted  to  the 

parliament. 

Clause 15: The Bureau of the Budget director must submit the Annual Appropriations 

Bill to the cabinet at least two months prior to the beginning of the budget 

year. 

Clause 16:   If  the  Annual  Appropriations  Act  is  not  promulgated  in  time  for  the  new 

budget  year,  the  expenditure  budget  for  the  previous  budget  year  will 

continue to apply under the direction of the Bureau of the Budget director 

and with approval of the Prime Minister. 

Clause 17:     If  the  event  in  which  debts  are  in  excess  of  prescribed  amount  in  the 

Appropriations Bill,  the  cabinet  may  submit  a  supplementary  bill  to  the 

parliament. 
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 4.1.3  Rules of the Procedure of the Parliament  

                     4.1.3.1  Rules of Procedure of the House of Representatives  

The  Rules  of  Procedure  of  the  House  of  Representatives  of  B.E.  2551 

(2008: 9-45) set out the broad terms of a  regulatory framework  for the procedure of 

budget approval in the fiscal year 2009 and the preceding Rules of B.E. 2540 (1997: 

6-39) governed for budget approval in the previous  years.   In this section, details of 

the  relevant  Rules  of  the  Procedure  of  the  House  of  Representatives  B.E.  2551  are 

demonstrated  in  the  three  main  areas:  the  setting,  committee,  and induction  and 

consideration  of  the  Bills.    Then,  the  following  tables  (Table  4.4-4.6)  summarize  its 

key content demonstrated in comparison with the precedings of those of B.E. 2540. 

1)  Sittings 

   Rule 11.  The sitting shall be public.  Outsiders may attend the sitting in 

accordance  with  the  order  issued  by  the  President.  The  President  shall  arrange  the 

broadcast  of  the  proceedings  on  radio  and/or  television.    But,  if  the  Council  of 

Ministers or members of not less than one-fourth of the total number of members of 

the  Assembly  make  a  request  for  a  setting  in  camera,  the  sitting  in  camera  shall  be 

held.  Every person except members and persons  permitted by the Presiding Officer 

may be present at the sitting. 

   Rule  26. After  the  committee  has  examined  the  minutes  of  the  sitting, 

before  it  is  submitted  to  the  Assembly  for  approval,  it  shall  be  reproduced  in  three 

copies and placed at the place described by the Secretariat of the National Legislative 

Assembly for examination by members for not fewer than three days.  A member has 

the  right  to  correct  such  minutes  by  submitting  an  application  for  correction  to  the 

chairman of the committee.  If the committee fails to correct as requested, such member 

has the right to insist on the application for correction so as to request the Assembly to 

decide. 

Rule 27.  After the copy of any minutes has been placed for examination 

by members, if there is a subsequent correction either by the committee or by request 

of a member, the committee must inform the sitting of such correction. 

Rule 29.  The assembly may resolve not to draw up the minutes of any 

sitting in camera either totally or partially. 
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Rule 30.  Disclosure of the minutes of the settings in camera shall be in 

accordance with the resolution of the committee on General Affairs. 

Rule  36.   The  Secretary–General  shall  publish  the  minutes  of  any  sitting, 

except the minutes of the sitting in camera which the Assembly has not resolved to disclose. 

Rule  72.    Voting  shall  be  openly  taken  unless  a  motion  for  voting  by 

secret ballot is submitted by a members seconded by not fewer than twenty members, 

the  voting  shall  be  by  secret  ballot;  provided  that  if  there  is  a  protest  by  a  member 

seconded by more than one-third of the total number of members present at the sitting, 

open voting shall be taken. 

 

Table 4.4  Summary of the Rules of the Sittings 

 

Key Areas The Rules of Procedures 

B.E. 2551 B.E. 2540 

General sitting and the sitting in camera Rule 11 Rule 11 

Minutes of the sitting Rule 26 Rule 23 

Collecting the minutes of the sitting by committee or member Rule 27 Rule 24 

Drawing up the minutes of the sitting in camera Rule 29 Rule 26 

Disclosure of the minutes of the sitting in camera Rule 30 Rule 27 

Publishing of the minutes of the sitting Rule 36 Rule 29 

Voting Rule 72 Rule 67 

 

2)  Committee   

   Rule  83.   In  electing  an  ad  hoc  committee,  the  Council  of  Ministers 

shall nominate persons of not more than one-fourth of the total number of committee 

members as nominees.   

Rule 84.  In the meeting of the committee, the presence of not less than 

one-third  of  the  total  number  of  committee  members  is  required  to  constitute  a 

quorum.   In case of making a  resolution  in each  issue, the presence of not less than 

one-haft of the total number of committee members is required. 

   Rule  85.  These  Rules  in  so  far  as  they  are  related  to  the  sitting  shall 

apply  mutatis  mutandis.  Each  committee  shall  elect  the  chairman,  vice-chairman, 

secretary, spokesman and any other positions as it deems necessary from its members.  
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The position of chairman of committee shall be in proportion to or in close proportion 

to the number of members of the House of Representatives of each political party or 

group of political parties in the House of Representatives. 

Rule 86.  In the case where the chairman is on leave or absent or is not 

able to carry out the meeting, the first vice-chairman, or the other next vice-chairman, 

shall perform his function.   

Rule  87. The  committee  can  appoint  knowledgeable  people  to  be  an 

adviser, expert, academician, and secretariat of the committee. 

Rule 88.  Each committee has the power to appoint a subcommittee of not 

more  than  ten  members  from  the  list  proposed  by  the  committee  members,  and  the 

presence  of  not  less  than  one-fifth  of  the  of  the  total  number  of  committee  members  is 

required to consider any matter within the scope of its powers and duties as it may entrust. 

Rule  89. A  summons  to  any  person  to  submit  documents  or  to  give 

statement of facts or opinion in connection with the act done or with the matter under 

investigation or study shall be issued in writing and signed by the Secretary-General. 

   Rule 90.  A member and person permitted by the committee has the right 

to attend  the meeting of  a committee.    In case of a meeting  in camera, only persons 

interested in the meeting and permitted by the committee may attend. 

   Rule 91.  The mover of a motion, the Minister, or those who are assigned 

by  the  cabinet have  the  right  to  give  explanation  or  opinion  to  the  meeting  of  a 

committee on the whole matter, while the mover of an amendment to the motion has 

the right to give explanation or opinion on the amendment. 

 Rule  92. The  Secretary-General  shall  notify  the  schedule  of  committee 

meetings at the Secretariat of the National Legislative Assembly, and serve a written 

notice  calling  on  the  mover  of  a  motion  or  an  amendment  to  the  motion  to  give 

explanation for the motion or amendment, as the case requires. 

 Rule  93.  If  the  mover  of  an  amendment  to  the  motion  or  person 

entrusted by him fails to give explanation to the committee within thirty minutes from 

the  time  the  committee  has  commenced  the  consideration  of  the  amendment,  such 

amendment to the motion shall lapse unless the committee considers expedient to extend 

the period of time before the committee finishes the consideration of such matter. 
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 Rule  94.    If  the  mover  of  an  amendment  to  the  motion  or  person 

entrusted by him disagrees with the resolution of the committee on any point, he may 

reserve the amendment on that point for decision of the Assembly. 

 Rule  95.   Any  committee  member  who  disagrees  with  the  resolution  of  the 

committee on any point may reserve this opinion on such point for decision of the assembly. 

   Rule 96.  After the committee has carried out an activity, investigation or 

study  or  entrusted  by  the  Assembly,  the  committee  shall  report  to  the  Assembly 

thereof.  In the sitting of the Assembly, the committee has the right to give statement 

or explanation or make a modification concerning such acts in paragraph one.   

   Rule 97.  If the committee is of the opinion that there is an observation 

which  the  Council  of  Ministers,  the  Supreme  Court  of  Justice,  the  Supreme 

Administrative Court or independent organs under the Constitution concerned should 

be informed of or should act upon, such observation shall be recorded in the report of 

the  committee  for  consideration  of  the  Assembly  and  the  President  shall  send  the 

report and observation to them. 

 

Table 4.5  Summary of the Rules of Committees 

 

Key Areas The Rules of Procedures 

B.E. 2551 B.E. 2540 

Establishment of ad hoc committee Rule 83 Rule 77 

Quorum of committee Rule 84 Rule 78 

Positions in committee Rule 85 Rule 79 

Chairman of committee Rule 86 - 

Appointment of outside experts Rule 87 - 

Appointment of a sub-committee  Rule 88 Rule 79 

Summons to a person to submit documents or give statement 

of facts or opinions 

Rule 89 Rule 80 

Person having the right to attend the meeting of committee Rule 90 Rule 81 

Giving explanation or opinion to the meeting of  committee Rule 91 Rule 82 

Notifying the schedule of committee meetings and serving a 

written notice 

Rule 92 Rule 83 

Lapse of an amendment to the motion Rule 93 Rule 84 
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Table 4.5  (Continued) 

 

Key Areas The Rules of Procedures 

B.E. 2551 B.E. 2540 

Reserving the amending to the motion Rule 94 Rule 85 

Reserving opinion Rule 95 Rule 86 

Report of the committee Rule 96 Rule 87 

Observation of the committee Rule 97 Rule 88 

  

3)  Induction and consideration of bills  

Rule 113. Consideration of a bill shall be made in three formal readings 

respectively. 

   Rule 114. At the first reading of a bill, the Assembly shall consider and 

resolve  whether  to  accept  or  reject  the  principle  of  such  bill.    The  Assembly  may 

entrust  the  committee  to  consider  before  accepting  the  principle  of  the  bill.    The 

committee must finish the consideration thereof  within  thirty days  from the date the 

bill reaches the committee. 

   Rule  116.   In  the  case  where  the  Assembly  resolves  to  accept  the 

principle  of  the  bill  at  the  first  reading,  the  Assembly  shall  give  the  bill  its  second 

reading  respectively.    At the  second  reading,  the  bill  shall  be  considered  by  the 

committee established by the Assembly. 

   Rule 117.  The Assembly may entrust a standing committee or an ad hoc 

committee to make such consideration.  Consideration by the committee of the whole 

House may  be  made  upon  the  motion  submitted  by  a  member  and  seconded  by  not 

fewer than twenty members with the approval of the sitting. 

Rule122.  In considering the bill, the committee may appoint an official 

of the Secretariat of the House of Representatives to be an assistant to the committee. 

   Rule 123.  If  any committee member considers  expedient to amend  the 

bill,  he  shall  submit  an  amendment  to  the  motion  in  advance  and  in  writing  to  the 

chairman  of  the  committee  within  seven  days  from  the  day  following  the  date  the 

Assembly  accepts  the  principle  of  the  bill,  unless  the  Assembly  has  prescribed  the 

period of submission of an amendment to such bill otherwise.  The amendment to the 
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motion shall usually be submitted section by section and shall not be contrary to the 

principle of such bill. 

   Rule  125.  When  the  committee  has  finished  consideration  of  a  bill,  the 

committee  shall  submit  such  bill  by  showing  the  original  draft  and  details  of  the 

amendment  to  the  bill  as  well  as  a  report  to  the  president.    Such  report  shall  at  least 

specify  whether  or  not  there  is  an  amendment  to  any  section.    The  resolution  of  the 

committee  on  such  amendment  or  reservation  of  the  amendment  to  the  motion  by  the 

mover of such amendment or reservation of opinion by a committee member shall also 

be specified in the report. 

Rule  129.  In  considering  the  bill,  the  Assembly  shall  respectively 

consider  the  title  of  the  bill,  preamble,  and  then  consider  the  bill  in  order  of  the 

section.  The debate shall be made only upon the workings or statements which have 

been  amended  or  the  mover  of  an  amendment  to  the  motion  has  reserved  the 

amendment  or  the  committee  member  has  reserved  his  opinion,  unless  otherwise 

resolved by the sitting. 

Rule  131. Having  finished  the  consideration  of  the  bill  at  the  second 

reading,  the  Assembly  shall  resolve  whether  to  approve  or  disapprove  it  at  the  third 

reading.  No debate shall be made at this reading. 

Rule  132.   In  the  case  where  the  Assembly  resolves  to  reject  the 

principle of the bill at the first reading or resolves not to be expedient to promulgate it 

as an Act at the third reading, the bill shall lapse. 

Rule 134.  The President shall send a bill which the Assembly resolved 

to the Senate if the bill is approved at the third reading. 

   Rule 136.  In the case where the bill resolved by the Assembly has any 

defect, the President may consult the sitting or a member submits a motion seconded 

by  not  fewer  than  twenty  members  to  bring  the  bill  back  to  reconsider.    If  the 

Assembly  resolves  to  approve  it  with  the  vote of  not  less  than  one-half  of  the  total 

number of members existing in the day of the sitting, the proceedings shall be taken. 

Rule 137.  In the case where members of not less than one-tenth of the 

total number of the existing members of each House are of the opinion that a violation 

of  the  Constitution  has  occurred,  they  shall  refer  it  to  the  President.    The  President 
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shall  have  to  leave  three  days  after  the  bill  is  approved  at  the  third  reading  for  the 

House members to get into the process. 

 

Table 4.6  Summary of the Rules of Induction and Consideration of Bills 

 

Key Areas The Rules of Procedures 

B.E. 2551 B.E. 2540 

Consideration of a bill Rule 114 Rule 97 

In case where the Assembly resolves to accept the principle of 

the bill 

Rule 116 Rule 99 

Consideration of a bill by the committee Rule 117 Rule 100 

Appointment of an assistant to the committee Rule 122 - 

Submission of an amendment to the motion Rule 123 Rule 102 

Report of the committee Rule 125 Rule 103 

Consideration of a bill in order of the sections Rule 129 Rule 106 

The third reading of a bill Rule 131 Rule 108 

Bill lapsed Rule 132 Rule 109 

Submission of a bill to the Senate Rule 134 Rule 112 

Reconsideration of a bill Rule 136 - 

A case being decided for violation of the Constitution Rule 137 - 

 

  4.1.3.2  Rules of the Procedure of the Senate 

The Rules of the Procedure of the Senate B.E. 2551 (2008: 41-86) set out 

the broad terms of a regulatory framework for budget approval in the fiscal year 2009 

and the preceding Rules of B.E. 2544 (2001: 5-53) governed for budget approval in 

the previous years.  In this section, details of the relevant Rules are demonstrated.  The 

following  table  (Table  4.7)  summarizes  its  key  content  demonstrated  in  comparison 

with the preceding of those of B.E. 2544. 

 Rule  154.  In  case  the  House  of  Representatives  approves  the  Annual 

Appropriations  Bill,  the  Supplementary  Appropriations  Bill  and  the  transfer  of 

Appropriations Bill, the Senate shall appoint an ad hoc committee to study the Bill. 

 Rule 155.  When the Senate adopts the Annual Appropriations Bill, the 

President  shall  have  to  send  the  Bill  to  the  ad  hoc  committee  immediately,  and  the 
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committee must report its opinion to the Present within ten days from the day the Bill 

was adopted.  In the consideration of the committee, the Senate shall have to approve 

and disapprove.  No an amendment to the motion is allowed.  

           

Table 4.7  Summary of the Rules of Procedures of the Senate 

 

Key Areas The Rules of Procedures 

B.E. 2551 B.E. 2544 

Appointment of an ad hoc committee Rule 154 Rule 125 

Time and power for consideration Rule 155 Rule 126, 127 

 

  4.1.4 The Constitutional Court’s Decisions  

The past Constitutional Court’s decisions on the parliament’s approval of the 

Annual Appropriations Act can be summarized as follow. 

  4.1.4.1  The Constitutional Court’s decision no. 32/B.E.2543 (2001: 1-5)   

determined  whether  or  not  the  Budget  Scrutiny  Committee  and  its  members  had 

authority to submit a motion adding any item or amount to the Annual Appropriations Act. 

 Petition:  According to the procedure of the committee, when the House 

of  Representatives  has  made  a  resolution  to  begin  an  Annual  Appropriations  Act 

process  and  the  committee  has  considered  decreasing  the  agencies’  budget,  the 

agencies always asked for a raise in the budget during the committee’s process.  The 

case is whether the committee and its member, which is the House of Representatives’ 

members, can submit a motion adding any item or amount to the act or not.  And the 

problems continue in the following: 

1)  Can agencies propose a raise in the budget directly to the committee? 

2) Can  the  committee  have  authority  to  consider  the  raise  in  the 

agencies’ budget? 

3) Can  the  committee’s  members  which  are  the  House  of 

Representatives’  members  and  non-House  of  Representatives’ 

members  ask  the  committee  to  consider  the  raise  in  the  agencies’ 

budget? 
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4) Does  the  raise  in  the  agencies’  budget  have  to  be  approved  by  the 

cabinet? 

5) Can the committee’s members, which are House of Representatives’ 

members  and  non-House  of  Representatives’  members,  submit  a 

motion adding any item or amount to the act? 

 According to these inquiries, there are two opinions of the answer:  the 

committee  and  its  members  have  no  authority  to  consider  the  raise  in  the  agencies’ 

budget  because  this  action would  be  against  the  B.E.  2540  Constitution’s  will  in 

article  180  paragraph  5  and  6;  or  the  committee  and  its  members  have  authority  to 

consider  the  raise  in  the  agencies’  budget  because  article  180  paragraph  5  of  the 

Constitution B.E. 2540 prohibits only House of Representatives’ members. 

 Consideration: In  Article  180  paragraph  5  and  6  of  Constitution  B.E. 

2540  it  is  written  that  in  the  consideration  of  the  Annual  Appropriations  Act,  the 

Supplementary Appropriations Act and the Transfer of Appropriations Act, a member 

of the House of Representatives shall not submit a motion adding any item or amount 

to the act, but may submit a motion reducing or abridging the expenditures which are 

not expenditures according to any of the following obligations: 

1)  money for payment of the principal of a loan; 

         2)  interest on a loan; 

3)  money payable in accordance with the law. 

 In  consideration  by  the  House  of  Representatives  or  a  committee,  any 

proposal, submission of a motion or commission of  an act which results in direct or 

indirect  involvement  by  members  of  the  House  of  Representatives,  senators  or 

members of a committee in the use of the appropriations, shall not be permitted.  The 

Constitution  prohibits  members  of  the  House  of  Representatives  to  submit  a  motion 

adding any item or amount to the act, but may submit a motion reducing or abridging 

the expenditures which are not obligation expenditures.  Moreover, in order to prevent 

members  of  the  House  of  Representatives  to  exploit  the  committee  process,  any 

actions  which  may  cause  the  involvement  of  the  members  of  both  house  and  the 

committee directly or indirectly are also prohibited. 
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 The Constitution and the Budget Procedure Act assign an administrative 

(a cabinet) to submit the act and a legislative to approve the act and have no authority 

to submit a motion adding any item or amount to the act, which leads to the following: 

1) Agencies should not submit the raise directly to the committee, but  

should  be  approved  by  the  cabinet  before  being  submitted  to  the 

committee. 

2) When the House of Representatives, which has authority to approve 

the  act,  has  no  authority  to  submit  a  motion  adding  any  item  or 

amount to the act itself, the Budget Scrutiny Committee as assigned 

from the House of Representatives would have no authority to submit 

a motion adding any item or amount to the act as well. 

3) The  committee  and  its  member,  which  are  the  House  of 

Representatives’  members  and  non-House  of  Representatives’ 

member  would  not  submit  or  consider  the  raise  in  the  agencies’ 

budget unless the cabinet has approved the raise. 

Decision: the  committee  and  its  members  which  consider  the  Annual 

Appropriations Act have no authority to submit a motion adding any item or amount 

to the act. 

  4.1.4.2   Constitutional  Court’s  decision  no.  32/B.E.2546  (2004:  1-22) 

determined an approval of Annual Appropriations Act B.E. 2547 for the Department 

of Local Administration, Ministry of Interior.   

Petition: In  the  process  of  considering  an  Annual  Appropriations  Act 

held  by  the  sub-committee  on  considering  support  budget  to  local  administrations, 

there was some addition to the items or amount to the act as follows: 

1) 3,226,543,600  baht  on  the  support  budget  to  local  administration 

according to the country development strategy.  

2) 1,640,689,400 baht on the support budget to local administration’s    

       tourism according to the tourism development strategy. 

Neither of them had any project details, which violated B.E. 2540 Constitution article 

180 paragraph 6. 
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    Explanation: The proposals of both projects, submitted to the Minister 

of  Interior, had no details as the proposals  submitted to a House of Representatives. 

Further, the Department of Local Administration was assigned to propose the project 

and  its  details,  adjusting  to  the  country’s  development  and  tourism  development 

strategies, which were submitted to Bureau of the Budget directly. 

 The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  explained  that  Ministry  of  Interior  has  not 

submitted the proposals to the sub-committee or the committee.  Thus, both projects 

including  detail,  which  the  Department  of  Local  Administration  submitted  to  the 

Bureau  of  the  Budget,  had  been  incorporated  to  the  Annual  Appropriations  Act 

document material proposed to the House of Representatives. 

 Decision: The  Constitutional  Court  considered  the  fact  that  the 

Department  of  Local  Administration  proposed  the  projects  as  approved  by  the 

Minister of Interior; none of the House of Representatives’ members, the committee, 

or the sub-committee used authority to add on item or amount to the act.  There was 

no action leading to the involvement of the members of either house or the committee 

directly or indirectly as the petitioner claimed. 

 The Constitutional Court made the decision in consensus that there was 

no action violating the Constitution’s article 180 paragraph 6. 

   4.1.4.3 The Constitutional Court’s decision no. 14/B.E.2551 (2008: 1-15) 

determined whether the raise of budget in the Annual Appropriations Act B.E. 2552 

had any actions violating B.E. 2540 Constitution’s article 168 paragraph 6 or not.   

 Petition: 

  1)  The cabinet, which is the House of Representatives’ members, made a 

resolution to add same amount of budget as they were decreased by 

the Budget Scrutiny Committee.  The cabinet resolution approved the 

raise  in  budget,  violating  the  Constitution’s  article  168  paragraph  5 

and 6. 

2)  The  Minister  of  Finance  (Mr.Surapong  Suebwonglee)  was  being 

prosecuted  by  Assets  Examination  Committee  and  he  continued  to 

perform his duty, especially  as the chairman of  the Budget Scrutiny 

Committee, even though he violated Constitution article 272 and 275. 
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3)  In  the  process  of  considering  the  Annual  Appropriations  Act  B.E. 

2552,  there  was  no  supplementary  document  according  to 

Constitution article 167, especially the cabinet resolution on the raise 

of the budget for 45,009,585,700 baht.  A part of the raise was for the 

Ministry  of  Transportation,  6,700,000,000  baht,  with  no  project 

details. 

4)  There was an amount of budget (249,565,725,500 baht) that was not 

specific  to  any  agencies.    The  action  was  made  without  necessarily 

violating Constitution article 167 paragraph 2. 

5)  There  was  no  plan  or  project  that  served  the  Directive  Principles  of 

Fundamental State Policies as written in Constitution article 75 and 76. 

Consideration:    

1)  According to Constitution article 168 paragraph 7, the Constitutional 

Court  only  considered  first  petition  that  claimed  actions  violating 

Constitution article 168 paragraph 6. 

2)   In  the  Constitution  it  is  written  that  the  Prime  Minister  must  be  a 

member  of  the  House  of  Representatives,  and  the  Minister  may  be 

appointed  by  the  members  of  the  House  of  Representatives.    The 

status  of  the MPs does  not  terminate  as  they  are  appointed  to  the 

Minister positions simultaneously, but they shall not cast a vote on a 

matter  connected  with  the holding  of  office,  the  performance  of 

duties or the having of any interest in such matter as the members of 

the  House  of  Representatives  at  a  meeting  of  the  House  of 

Representatives. 

 The cabinet resolution on the proposal of the Annual Appropriations Act 

is  a  decision  made  by  the  Minister  positions,  not  by  members  of  the  House  of 

Representatives.   In  fact, the proposal to raise  the budget was prepared by  agencies.  

Therefore  the  raise  of  118,749,100,000  baht  proposed  by  agencies  and  the  cut  of 

45,009,585,700  baht  made  by  the  Budget  Scrutiny  Committee  were  processed  as  a 

budget procedure.  The petitioner reported to the Constitutional Court that the raise of 

budget  in  Annual  Appropriations  Act  would  benefit  the  members  of  the  House  of 

Representatives,  but  there  was  no  evidence  of  whom  the  raise  would  benefit  and  if 
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there would be any involvement by the members of the House of Representatives or 

the Budget Scrutiny Committee.      

 Decision: The raise in the Annual  Appropriations Act  B.E.  2552  found 

no actions violating B.E. 2540 Constitution article 168 paragraph 6.  

 

  4.1.5  Conclusion and Discussion 
   
 A study of the legal framework governing the parliamentary budgeting process 

uncovered  the  institutional  determinants  that  would  possibly  affect  governance  in 

budget approval.  The study shows that the  constitution imposes time limits on how 

long the House of Representatives and the Senate have to consider the Budget.  That 

is,  the  House  of  Representatives  must  finish  consideration  of  an  Annual 

Appropriations Bill within 105 days, whereas the Senate must approve or disapprove 

it within 20 days from the date the bill passed to them.  Additionally, the Constitution 

also  imposes  limitations  on  the  power  of  the  legislature  to  amend  the  budget  by 

stipulating that any proposal, submission of a motion or commission of an act which 

results  in  direct  or  indirect  involvement  by  the  MPs,  senators  or  members  of  a 

committee in the use of the appropriations shall not be permitted.  The Senate cannot 

make  any  changes  to  the  budget.    The  Senate  can  only  approve  or  disapprove  the 

budget as a whole in order to prove the propriety of the budget consideration from the 

House  of  Representatives.    For  the  House  of  Representatives,  the  MPs  shall  not 

submit  any  more  items  or  amount  to  the  bill.    Its  members  may  consider  only 

reductions  in  expenditures  which  are  not  related  to  money  for  payment  of  the  loan 

principal, interest on a loan, or money payable in accordance with the law.  As to the 

restrictions, they are not allowed to propose either any additional expenditure or their 

own  Budget  Appropriations  Bill.    Any  proposal  to  increase  expenditure  would  be 

ruled out of order immediately.   

 Based on the constitutional provision, the time allowed  for the parliamentary 

budget  process  meets  with  international  standards,  as  the  OECD  suggested  that  the 

budget should be tabled at least three months in advance of the fiscal  year to enable 

meaningful  legislative  scrutiny  (OECD,  2002:  7-14),  and  the Public  Financial 

Management Performance Measurement Framework placed the highest level score for 

countries  that  took  more  than  two  months  for  scrutinizing  the  government’s  budget 
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proposal  before  the  beginning  of  next  fiscal  year  (World  Bank,  2005).    However, 

according  to  the  constitution,  the  starting  date is  counted  from  the  date  the  budget 

proposal  is  submitted  to  the  parliament,  not  the  date  they  start  scrutinizing  the 

proposed  budget.    The  actual  time  left  for  detail  scrutiny  might  be  shorter  than  is 

specified in the constitution if the parliament does not begin scrutinizing the proposed 

estimates  on  the  submitted  date.    Further,  although  the  time  allocated  for  the 

parliament  meets  with  international  standards,  it  lasts  far  less  time  than  in  some 

developed  countries,  such  as  in  Germany,  which  allows  4  months  for  budget 

deliberations, or in the US where the congressional budget process lasts almost a year 

to  allow  Congress  to  make  and  shape  the  budget;  the  U.K.  has  a  three  month 

parliamentary budget process (Krafchik and Wehner, 1999: 2004).  The time available 

for  budget  consideration,  thus,  is  relatively  insufficient  to  make  sense  out  of  such  a 

complex set of  government information.   The results  of  the in-depth interviews also 

revealed that it is very difficult for parliamentarians to make an in-depth consideration 

of  the  estimates  when  the  time  is  so  limited  (Anonymous  3, 2009;  Anonymous 7, 

2009).  As such, the MPs’ ability to make efficient budget allocation decisions, as well 

as their responsibility for an action or the consequences of an action, would be limited 

by the time constraint. 

 As for the legislative powers of the parliament, the constitution disallows the 

parliament to become involved in the stage of budget preparation, even in developing 

the  agency  budget  instructions  or  drafting  the  budget  legislation  independently.  

According  to  the  study,  the  MPs  possess  the  constitutional  power  to  make 

amendments to the proposed budget.   However, the constitution provides for several 

restrictions in the parliament’s role in making budget approvals.  A study found that 

the  constitution  guarantees  the  executive’s  pre-eminence  through  the  process  of 

budget  approval  rather  than  empowerment  on  the  legislative  side  in  approving  an 

annual  budget  since  only  the  executive  branch  can  propose  an  increase  of  any  new 

item  or  an  increase  of  the  existing  budget,  while  the  legislative  side  cannot  do  so 

legally  by  law.    The  constitutional  provision  that  gives  precedence  to  executive 

supremacy  itself  may  hinder  the  MPs’  compliance  with  the  law.    An  in-depth 

interview  with  some  of  the  committee  members  supported  this  consideration  since 

many of them agreed that the MPs should be accountable to their citizens through the 
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allocation  and  use  of  an  annual  budget.    As  to  their  opinions,  the  MPs  should  have 

enough constitutional power to become involved in the budget allocation process so 

that  they  are  able  to  help  solve  the  existing  problems  of  their  citizens.    As  their 

constitutional power is limited by the restriction of no increase in any existing or new 

item, even in direct or indirect method, they would not be able to respond enough to 

help  their  citizens  solve  the  problems  (Anonymous  3,  2009;  Anonymous  5,  2009; 

Anonymous  7,  2009;  Anonymous  9,  2009).    Their  efforts  to  make  efficient  budget 

allocation  and  responsibility  for  actions  and  consequences  of  the  actions  on  budget 

approval, consequently, would also be impeded by this limited power.  Additionally, 

since the constitutional power is limited, it is possible that the parliamentarians may 

try to cope with the citizens’ problems by using an under-the-table method.  Budget 

approval, thus, would not be transparent and the rule of law may be distorted. 

 The result of a study on the Rules of Procedure  of the Parliament reveals  an 

increasing  concern  about  governance,  especially  the  transparency  issue,  within  the 

legal framework.  According to the rules, the parliament’s meetings, including those 

of  consideration  and  vote  for  or  against  budget  approval,  have  to  be  disclosed  and 

broadcast  live  to  the  public,  except  in  the  case  where  the amount  of  demands  for 

executive sessions meet with the regulations.  The parliament’s minutes of the sitting 

have  to  be  open  to  the  members  for  checking  and  approving.    In  the  committee’s 

meeting,  these  rules  are  applied.    However,  at  this  stage,  there  is no specification of 

broadcasting  to  the  public;  the  only  allowance  is  for  broadcasting  to  related  people 

outside  the  meeting  room  and  to  the  press  center.   Disclosure  of  the  committee’s 

minutes  of  the  sitting  (full  transcript  version)  is  only  allowed  for  the  committee 

members.  The minutes of the sittings are not available to the general public as it is a 

norm  of  practice  to  privilege  the  committee  members’  speeches  during  the  budget 

deliberation (Anonymous 11, 2009).  Thus, although the present rules give precedence 

to  the  committee  meetings  being  more  transparent than  in  the  past, real  observation 

found many exceptional cases.   In real action there is a gap between an enacted law 

and  its  implementation,  which  could  distort  the  level  of  transparency  in  budget 

approval. 

   In  this  sub-section,  a  study  of  the  Constitutional  Court’s  sentences  on  past 

budget approval reveals the high level of the rule of law the parliamentarians possess, 
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since no case of legal violation was judged by the Constitution Court.  However, the 

results of the study on the preceding issues demonstrated limits in the compliance with 

the law that MPs have.  Thus, adherence to the law is still questioned, especially when 

targeting  the  specific  process  of  considering  an  increase  in  the  estimates, although a 

violation  has  never  been  detected  by  the  Constitution  Court.    This  is  so  because  in 

reality  room  is  left  for  the  related  parties  to  add  any  item  or  amount  to  the  bill 

indirectly through other channels.  It should be noted that without strong evidence of 

direct  involvement  by  the  MPs  in  any  constitutional  restrictions,  the  Constitutional 

Court  can  not  judge  them  for  legal  violation.    Further,  in-depth  investigation,  thus, 

should be later conducted. 

 As to a study of the legal framework, no law or regulation is imposed on the 

efficient budget allocation decisions.  Further, the legal framework does not impose on 

legislative  responsibility.    There  is  no law  specification  regarding  the  MPs  or  the 

committee’s  responsibilities in  their  roles.    The legal  framework  does  not  impose 

legislative responsibility or penalty either for their actions or consequences.  As such, 

the parliament has not embraced the performance or results orientation of the budget 

with the parliament’s deliberations generally focusing on inputs.   

 To  summarize,  the  result  of  the  study  in  this  subsection  reveals  limitations 

within the legal framework which  governs budget approval.   The institutional factor 

regarding  the  constitutional  framework  is  not  beneficial  enough  to  support in-depth 

consideration  of  the  estimates.    Under  the  limited  time  and  power  within  the 

constitution  framework,  the MPs’  ability  to  make  efficient decisions  on  budget 

allocation and the responsibility over budget consideration would be diminished.  As 

the  amendment  power  of  the  MPs  is  limited  by  law,  non-transparent  methods  are 

applied  as  one  resolution.    The  institution  factor,  thus,  hinders  transparent  budget 

approval.  Finally, although a study of the Constitution Court’s decisions reveal that 

there has been no case of legal violation, the result of the in-depth interviews reveals 

that compliance with the law in reality is distorted.  This is because the law does not 

allow the  MPs  to  be  capable  enough  to  cope  with  their  citizens’  problems.    In  real 

practice, violation of the law might be made, but without strong evidence it cannot be 

detected. 
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4.2  Budget Approval Process in the Parliament 

    
 The  parliamentary  budget  process  begins  after  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 

submits  the  proposed  budget  to  the  cabinet for  approval.    The  process  of  budget 

approval begins when the Prime Minister presents it to the House of Representatives 

for deliberation, and then transmits it to the Senate for further deliberation.  After the 

deliberation  by  the  Senate,  the  Annual  Appropriation  Bill  will  be  submitted  to  the 

Prime  Minister.    Then,  the  Prime  Minister  will  present  the  Bill  to  His  Majesty  the 

King  for  his  Signature.    The  final  stage  is  the  promulgation  of  the  Annual 

Appropriations Act. 

 The  two  major  parts  of  budget  approval process  in  the  parliament  are 

demonstrated as follows. 

 
  4.2.1  Overall Process of Budget Approval Process 

            4.2.1.1  Budget readings in the House of Representatives 

              The  budget  approval  process  in  the  House  is  broken  down  into  three 

reading steps. 

            1) The first reading:  The objective of the first reading is for the House 

to  vote  on  the  principles  of  the  Annual  Appropriations Bill.  This  step  is  a  macro 

debate where different political philosophies are aired rather than any specifics of the 

budget. Normally, the Prime Minister, as head of the government, presents the budget 

to  the  House.  The budget  is  usually  composed  of  documents  on  government  budget 

policy,  economic  overview  and  government  finances,  estimated  revenues,  and 

estimated  budget  expenditures.    After  the  Prime  Minister’s  budget  speech,  the 

Opposition Parties counter with their different economic and social outlooks.  Finally, 

the  House  will  vote  on  the  principles  of  the  Bill.    This  is  considered  a  vote-of-

confidence  in  the  government.    If  the  vote  is  won,  at  this  stage  the  Budget  Scrutiny 

Committee will be set up to consider the Bill in detail and the period of submission of 

an amendment to such bill will be prescribed, usually set within 30 days from the day 

following  the  date  the  House  accepts  the  principle  of  the  bill.  If  not,  the  Prime 

Minister may either resign or let the second majority party to form a new government, 

or may dissolve the House and call for a new election.   
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  2)  The  second  reading: This  stage begins  when  the  Budget  Scrutiny 

Committee is set up to consider the Bill in detail.  The objective of the second reading 

is for the House to debate and to vote on the committee’s amendments.  The MPs who 

have reserved their proposals at the earlier stage are allowed to debate on the proposed 

Budget Bill article by article.  For the budget, this is a technical session where all of 

the  amendments  previously  agreed  on  informally  by  the  government  and  the 

opposition parties are  made  official.    An  individual  vote  is  taken  on  all  the  separate 

amendments. 

 3) The third reading: The objective of the third reading is to vote for the 

adoption of the Annual Appropriations Bill.  The House will vote either to accept or 

reject  the  Bill  in  its  entirety.    It  is  a  pro-forma event  where  an  up-or-down  vote  is 

taken  on  the  budget  as  a  whole,  incorporating  the  amendments  made  during  the 

second reading. 

     4.2.1.2  Budget deliberation in the Senate 

     The budget approval process in the Senate is condensed to only one step 

of approval or disapproval of the proposed budget.   When the Senate receives the Bill 

from  the  House, the  President  of  the  Senate  has  to  send  the  Bill  to  the  ad  hoc 

committee immediately, and the committee has to finish its task within 10 days.  If the 

Senate cannot finish its work within 20 days as specified in the Constitution, the Bill 

is considered as being passed by the Senate.  If the Senate agrees with the House on 

the  Bill,  the  Prime  Minister  will  submit  the  Bill  to  His  Majesty  the  King  for  his 

signature and promulgation of the budget act.  In case of disagreement, the Bill will be 

sent  back  to  the  House  for  reconsideration.    The  House  will  immediately  revise  the 

Bill or confirm the original one with a majority vote.  After this vote in the House, the 

Bill will  be  automatically  treated  as  having  also  been  approved  by  the  Senate.    The 

Prime Minister, then, will finally submit the  Bill to His Majesty the King  within 20 

days from the date of the receipt of such bill.  If the King refuses His assent to a bill 

and either returns it to the National Assembly or does not return it within 90 days, the 

National  Assembly  must  redeliberate  the  bill.    If  the  National  Assembly  resolves  to 

reaffirm  the  bill  with  the  votes  of  not  less  than  two-thirds  of  the  total  number  of 

existing members of both Houses, the Prime Minister shall present the bill to the King 

for signature on another occasion.  If the King does not sign and return the bill within 
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thirty days, the Prime Minister shall cause the bill to be promulgated as an Act in the 

Government Gazette as if the King has signed it. 

     Since  the  time  available  for  budget  deliberation  in  the  Senate  is  very 

condensed, in real practice an ad hoc committee is set up and works in advance before 

the  Bill  is  submitted  to  the  Senate.    In  this  connection,  the  actual  process  of  budget 

deliberation  in  the  Senate  is  set  in  parallel  to  that  of  the  House  of  Representatives.   

This is to technically extend the period of time for budget deliberation in the Senate, 

which is provided by the constitutional provision.  

     The  budget  approval  process  in  the  parliament  can  be  summarized  by 

the following steps and the diagram presented below:  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

         Figure 4.1  Diagram of Budget Approval Process 
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    4.2.2  Budget Deliberation by the Budget Scrutiny Committee   

 As to the above diagram, the deliberation of the Budget Scrutiny Committee is 

the  heart  of  the  budget  approval  process.  The  budget  deliberation  process  by  the 

Budget Scrutiny Committee can be broken down into several steps, as follows. 

     4.2.2.1  Setting up the committee’s working procedure 

     The process of budget deliberation of the committee begins after the ad 

hoc committee is set up and all the main positions, such as chairman, vice-chairmen, 

secretaries, and spokespersons, are appointed.  All of the positions are in proportion to 

or in close proportion to the number of members of the House of Representatives of 

each political party or group of political parties in the House of Representatives.  After 

all  of  the  positions  are  appointed,  the  committee  will  consider  the  action  plan,  time 

schedule, sequence of the deliberation, discussion method, and required information; 

all  are  proposed  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.    In  past  experience,  the  sequences  of 

budget  consideration  have  been  arranged  according  to  groups  of  missions.    The 

average of time used for budget deliberation by  the committee varies  from 10 to 11 

weeks, or 250 to 280 work hours.  Based on the Bureau of the Budget (2008b: 186-7), 

the  sequence  of  budget  deliberation  and  the  actual  time  the  committee  spent  on 

making budget consideration during the last four years is summarized in the following 

table  (Table  4.8).    When  all  of  the  procedures  are  determined  and  the  required 

documents are sent in advance, then the committee will resume the deliberation process. 

 
 

Table 4.8  Time Sequence of Budget Consideration by the Budget Scrutiny Committee 
 
 

Ministries 

FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2009 

No. Hours No. Hours No. Hours No. Hours 

Ministry of Finance 1 19.50 1 13.25 1 26.21 1 30 

Replenishment of Treasury Account Balance 24 0.10 24 0.10 24 0.05 2 0.30 

Ministry of Commerce 2 10.30 5 10.30 2 15.56 3 14.50 

Ministry of Industry 3 13.45 2 13.50 3 13.10 4 10.55 

Ministry of Energy 6 4.20 6 5.28 6 3.12 5 9 
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Table 4.8  (Continued) 

 

Ministries 

FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2009 

No. Hours No. Hours No. Hours No. Hours 

Ministry of Agriculture and Cooperatives 5 26.20 4 19.00 5 27.15 6 31.15 

Ministry of Science and Technology 8 3.15 8 5.55 9 3.12 7 8.10 

Ministry of ICT 9 6.25 9 6.37 8 3.49 8 5 

Ministry of Defence 12 5.25 12 4.25 11 9.50 9 10.45 

Ministry of Transport 10 19.50 10 19.19 10 21.20 10 15 

Ministry of Interior 13 22.50 13 19.30 14 19.50 11 15.55 

Province - - - - - - 12 9.55 

Central Fund 11 6.40 11 6.22 20 8.44 13 5.15 

Office of the Prime Minister 20 11.25 20 19.01 21 10.27 14 11.35 

Independent Public Agencies 21 
11.00 
 

21 10.13 22 9.50 15 6.40 

Agencies Under the Constitution 22 3.45 22 5.29 23 5.55 16 6.25 

Ministry of Natural Resources and Environment 7 15.15 7 17.45 7 21.35 17 6.20 

Ministry of Tourism and Sports 17 7.40 17 3.35 17 3.40 18 2.20 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs 4 3.00 3 2.00 4 2.15 19 4.30 

Ministry of Justice 14 8.50 14 4.25 12 10.10 20 6.40 

Ministry of Public Health 15 9.40 15 12.45 13 15.70 21 6.50 

Ministry of Labour 18 2.19 18 3.05 18 3.45 22 2.40 

Ministry of Culture 16 5.30 16 5.10 16 4.10 23 2.35 

Ministry of Social Development and Human 
Security 

19 
 
4.10 
 

19 3.20 19 3 24 9.15 

Ministry of Education 23 
 

15.35 
 

23 24.00 15 25.00 25 10 

The Thai Red Cross Society - - - - - - 26 0.15 

Judicial Agencies - - - - - - 27 1.35 

Parliamentary Agencies - - - - - - 28 3.40 

Pending - - 24 3.10 - - 29 12 
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Table 4.8  (Continued) 

 

Ministries 

FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2009 

No. Hours No. Hours No. Hours No. Hours 

State Enterprises 28 21 25 10.35 27 14.35 30 16.50 

The mover of a motion give explanation or 
opinion to the meeting of a committee 

26 3 26 0.05 25 0.30 31 0.15 

Budget consideration for the increases 25 4.45 27 3.40 26 2.30 32 7..35 

Drafting recommendations and checking reports. 27 3 28 0.25 28 4.30 33 13.30 

Total 
244 Hours 

 
256 Hours 
34 Minutes 

288 Hours 
53 Minutes 

278 Hours 
20 Minutes 

 

       4.2.2.2  Budget deliberation of the estimate 

       In order to consider the budget proposal of each ministry and their line 

agencies, the summary of past operations and their new budget estimates are presented 

to  the  committee.    Then  the  committee  discusses  their  overall  performance.    In  the 

process of budget deliberation at line agency level, detailed consideration is required.  

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  on  behalf  of  the  committee’s  secretariat  will  first 

summarize the amount of agency budget approved by the cabinet, and next propose a 

reduction  in  budget  proposal  according  to  the  criteria.    In  most  cases  the  proposed 

reductions are agreed on.  The committee later precedes its scrutinization in detail of 

either programs, projects, outputs or activities.  In this sense, the sequences of detailed 

consideration, whether to analyze separately  program  by  program  or  as  a  whole,  are 

varied depending on the agreement of the committee or the conduct of the Chairman.  

In  this  step,  the  ministries  and  line  agencies  have  to  clarify  their  estimates.    The 

budget  proposal  will  be  approved  when  their  answers  satisfied  the  benefit  of  the 

national budget.  If not, the committee may propose a reduction in the budget, or may 

suspend  its  budget  until  the  next  clarification  in  the  future.      In  this  regard,  the 

committee’s  resolutions  regarding  any  proposed  issue  are  in  principle  made  by  a 

majority vote.  However, in real practice there is rarely a case where the majority vote 

for or against the proposed budget is applied by the Budget Scrutiny Committee.  In 

most cases, the tradition of mutual agreement within the committee is rather satisfied 

in  order  to  retain  the  good  will  of  each  member  in  the  committee  (Anonymous  8, 
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2009).  According to this norm of practice, all of the committee’s members, either of 

the Government or Opposition Parties, seem to have a chance to propose a reduction 

in budget proposal equally.  However, the government-bloc members try to protect the 

Government’s  budget  by  influencing  the  negotiation  process.   Only  a  few  of  the 

Opposition Parties’ proposed reductions are agreed on by the majority at the committee 

level.    The  committee  members  who  are  not  satisfied  with  the  majority  committee’s 

rulings may choose to reserve their proposals for further debate at the last stage. 

       4.2.2.3  Setting up of the sub-committees 

   In order to complete the budget scrutinization within the time limit, the 

committee  could  appoint  several  sub-committees  to  consider  various  aspects  of  the 

government  budget.    Normally,  sub-committees  are  established  to  address  the 

different  sectors  of  the  budget  and  that  is  where  most  of  the  concrete  meetings  take 

place.    The  number  of  sub-committees  change  from  year  to  year  and  do  not 

necessarily coincide with the sub-committees established in the Bureau of the Budget 

during the budget formulation phase.  Here, each of them formulates its own criteria 

for making consideration.  Due to this supplementary stage, the relevant ministries and 

their  line  agencies  may  have  to  explain  their  proposed  budgets  during  the  sub-

committees’  meeting  more  than  once.  Last,  each  sub-committee  has  to  report  its 

opinion  to  the  Budget  Scrutiny  Committee;  then  the  committee  will  make  final 

decisions to approve or disapprove those proposed reports. 

   4.2.2.4  Budget deliberation on the increases 

   In  between  the  stage  of  budget  scrutinization at  the  committee  level, 

there is another parallel process for all ministries and their line agencies to appeal for 

an  increase  in  the  budget.    In  this  process,  the  ministries  can  either  persist  with  the 

necessity of their initial estimate, which was rejected by the committee, or propose a 

new  increase  for  the cabinet’s  approval.    After  a  preliminary  scrutization  by  the 

Bureau  of  the  Budget  according  to  setting  criteria,  some  of  the  new  increases  are 

proposed and approved by the cabinet.  Consideration of the increases by the Budget 

Scrutiny Committee begins after the new proposal reaches the committee.  In the past, 

this  stage  of  budget  scrutinization  was  widely  criticized  since  the  committee’s 

members can propose popular projects for their own benefit.  From 1997 (B.E. 2540), 

the Constitutions have restricted any proposal, submission of a motion or commission 
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of an act which results in direct or indirect involvement by the MPs.   In this present 

process,  the  committee  can  make  consideration  only  of  the  items  proposed  by  the 

cabinet.  Here, however, the negotiation process  is  normally crucial and  not open to 

the public.  At this stage, the relevant ministries and their line agencies do not have to 

attend the debate on their budget.  The meetings are sometimes made confidential in 

order  to  attain  mutual  agreement.    Increases  in  the  fiscal  year’s  budget  are  usually 

agreed on by the government and the opposition outside of the normal parliamentary 

budget process.  At the final stage, lists of proposed augmentation are presented to the 

committee item by item for formal authorizing.   

      4.2.2.5  Other budget deliberation processes  

     After the Budget Scrutiny Committee makes its budget consideration of 

all of the estimates, the chairman will send a notice calling on the mover of a motion 

or an amendment to the motion to give explanation of the motion or amendment.  In 

case the mover of an amendment to the motion agrees with the committee, he or she 

may withdraw that amendment from the motion.  If the mover of an amendment to the 

motion  or  person  entrusted  by  him  or  her  disagrees  with  the  resolution  of  the 

committee on any point, he or she may  reserve  the amendment on that point for the 

decision of the Assembly.  

   In  the  final  stage  after  all  the  estimates  are  scrutinized,  the  Budget 

Appropriations Bill and the report of the committee will be drafted.  In this report, the 

committee resolutions, the mover of an amendment to the motion, the reductions, and 

the  increases  are  demonstrated.    Also,  observations  of  the  committee  will  be 

summarized in the report for consideration of the Assembly.   In this way, drafting of 

the committee’s observations is the responsibility of the secretariats of the committee 

until the working group or the sub-committee has been set up for doing this specific 

task  as  in  the  past  several  years.    After  the  bill  and  the  report  are  checked  and 

published, the chairman will send them to the President of the Assembly as quickly as 

possible.  

 Based on the Bureau of the Budget (2008b: 48), the actual process of budget 

approval in the past five fiscal years is demonstrated as follows. 
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Table 4.9  Summary of Actual Budget Approval Process in the Past Five Fiscal Years 
 
 

 FY 2003 
(B.E. 2546) 

FY 2004 
(B.E. 2547) 

FY 2005 
(B.E. 2548) 

FY 2006 
(B.E. 2549) 

FY 2009 
(B.E. 2552) 

The House of Representatives 
(1) Submit date 
 

May 28,2002 May 26,2003 June 1,2004 June 21,2005 June 16,2008 

(2) First Reading June 26-27 June 25-26 June 23-24 June 29-July  June 27-28 
 

(3) The Committee’s consideration N/A-Aug, 23 July 1-Aug 28 June 30-Aug23 July 1 –Aug25 July 1-Aug 25 
 

(4) Second and Third Reading Sep 4-6 Sep 3-6 Sep 1-3 Aug 31-Sep 2 Sep 3-6 
 

(5) Total = (1)+(2)+(3)+(4) 102 days 104 days 95 days 74 days 83 days 
 

The Senates 
(5) Submit date Sep 9, 2002 Sep 8, 2004 Sep 6, 2004 Sep 5, 2005 Sep 8, 2008 

 
(6) The Senate’s consideration Sep 26-27 Sep 18,19,23 Sep 20-21 Sep 19-20 Sep 16-19 

 
(7) Total = (5)+(6) 19 days 16 days 16 days 16 days 12 days 

 
Total Approval Process 123 days 121days 113 days 92 days 96 days 

 
Promulgation of an Annual 
Appropriations Act 

Oct 7, 2002 Oct 9, 2003 Oct 18, 2004 Oct 11, 2005 Oct 14, 2008 
 

 
    
 4.2.3  Conclusion and Discussion 
 
 According  to  the  overall  process  of  budget  approval  by  the  parliament  of 

Thailand,  it  is  seen  that  the  legislature’s  procedures  for  budget  review  are  firmly 

established.    Although  the  Budget  Procedure  Act  of  1959  (B.E.  2502)  allows  for 

temporary  apply  of  the  previous  year’s  Act  if  the  Annual  Appropriations Bill  is  not 

passed on time, in real practice all of the legislature’s procedures are complete within 

their setting plan.  Almost all of the budget approval processes, especially those of the 

National Assemble processes, are clear and respectful.     

 In  this  sub-section,  a  study  of  the  actual  budget  approval  process  during  the 

five  fiscal  years  shows  that  the  time  duration  for  making  budget  consideration  is 

shorter than is specified in the Constitutional provisions, since the parliament did not 

start  making  the  consideration  immediately.    After  the  Appropriations Bill  was 

submitted  in  fiscal  years  2003  and  2004,  for  example,  the  time  wasted  was  almost 

thirty  days  without  any  action.    The  reason  behind  this  was  possibly  due  to  the 

government’s  technical  tactic  to  submit  the  Budget  Appropriations at  the  end  of  the 
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parliament  general  ordinary  session;  thus  the  parliament  had  to  wait  for  the  next 

extraordinary session to begin its consideration (Anonymous 6, 2009).  In real practice 

the available time for budget consideration was abbreviated.  The committee had less 

than eight weeks or fewer forty official days left for making the budget consideration.  

A study of the time sequence of budget consideration, therefore, supports the concern 

about  time  constraints,  since  it  was  found  that  a  very  short  span  was  left  for 

consideration  of  the  estimates  in  the  last  sequences  compared  to  prior  orders.    The 

study  in  this  section  ascertains  the  result  that  the  limited  time  would affect  efficient 

budget  allocation.    In  the  less  than  three  hours  provided  for  scrutinizing  of  the 

ministry’  estimates,  especially  the  estimates  during  last  sequences,  it  would  be  very 

difficult to make an in-depth scrutinization of how best to reallocate the estimates to 

meet the strategic objectives, or to make consideration on the consequences of budget 

allocation as required by the meaning of allocative efficiency and responsibility. 

 Besides  the  influence  of  the  time  constraint,  a  study  of  the  budget  approval 

process in the parliament also reveals that obstacles to the allocative efficiency and the 

MPs’ responsibility would be caused by an internal process to set up an ad hoc Budget 

Scrutiny  Committee.    According  to  the  study,  it  was  seen  that  the  Budget  Scrutiny 

Committee  is  at  the  heart  of  the  overall  budget  approval  process.    This  internal 

organizational  arrangement  of  a  specialized  review  committee  is  an  engine  room 

supporting the tasks of parliament in approving the budget.  However, this process is 

temporarily  set  up,  as  the committee  is  formed  to  be  an  ad hoc  committee,  not  a 

standing  committee.    Additionally,  the  supporting  sub-committees  that  consider  the 

different sectors of the budget are formed differently each year.  The result of the in-

depth  interview  with  the  committee  members  supported  the  idea  that  lack  of  work 

continuity  results in lack of experience  and knowledge background in approving the 

budget.  As to the interviews, during budget consideration some of the new committee 

members wasted time on naive questions, such as questions about the cost norms of 

equipment, since the newcomers did not have sufficient knowledge to support the task 

of  budget  approval  (Anonymous  6, 2009).    In  this  temporary  setting,  thus,  the 

members’ experience and knowledge accumulation, which requires an efficient budget 

allocation,  would  not  be  enhanced.    The  committee  members  may  stick  with  the 

details  of  bottom-line  items  and  would  not  be  proficient  enough  to  make  efficient 
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decisions  on  budget  allocation.    Furthermore,  since  the  committee  members  are 

appointed  to  work  only  for  one  fiscal  year,  they  do  not  feel  obligated  to  bear  the 

consequences  of  their  decisions  or  actions  in  the  future  (Anonymous  4, 2009).    The 

setting  of  the  ad hoc  committee,  thus,  may  hinder  the  parliament  from  both  an 

allocative efficiency and the responsibility for the consequences of their decisions and 

actions. 

 In  this  part  of  study,  the  issue  of  transparency  within  the  budget  approval 

process is of particular concern.  According to a study of the actual budget approval 

process,  the  overall  budget  approval  process  in  the  parliament  is  transparent  to  the 

public.  However, budget consideration by the committee, especially consideration of 

the  increases  in  fiscal  year  budget  by  the  committee,  is  questioned  for  its  openness.   

As  can  be  seen  from  the  study,  the  negotiation  procedure  at  this  stage is  not  totally 

open to the public since it is part of the incumbent party’s internal power struggle in 

which the vested interests of influential party members prevail over rational decision-

making processes. The transparency of committee meetings according to the study is 

not  totally  achieved  when  the  committee’s  members  act  out  of  a  tradition  of  mutual 

agreement instead of majority vote.   

 To  summarize,  the  results  of  the  study  in  this  section  ascertains  the  limit  of 

available  time,  which  is  a  part  of  institutional-related  factors.    Moreover,  the  study 

supports  the  preceding  concern  of  its  influence  over  allocative  efficiency  and 

responsibility.  The result of the study also reveals that an internal process to set up an 

ad  hoc  Budget  Scrutiny  Committee  may  hinder  allocative  efficiency  and 

responsibility.  Although a study of the overall process of budget approval displays the 

clear and respectful process of budget approval, in real practice the approval process 

elicits  questions  concerning  its  transparency since  a  study  of  the  internal  process 

unveils  that  the  budget  deliberation  process  for  increases  is  sometimes  made  behind 

close doors. 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

128 

4.3  The Budget Scrutiny Committee 

     
 4.3.1  Arrangement of the Budget Scrutiny Committee 

 The  Budget  Scrutiny  Committee  is  an  ad  hoc  committee  which  is  formally 

selected  each  year  to  examine  the  government’s  budget  proposal.    As  to  the  budget 

approval process mentioned earlier, during the first reading phase the political parties 

in the House will appoint their key members in a committee to consider the executive 

budget.    The  number  of  Budget  Scrutiny  Committee’s  members  is  not  specified.   

From  fiscal  year  1987  to  2009  (B.E.2530-2552),  the  numbers  varied  from  52  to  64 

members.    In  fiscal  years  2002-2005  (B.E.  2545-2548)  and  2009  (B.E.  2552),  the 

Budget Scrutiny Committee was composed of 63 members.  Based on this proposed 

number of committee members, the Assembly Regulations imposed the idea that the 

committee  was  to  be  a  joint  legislative-executive  committee  with  the  government 

nominating  about  one-fourth  of  the  total  member  and  the  legislative  taking  on  the 

three-fourths that remained.  In this connection, the government bloc always has extra 

members.    In  fiscal  year  2009  (B.E.  2552),  for  example,  the  executive  committee 

reserved the right to appoint 15 persons of a total of 63 persons to represent it in the 

committee,  while  the  remaining  48  persons  were  nominated  by  the  House.    The 

detailed composition of the setting Budget Scrutiny Committee of fiscal year 2009 and 

a summary of its former five fiscal years are demonstrated as follows. 

 

Table 4.10  Source of the Budget Scrutiny Committee in Fiscal Year 2009  

Unit: Persons 

Total of the Committee 63 

Members proposed by the Government 15 

Members proposed by the House of Representatives 48 

Parties Amount of members Proportion 

480 48 

1) People Power Party 233 23 

2) Democratic Party 164 17 

3) Chart Thai Party 34  3  

4) Puea Pandin Party 24 2 
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Table 4.10  (Continued) 

 

Parties Amount of members Proportion 

480 48 

5) Neutral Democratic Party 11 1 

6) The United National Development Party 9 1 

7) Royal People Party (Pracharaj Party) 5 1 

 
 
Table 4.11  Composition of the Budget Scrutiny Committees in the Past Five Years 

                                                                                                                     Unit: Persons 

Fiscal 
Year 

Total Number of 
Committee 
Members 

 

The 
Executive 
Committee 

The Legislative Committee 
 

Government 
Parties 

Opposition 
Parties 

Total 

2003 63 15 36 12 48 
2004 63 15 35 13 48 
2005 63 15 35 13 48 
2006 64 15 36 13 49 
2009 63 15 31 17 48 

   

 Regarding the previous tables (Table 4.10 and 4.11), the political parties have 

the authority to nominate their representatives to stand within the committee.  Based 

on the determined portion, approximately 60 to 70 percent of the party representatives 

are  selected  from  those  that  have  continually  worked  within  the  Budget  Scrutiny 

Committee  to  get  as  much  advantage  from  their  knowledge  and  experience 

accumulation as possible, whereas 30 to 40 percent of them were newcomers selected 

to  learn  about  the  task  of  budget  approval.    Regarding  the  executive  committee,  it 

normally  is  comprised  of  high-ranking  officials  of  ministerial  status.    The  Budget 

Director and two of the deputies are usually also included in this group.  A Table 4.11 

summarizing  the  committee’s  composition  shows  that  the  proportion  of  the 

government-bloc  committee—which  includes  members  proposed  either  by  the 

government or the government’s parties—is much greater than that of the opposition-

bloc committee; on the other hand, the former constitutes more than 80 percent, while 

the  later  constitutes  less  than  20 percent of  the  total  number  of  committee  members 

(for fiscal year 2003).  Based on this constitution, by tradition the Minister of Finance 
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serves as chairman of the Budget Scrutiny Committee, unlike other committees where 

the  chairpersons  of  the  committee  are  distributed  in  proportion  to  or  in  close 

proportion  to  the  number  of  members  of  the  House  of  Representatives  of  each 

political party or group of political parties in the House of Representatives.  Based on 

the Rules of Procedures of the House of Representatives, the committee can appoint 

knowledgeable  people  to  be  an  adviser,  expert,  academician,  or  secretariat  of  the 

committee.    However,  within  the  period  of  study,  no  academician  or  expert  outside 

was invited to join the committee, and there was no people’s participation within the 

budget approval process.  The academic background of the committee members, thus, 

is important, as summarized in the following table. 

 

Table 4.12  Academic Background of Committee Members 

Unit: Persons 

 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2009 

Bachelor Master Doctor Bachelor Master Doctor Bachelor Master Doctor 

Law 16 1 - 16 2 - 16 3 - 

Economics 5 4 - 5 6 - 4 2 - 

Political Science/          

Public Administration 

8 25 - 3 17 - 6 23 - 

Business 

Administration/ 

Finance/Accounting 

7 9 2 7 5 1 6 6 - 

Social Science 1 - - - - - - - - 

Arts 2  4 5 5 - 6 6 - 

Education /               

Education Management 

5 1 - 3 3 - 4 2 - 

Science 1 - - 4 1 - 4 - - 

Engineering 2 3 2 3 2 2 6 - - 

Medical Science 3 - - 4 - 1 5 - - 

 

 

  Regarding  the  sub-committees,  the  number  of  sub-committees  is  varies  from 

year to year, as revealed in Table 4.13.  Each sub-committee is allowed by the Rules 

of  Procedures  of  the  House  of  Representatives  to  be  composed  of  not  more  than  10 

members.   As to the Rules, one-fifth of its members must be members of the Budget 
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Scrutiny Committee.  This Rule is open for the sub-committees to appoint some other 

people to be sub-committee’s advisors.  In real practice, some advisors are appointed 

from the left of the MPs.  Only a few outside experts are invited to be advisors.  The 

composition of the sub-committees in fiscal year 2009 is revealed in Table 4.14. 

 

Table 4.13  Setting Up of Sub-Committees in FY 2004-2005 and 2009 

 

FY The Budget Scrutiny Sub-Committees  

2004 1. Government’s funds and circulating funds 

2. Local administrative organizations  

3. Information and communication technologies  

4. Training, seminars, public relations, and consultations 

2005 1. Local administrative organizations and the government’s constructions 

2. Information and communication technologies  

3. Training, seminars, public relations and consultations 

2006 1. Local administrative organizations 

2. Information and communication technologies  

3. Training, seminars, public relations, consultations, research and development,  

    and travel abroad budget 

4. Constructions 

5. Water Resources 

2009 1.  Local administrative organizations and provinces 

2   Information and communication technologies  

3. Training, seminars, public relations, consultations, R&D, rents,  

     expenditure abroad, government funds, grants-in-aid, and miscellaneous  

4.  Equipment, land, constructions  

5.  Water resources  

6. Government universities   
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Table 4.14  Composition of the Budget Scrutiny Sub-Committees of FY 2009 

Unit: Persons 

Sub-Committee 

Total 10 Members Committee Advisors 
From Budget Scrutiny 

Committee 
Other MPs 

The 
MPs 

Other 
Outside 
Experts 

Government  
Bloc 

Opposition  
Bloc 

Government  
Bloc 

Opposition 
Bloc 

1. Local   
    authorities     
    and provinces 

4 1 3 2 22 13 

2. ICT 4 - 3 3 5 14 

3. Training,  
    seminars,   
    public  
    relations, etc. 

2 3 4 1 6 7 

4. Equipment,  

    land,   
   constructions 

3 - 4 3 16 12 

5. Water  
    resources 

4 - 3 3 17 4 

6. Government  
    universities   
 

3 1 4 2 5 2 

 

 

 4.3.2  Setting Criteria for Decisions  

    4.3.2.1  The committee’s criteria for decisions 

         Non-participant observation of the  Budget  Scrutiny Committee meeting 

during  the  scrutinization  of  the  2009  estimates  found  that  committee members 

consider and make adjustments on the estimates by using their personal judgment.  In 

this  stage  there  is  no  setting  criterion  of  adjustment  except  that  of  the  committee’s 

secretariat, which is composed of costing norms,  the work plan of construction, actual 

auction and performance, etc.  Data  gathered  from  real  observation  and  analyzed  by 

using  the  analytic  induction  to  identify  common  characteristics  uncovered  10 

categorized  questions  usually  asked  by  committee  members  during  the  budget 

deliberation, as summarized in the following. 

                1)  Completeness  of  information  provision:  One  of  the  most 

frequent  questions  raised  up  by  the  committee  members  concerns  the  details  of  the 

estimates.    The  committee  members  always  request  more  information  or  call  for 

justification  on  provided  information.    Without  enough  justification  of  information 
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provision,  they  may  make  reductions  in  the estimates.    Examples  of  this  group  of 

questions are: 

             (1)   Please  provide the detailed  information  of  all  under  10 

million  baht  expenses  for  construction  maintenance  proposed  by  the  Department  of 

Fisheries  in  order  to  clarify more  about  time,  places,  and  intended  results  of  the 

spending.  

           (2)   The expenditure of the Governance Development Project 

(10 million baht) proposed by the State Enterprise Policy Office should be suspended 

until its details are proposed to the committee. 

             (3)  Since there is no detailed information,  I would  propose to 

cut back expenses for exploring and making the biological diversity database proposed by 

the Office of the Permanent Secretary, Ministry of National Resources and Environment 

(76 million baht).  

             (4)  There  are  no  details  describing  the  subsidy  the 

Secretariat of Thailand Senate would allocate for research and development projects.  

Please provide more  information  about  your  allocation  criteria,  objectives,  and past 

performances on this item. 

       2)  Worthiness and parsimony of resources used:  Consideration 

of  the  committee  highly  emphasizes  how  expensive  the  expenditure  is  and  which 

operation method should be used to save the most money.  Questions often asked by 

the committee regard the most economized resolution between leasing and purchasing 

of  capital  expenditure  (especially  cars  or  other  vehicles)  the  agencies  should  decide 

on.   In some cases, the unit cost of the proposed budget is analyzed.  This group of 

questions is as follows; 

         (1)  The expense of car rental proposed by the Office of the 

Permanent  Secretary,  Ministry  of  Industry  constitutes  10  percent of  its  total 

expenditure.  The office should rather use this amount of expenditure to enhance the 

quality of life of its human resources. 

             (2)  The  estimate  of  25  million  baht  the  Ministry  of 

Commerce  would  spend  for  personnel  development  is  very  expensive,  especially 

when  making  analysis  of  the  unit  cost  per  capita.    I  would  then  like  to  reserve  my 

proposal for further debate in the second reading of the Assembly. 
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         (3)  The  estimate  of  temporary  expense  abroad  proposed  by 

the  Office  of  Agricultural  Economics  is  overestimated.  The  office  should  rather  use 

the government budget for doing research and development. 

             (4)  The estimate of 100 million baht the Land Development 

Department  would  spend  for  stimulating  agricultural  work  in  the  southern  border 

provinces is set to the target areas of only 10,000 rai.  Its unit cost of 100,000 baht per 

rai  is  much  more  expensive than  that  of  other  areas,  which  constitutes  only  21,000 

baht per rai. 

             (5)  The  founding  of  provincial  offices  proposed  by  the 

Office  of  the  Permanent  Secretary,  Ministry  of  Energy  does  not  coincide  with  its 

missions and would  enlarge its budget burden in the future.  I would then propose to cut 

back on the estimate of 103 million baht for this expense. 

       3)    Incremental  change  from  connected  years:  Consideration  of 

how  expensive  the  estimate  of  the  government  agency  is  usually  determined  by  the 

amount of budget already approved in adjacent  years.  Normally, the estimate of the 

either  annual  or  multi-year  commitment  budget  is  analyzed  in  comparison  to  its 

preceding expenditure.  Examples of this group of budget deliberation are the following; 

         (1)  Department  of  Intellectual  Property  has  an  increase  in 

the  estimate  of  up  to  35  percent from  the  previous  year.    What  are  the  advantages 

taken from the increased budget? 

         (2)  Why does the 2010 estimate of the Bank for Agriculture 

and Agricultural Cooperatives have a high jump in its increase rate from other nearby 

fiscal year budgets? 

         (3) The  Department  of  Internal  Trade  proposes  a  subsidy 

allocated  to  the  Office  of  the  Agricultural  Futures  Trading  Commission  (59  million 

baht) and the Agricultural Futures Exchange of  Thailand (119 million baht).  Please 

make a clarification, if it is a new proposed item. If not, what was this item named in 

former years? 

         (4) The  estimate  of  the  Domestic  Training  and  Seminar 

Project proposed by the Gem and Jewelry Institute of Thailand in fiscal year 2009 was 

much greater than that of fiscal year 2008.  Please make a clarification. 
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       4)   Past performances:  Deliberation of past performances mainly 

focused on the actual budget the agencies spent in preceding years and the results of 

that spending.  In this regard, the former budget disbursement and remaining budget 

were scrutinized.  Modification of plan, especially  for  training and hosting seminars 

and study tours, was also questioned.  This was to assure that the allocated budget would 

be spent as the plans the government agencies proposed to the committee.  Examples of 

this group of budget deliberation are the following; 

              (1)  What is the progress on the Development of Distribution 

System for Agricultural Products at Suvarnabhumi Airport the Ministry of Commerce 

has operated in this present fiscal year? What was the past performance of this project 

           (2)  The  Ministry of  Commerce  has  a  modification  of  the 

2008 budget from library renovation to truck purchasing.  Please make a clarification 

on this adjustment. 

              (3)  Please  explain  on  the  budget  leftover  and  modification 

of the 2008 budget of the Department of Internal Trade. 

         (4)  The Ministry of Agriculture and Cooperatives has a very 

slight rate of budget disbursement, especially the disbursement of capital expenditure 

by  the  Office  of  the  Permanent  Secretary,  which  constitutes  only  15  percent  of  its 

appropriations.  Please explain. 

         (5) The  Royal  Irrigation  Department  has  lots  of 

modifications of the 2008 budget without a reasonable supporting explanation.  What 

are the department’s criteria for making the budget modification? 

       5)   Intended consequences: The expected results of the estimates 

are  questioned  in  order  to  find  out  what  can  be  gained  from  the  appropriations.    In 

case the agency can ascertain clear results, its estimate will be approved.  Examples of 

this group of questions are as follows; 

         (1) The  estimate  of  25  million  baht  the  Ministry  of 

Commerce would spend for personnel development is very  expensive.  Please make 

an explanation of its expected results.  
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         (2)  The  setting  key  performance  indicator  (KPI)  of  1,000 

business  units  the  Department  of  Business  Development  would  develop  is  very 

condensed.  Please make a clarification on this setting KPI. 

         (3)  The  indicator  of  increased  agricultural  areas  that  the 

Ministry of Agriculture and Cooperatives sets was reduced from 189 rai in fiscal year 

2008 to 182 rai in fiscal year 2009.  What is the reason for this reduction?  

         (4)  The setting target group of training projects proposed by 

the Office of Agricultural Economics is limited only to government officials.  Why is 

the targets group not set to Thai farmers?  

        6)   Readiness in resources used:  This group of questions is asked 

to ascertain the capability of the government agency in carrying out its plan promptly 

after the estimate is approved.  Examples of questions are the following; 

              (1)  The Land Development Department has lots of transfers 

and modification in its budget expenditure with a justification of incomplete surveys 

and  construction  plans.    How  can  these  incomplete  items be  proposed  for  annual 

budget? 

            (2)  The  Ministry  of  Public  Health  has  many  committed 

construction projects.  Its estimates should be reduced if there is any suspicion of a delay in 

its work process. 

         (3) What  is  the  auction  progress  of  the  residence 

construction  project  in  southern  border  provinces?    In  case  the  auction  is  not 

completely done, the estimate of the National Police Office should be reduced.” 

         (4)  The  Gem  and  Jewelry  Institute  of  Thailand  has  a  plan  of 

founding its new office.  Do you have a final resolution where the place of new office will be? 

         (5)   The committee should make a reduction in the carry over 

budget or commitment item that would be unable to be carried out in fiscal year 2008. 

       7)   Redundancy in budget allocation:  This group of questions is 

to check if there are duplicated operations within one or among various agencies.  In 

case  a  redundancy  is  found  out,  reduction  in  the  estimate  will  be  proposed.    The 

questions are as follows: 
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         (1)  Although  the  estimate  of  256  million  baht  the 

Department of Intellectual Property proposes is classified to link up to each separate 

mission, they seem to be overlapped each other. 

             (2)  Is  the  Biogas  Production  Project  of  the  Department  of 

Livestock  Development  a  duplicate  of  that  of  the  Department  of  Alternative  Energy 

Development and Efficiency? 

             (3) Are  the  first  and  second  outputs  of  Department  of 

Industrial Work duplicates of each other? 

        8)   Extrabudgetary:  The extrabudgetary or non-budgetary funds 

the agency would have besides its annual appropriations are scrutinized to check if the 

government  could  economize  its  expenditure  by  using  other  sources  of  budget  the 

agencies have already reached.  Examples of this group of questions are as follows: 

      (1)  The Department of Alternative Energy Development and 

Efficiency  has  a  large  amount  of  non-budgetary  funds  compared  to  the  governing 

supporting budget.  Please make a justification of the sources of these non-budgetary 

funds, and how is each separating fund to be spent? 

         (2)  The  Department  of  Intellectual  Property  has  59  million 

baht of an extra budget.  How will it be spent?   

              (3)  Are there any non-budgetary funds supporting the Royal 

Irrigation Department projects? 

             (4) A  study  project  of  establishing  an  industrial  estate 

supporting the development area in southern seaboard (5 million baht) should not be 

approved  since  the  Industrial  Estate  Authority  of  Thailand industrial  has  its  own 

income. 

       9)  Fairness  of  budget  allocation:    Committee  members  always 

ask  for  justification  of  unfair  distribution  when  the  government  expenditure  is 

allocated to some specific areas.  Questions on unfair allocation are particularly raised 

in the deliberation of the Ministry  of Agricultural and Cooperatives, the Ministry of 

Natural  Resources  and  Environment,  and  the  Ministry  of  Transport.  Deficiencies  in 

the members’ electoral areas are often demonstrated.  Examples of this group of questions 

are as the following: 
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             (1)  What are the allocating criteria the Department of Rural 

Road uses to determine which areas should have macadamized roads while others can 

have  only  non-asphalt  roads?    Why  do  the  southern  provinces  not  have  enough 

support from the department? 

         (2)   Which criteria does the Royal Irrigation Department use 

to allocate its budget in  each  area? Please make  a clarification: why some provinces 

gain  much  support  from  the  department,  whereas  some  do  not  have  enough 

sustenance? 

             (3) The  estimate  of  89  million  baths  proposed  by  the 

Department  of  Cooperative  Auditing  is  aimed  to  support  growing  rubber  in  the 

southern provinces.    How  many  cooperatives  would  gain  from  this  benefit?  Please 

make an explanation why the others do not earn from this project? 

              (4)  The Land Development Department has a plan to develop 

water  resources  in  the  setting  60  areas.    Please  make  an  explanation:  what  are  the 

criteria  the  department  will  use  to  determine  which  areas  will  be  involved  in  this 

project? 

        10)  Relating rules and regulations:  The last group of questions 

committee  members  always  ask  is  related  to  the  rules  and  regulations  which  govern 

the allocating and spending of the annual budget.  The purpose is to check whether the 

precedings  of  the  upcoming  budget  are  operated  legally  by  law.   Examples  of  these 

questions are: 

         (1)  The Department of Foreign Trade had a modification of 

the 2008 budget from personal expenses for investment.  Is this modification legal? 

         (2)  The  Royal  Irrigation  Department  has  a  new  multi-year 

commitment  budget  for fiscal  year 2009,  but  its  amount  constitutes  less  than  20 

percent of its total commitment budget.  Is this obligation legal?  

              (3)  What  are  the  regulations  guiding  the  spending  of  the 

remaining budget by government agencies? 

         (4)  What  are  the  criteria  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  uses  to 

allocate the government subsidies? 

       Regarding  the  criteria  for  the  increases,  they  are  also  not 

explicitly set up.  This study cannot demonstrate the pattern of questions often raised 



 

 

139 

by committee members since the considerations are mostly made behind close doors. 

Non-participant observation  at  official  meetings  uncovered  two  main  reasons  that 

normally support the consideration of increases in the budget.  First is the necessity of 

the  proposed  items— whether  they  are  committed  by  agency’s  basic  missions,  the 

cabinet resolution, or government policies or strategies.  The second reason is usually 

claimed  for  improving  fairness  in  the  budget  allocation.    In  this  connection,  the 

committee members aim to distribute all of the decreases in the budget to support the 

development of  non-developed  areas.    For  this  supporting  reason,  in  this  process 

committee members  consider  which  area should  be allocated by  which project  and  how 

much of the budget should be allocated for it. 

    4.3.2.2  Sub-committees’ criteria for decisions 

     In  practice,  each  sub-committee  formulates  its  own  adjustment  criteria. 

The  setting  criteria  in  general  are  composed  of  costing  norms,  regulations  for  the 

multi-year commitment budget, consideration of work delay, work duplication, etc.  In 

real practice, however, an across-the-board cut of the proposed budget is even used by 

the  sub-committees.    The Information  and  Communication  Technology  (ICT)  Sub-

Committee, for example, cut off 5-10 percent of the proposed ICT budget, whereas 50 

percent of  the  agencies’  consultative  budgets  were  across-the-board cuts  by the sub-

committee.   The  criteria  for  considering  each  sub-committee  were  studied  and 

summarized as follows. 

 1)  Criteria  for  considering  ICT  budget.  In  considering  the  ICT 

budget,  the  ICT  Sub-Committee specified  the  following  criteria (The House  of 

Representatives, 2008c: 5-6): 

 (1)  The  computer  system  procurement  budget  should  be 

proposed  with  a  consideration  of  suitability  and  necessity.    In  addition  to  this, 

advantages  from  improved  efficiency  in  an  organization’s  productivity  and 

appropriate technology would be of concern. 

 (2)  Computers  and  peripherals would  be  considered 

following  the  standard  price  list  provided  by  the  Ministry  of  Information  and 

Communication Technology before applying a 5 percent reduction to the budget.  Any 

computer  hardware  which  was  not  on  the  provided  list  would  be  considered  taking 

into consideration the current market price. 
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 (3)   All  information  and  communication  technology  budget 

proposals  for  fiscal  year  2009  would  be  reduced  from  5 – 10  percent  from  the  total 

budget.    In  case  of  the  procurement  of  items  on  the  referred  standard  price  list, 

proposed  prices  would  be  adjusted  pursuant  to  the  standard  price  list  and  the  total 

amount reduced 5 – 10 percent.   

 (4)  Case-by-case  review  by considering  appropriateness, 

necessity, efficiency, and benefits to the people and the country. 

 (5)   The information and communication technology budget 

for the following would not be subject to deduction: 

a) Organizations whose duties concerned the institution 

of kingship. 

b) Organizations  whose  duties  concerned  the  nation’s 

security,  such  as  the  Ministry  of  Defence,  the  Mass  Internal  Security  Operations 

Command, and the National Intelligence Agency. 

c) Organizations  whose  duties  concerned  collecting 

national revenue such as the Ministry of Finance. 

d) Organizations  whose  duties  concerned  tourism 

promotion such as the Tourism Authority of Thailand. 

e) Organizations  proposed  for  information  and 

communication technology budget with a total amount not exceeding 1 million baht. 

 2)     Criteria  for  considering  budget  for  training,  seminar,  public 

relations,  turn-key  service,  consultants,  research  and  technology  transfer,  lease, 

overseas  official  trip  allowances,  funds,  compensation  and  others:  The  Training 

Budget Scrutiny  Sub-Committee  required  that  official  agencies  fill  out  the  budget 

request  form  and  submit  it  the  sub-committee  with  supporting  details  for 

consideration, such as details of expenditures, comparison of budget amount for fiscal 

year 2009 to fiscal year 2007 – 2008, budget spending record for fiscal year 2008, and 

explanations  as  to  why  the  projects  should  be  implemented.    The  Training  Budget 

Scrutiny  Sub-Committee  had  the  following  guideline  for  considering  budget 

reductions (The House of Representatives, 2008e: 4-5). 

 (1)  Reduce projects which are not worth investing in terms 

of returns and that do not provide true benefits to the people.  
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 (2) Reduce  projects  which  are  vaguely  explained  and/or 

regularly  requested.    However,  such  reduction  must  not  affect  the operations  of  the 

organizations. 

 (3) Reduce  projects  which  could  not  use  the  budget  as 

planned in the previous fiscal year.   

 (4)  Unimportant or luxurious expenditures should be limited 

in order to save the budget.  

 (5) Reduce  budget  for  consulting  which  is  not  directly 

concerned with the main missions of the organizations,  reduce  budget with too high 

consulting  costs,  and  reduce  the  outsourcing  budget  for  the  tasks  that  can  be 

performed by the organizations’ own personnel. 

 (6) Reduce  research  projects  which  do  not  use  knowledge 

extension and cannot expand the results to benefit the people. 

 (7)  Reduce unclear research projects with inability to achieve 

the organizations’ or provinces’ strategies and goals.  

 (8) Reduce research projects which are redundant with normal 

operations of responsible organizations. 

 (9)  Reduce  projects  which  can  be  funded  by  other  financial 

resources. 

   3) Criteria for considering water resources budget reduction (The 

House of Representatives, 2008f: 5-7). 

 (1) Existing  construction  projects  which  the  budget  was 

carried  from  the  prior  year  would  be  considered  regarding  the  expected  payment 

according  to  work  completion  and  terms  of  payment  associated.    The  fiscal  year 

overlap reserved budget approved by the Ministry of Finance would also be taken into 

account for budget consideration.  

 (2) For  new  construction  projects  which  have  had  a 

commitment  budget  over  fiscal  years,  the  proposed  budget  in  the  first  fiscal  year 

would cover not less than 20 percent of the total budget. 

 (3) Construction  projects  which  were  expected  to  be 

completed in one fiscal year (either for items with an amount more than or less than 
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10 million baht) would be reduced based on their necessity, especially if they were not 

in the public interest. 

 (4) Any hardware  except  computer  hardware  would  be 

considered according to specified standards and necessity. 

 In addition, the budget was considered by taking into account 

the non-budgetary funds which could substitute for the government budget. 

   4)  Criteria  for  considering  equipment,  land  and  construction 

budget:  The sub-committee adopted the Bureau of the Budget guideline and specified 

the  following  guideline  for  budget  review  and  criteria for  budget  reduction  (The 

House of Representatives, 2008b: 3-5). 

                                            (1) The  guideline  set  by  Bureau  of  the  Budget  for  budget 

allocation review was used as budget reduction criteria.  The principle was to estimate 

the amount according to the plan by taking into account the current facts as follows:  

a) Standard items would be reviewed  according to the 

standard prices and standard construction criteria. 

b) For proposed budgets for the items which had been 

bid on, the budget would be adjusted to the bidding result.   

c) New  construction  items  would  be  evaluated  by 

reviewing  the  project  readiness,  such  as  whether  the  detailed  design  plans  and  cost 

estimation had been  accomplished.  In case that the  projects were unprepared, which 

might cause adjustment  in payment plans, bills of  quantity, or  fiscal  year overlap of 

the  reserved  budget,  the  proposed  budget  for  these  items  would  then  be  adjusted  to 

reflect the facts above. 

d) Items  in  Clause  23  (committed  budget)  of  the 

Budget Appropriations Act B.E.2502 would be considered according to their progress 

status, i.e. whether the bids had been awarded and the contracts had been signed.  In 

case  of  delay,  the  projects  would  be  reviewed  following  the  plans  and  revised  as 

appropriate for actual disbursement. 

e) Items which are under contract would be considered 

by reviewing the plan against performance and budget spending.  In case of delay or 

problems  found,  the  plan  would  be  revised  and  work  terms  would  be  reduced 

according to performance and related facts.  In case that the fiscal year overlap budget 
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should  be  reserved  for  fiscal  year  2009,  the  reserve  should  also  be  regarded  as 

payment for delivery of project in fiscal year 2009.  The budgets for fiscal year 2009 

would  be  reduced  to  the  amount  considered  to  be  sufficient  for  the  delivery  of 

completed project payments.  In case that the fiscal year overlap reserved budget was 

sufficient to absorb such payment in the fiscal year 2009, the budget would be totally cut. 

f) The proposed budget might be reduced due to other 

reasons, such as inconsistency in the principles and current situation, redundancy with 

the projects which had been implemented by the budget transferred in fiscal year 2008 

or by means of the measures to enhance budget management efficiency for fiscal year 

2008 or by others.  

     (2)  The  resolution  of  the  sub-committee  provided  additional 

criteria for budget reduction as follows:  

a) The  committed  budget  for  new  items  proposed  for 

fiscal  year 2009 would  be retained for 20  percent of  the total construction cost. The 

proportion of committed budget would be 20 percent and 80 percent (for the budget to 

be committed to for 2 years) and 20 percent, 40 percent, 40 percent (for the budget to 

be committed to for 3 years).  Even if the budget had been retained for 20 percent as 

the  minimum  for  multiple  fiscal  year  commitment  debt  specified  in  the  cabinet’s 

resolution,  in  some  cases  only  15  percent  was  paid  for  down  payment  with  contract 

signing.  Therefore,  in  case  that  the  proposed  items  were  still  not  ready,  the  budget 

would  be  retained  for  20  percent  and  the  remaining  budget  would  be  obliged  in  the 

following  fiscal  years  according  to  the  construction  periods.  The  proportion  of  20 

percent,  40  percent,  40  percent  was  set  just  as  a  model  (for  a  3-year  commitment 

budget).   

b) The  budget  for  the  proposed  items  which  were 

delayed would  be  reduced  to  the  amount  sufficient  for  disbursement  for  fiscal  year 

2009 according to the guideline for budget reduction criteria set by the Bureau of the 

Budget  submitted  to  the  Budget  Act  2009  Scrutiny  Committee.    The  organizations 

which had passed the committee’s consideration would also be reviewed by the sub-

committee by using the criteria for budget reduction.   

c) Regarding equipment items, the proposed budget for 

automobile  procurement  would  be  totally  reduced  with  consideration  of  change  and 
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development of engine technology, such as bi-fuel engines (capable of running on gas 

and oil), and E-85 capable engines which would result in cheaper  automobile prices. 

Since  the  proposed  budgets  were  mostly  for  procurement  of  trucks  (with  diesel 

engines) and for replacement of used automobiles, this would result in a burden cost 

of  fuel  budgets,  which  tended  to  rise  continuously.    However,  the  budget  reduction 

would  be  considered  only  when  the  proposed  procurement  could  be  held.  The 

proposed  budgets  for  necessary  operations,  such  as  procurement  for  operations  in 

new/urgent/necessary  missions,  the  Royal  Initiative  Projects,  operations  in  foreign 

countries and the southern border provinces, would be approved.  

 5)  Criteria  for  considering  the  support  budget  for  local 

administration: The sub-committee would consider a support budget allocated to  the 

local administration according to the following criteria and guidelines (The House of 

Representative, 2008d: 1)  

 (1) Consider overall information according to the principle of 

decentralization of power regarding local administrative organizations for fiscal  year 

2009 as provided by the decentralization of power committee. 

 (2) Consider  by  item  the  appropriateness  of  the  support 

budget allocated to the local administration. 

 (3) Consider  performance  and  spending  history  in  the  prior 

fiscal year, constraints, performance, delay, and budget management. 

 (4) Consider  capacity  and  potentiality  to  complete  the  work 

within  expected  period  of  time  in  order  to  avoid  delay  in  performing  the  work  or 

spending the budget. 

 (5) Ensure that financial support is equally allocated to local 

authorities throughout all regions. 

 (6) Refer  to  other  related  budget  reduction  criteria  provided 

by the sub-committee to support consideration. 

 6)  Criteria  considering  the  provinces’  budget:  The  provinces’ 

budget amount of 18,000 million baht for fiscal year 2009 was allocated according to 

the following criteria (The House of Representative, 2008d: 1-2): 
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 (1) The total financial amount would be allocated regarding to 

the following basis:   

 a)  50 percent of the total budget allocated to all provinces. 

b)  10  percent  of  the  total  budget  allocated  by  size  of 

population 

c)  35  percent  of  the  total  budget  allocated  by 

inconsistency in family’s income 

d)  5 percent of the total financial amount allocated  by 

Gross Provincial Product (GPP) 

   (2)   The  budget  would  be  allocated  to  support  mobilization 

and potential promotion for provincial development in the following projects: 

 a) Provincial  development  projects  were  those  that 

respond  to  development  in  different  aspects,  such  as  economic  development,  social 

development,  natural  resources  and  environmental  development,  security  and  peace, 

and management, which were consistent with the provincial development strategy and 

which were allocated a budget amount of 15,000 million baht. 

 b) Co-operative  development  projects  between 

provinces  were  those  focusing  on  economic  and  social  development  to  stimulate 

investment from the private sectors and to increase incomes which supported the goal 

and strategy of the plan for co-operation between the provinces and were allocated a 

budget  amount  of  3,000  million  baht  (provided  to  the  host  provinces:  the  provinces 

where an OSM office is located). 

   (3)  Guideline  of  the  sub-committee:  The  subcommittee 

would consider the provinces’ budget allocation by considering potentiality, particular 

constraints, consistency with the budget allocation, potentiality, capacity to perform as 

well  as  related  laws.  Provinces  proposed  for  the  budget  were  required  to  submit 

supporting information and facts for the sub-committee’s consideration.  
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  4.3.3  Decisions of the Budget Scrutiny Committee 

 Based on the document study of meeting reports (Budget Scrutiny Committee, 

2008) and non-participant observation to the committee’s deliberation, in this section 

the decisions on budget approval are demonstrated.  Relevant data are summarized in 

the designed tables to ease understanding.   

       4.3.3.1  Reduction of the estimate 

     A  study  of  the  committee’s  decisions  on  the  budget  appropriations  of 

fiscal  year  2009  reveals  little  role  of  the  Budget  Scrutiny  Committee  in  making  a 

decrease in the proposed budget.  In this regard, the total reduction of 45,009,585,700 

baht constitutes only 2.45 per cent of budget estimates.  Based on this total number, 

the  Committee  proposed  a  reduction  of 13,721,661,400 baht,  which  constitutes  0.75 

percent  of  budget  estimates  and  the  sub-committee  proposed  a  reduction  of 

31,287,924,300 baht, which constitutes of 1.70 percent of the budget estimate.   

     Table  4.15  shows  the  reduction  proposed  by  the  Budget  Scrutiny 

Committee.   According the table, the Committee made more decisions on the “same 

as  budget  estimates”  than  the  “decrease  below  budget  estimates;”  the  former 

constituting  more  than  99  percent,  while  the  later  constituting  less  than  1  percent.   

Under this circumstance, it reveals that the Committee accepted all of the Bureau of 

the Budget’s recommendations, which constituted 65 decisions.  Although the amount 

of reduction that the Bureau of the Budget recommended constitutes only 0.01 percent 

of budget estimates, it contributes the highest, 86 percent, of all committee decisions 

on decreases below budget estimates.     

           

   Table 4.15  Reduction in the Estimates by Committee Members, FY 2009 

Unit: Baht 

Committee Decisions        Amount of       

      Reduction 

% of 

Budget 

No. of 

Decisions 

% of 

Decisions 

1. Decreases below  

    budget estimates 

13,721,661,400 0.74% 76 18.31% 

1.1  Proposed by BOB 930,935,900 0.01% 65 15.66% 

1.2  Initiated by committee  12,790,725,500 0.69% 11 2.65% 
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 Table 4.15  (Continued) 

 

Committee Decisions Amount of 

Reduction 

% of 

Budget 

No. of 

Decisions 

% of 

Decisions 

2. Same as budget     

     estimates 

1,821,278,338,600 99.26% 340 81.93% 

3. Total 1,835,000,000,000 100% 415 100% 

 

 

 According to the present author’s study of budget decreases proposed by 

the  Budget  Scrutiny  Committee,  they  were  estimates  of  the central  fund,  the 

Government  Pharmaceutical  Organization,  and  funds  for  small and  medium  size 

enterprise  promotion.    The  present  author’s  study found  that  the  reasons  supporting 

these decreased items were not clearly justified.  Whereas the central fund allocated to 

accommodate emergencies or necessity was cut because of its large proportion, with a 

small  disbursement  rate  in  the  former  year,  other  items  under  the  central  fund  (see 

Table 4.16, items 1.3-1.9) were cut, although the past allocated budget was shown to 

be  insufficient.    As  to  a  reduction  in  expenditures  for  promoting  SML  villages  and 

communities, the supporting reason concerned deviation in the demands of villages or 

communities;  thus  an  equal  allocation  was  not  appropriate.    The  reason  for  the 

decrease in the estimate of funds for SME promotion stemmed from a problem of its 

past  performance  being  suspended  by  the Office  of  the  Auditor  General.    For  the 

budget decrease in the estimates of the Government Pharmaceutical Organization, the 

reason was due to its ability to gain income.  The present author’s study in the amount 

of  budget  decrease  proposed  by  the  committee  also  revealed  that  they  did  not  have 

clear references regarding sources for the amount of the decrease in numbers.  Mostly, 

the  amount  of  reductions  was  proposed  by  committee  members  by  using  their  own 

judgment.   
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Table 4.16 Details of the Reduction in the Estimate by Committee Members, FY 2009 

Unit: Baht 

Ministry/ Department Amount of 

Reduction 

1. Central Fund 11,740,725,500 

1.1 Expenditures for promoting  SML villages and communities according to     

      the economic sustainability philosophy 

4,000,000,000 

1.2 Allowances for accommodating emergencies or necessity 3,005,725,500 

1.3 Expenditures for medical fees of civil servants; employees and public  

      personnel 

100,000,000 

1.4 Allowances for pensions and gratuities 200,000,000 

1.5 Allowances for assisting civil servant employees and public personnel 385,000,000 

1.6 Allowances for  promotions and salary adjustments, and education  

      adjustments  

1,000,000,000 

1.7 Allowances for reserves contribution and compensation allowances for  

      civil servants 

2,900,000,000 

1.8 Contribution allowances for permanent employees 50,000,000 

1.9 Expenditures on allowances for public personnel on a fair, appropriate, 

      basis corresponding with the economic conditions and pursuant to related   

      legal rights. 

10,000,000 

2. The Government Pharmaceutical Organization 50,000,000 

3. Fund for Small and Medium Enterprise Promotion 1,000,000,000 

4. Total 12,790,725,500 

 

Source:  The House of Representatives, 2008g. 

Note:  The data in Table 4.16 were summarized from the Report of the Budget   

            Scrutiny Committee, fiscal year 2009  

 

   As for the present author’s study of the sub-committees’ decisions for a 

decreased  budget,  it  was  found  that in  fiscal  year  2009  most  of  the  actual  decreases 

were proposed at this stage.  Although the sub-committees proposed budget decreases 

of only 1.70 percent of the budget estimate, it constituted 70 percent of total decreases 

of the 2009 Budget Appropriations Bill.  Table 6 reveals that for the year concerned, 
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the sub-committees proposed the highest amount of budget decrease to the estimates 

allocated to local authorities and provinces.  The reasons supporting the decreases by 

each sub-committee have already been demonstrated in the criteria for decisions.  In 

real practice, however, an across-the-board cut of the proposed budget were even used 

by the sub-committees.  The ICT Sub-Committee, for example, made a cut off of 5-10 

percent of the proposed ICT budget, whereas 50 percent of the agencies’ consultative 

budgets  were  across  the  broad  cut  by  the  sub-committee.    Details  of  the  estimate 

demonstrated by each ministry and line agency are as shown in Table 4.18. 

 

Table 4.17  Overall Decreases in Budget Estimates of Fiscal Year 2009 

                                                                                                                       Unit: Baht 

Estimates 1,835,000,000,000 

The 1st 13,721,661,400  Decrease by the Committee 

Total 2nd 31,287,924,300  Decrease by the Sub-Committees 

     - Local Administrative Organizations and Provinces 19,130,487,900 

     - Water Resources 1,334,983,500 

     - ICT 286,739,800 

     - Land and Construction 4,737,888,200 

     - Training, Seminar, PR, Consultation, R&D, etc 5,797,824,900 

     - Government Universities - 

Total Decreases 45,009,585,700 

 

Source:  The House of Representatives, 2008b; The House of Representatives, 2008c;          

                The House of Representatives, 2008d; The House of Representatives, 2008e; 

                The House of Representatives, 2008f; The House of Representatives, 2008g. 

Note:   The data in Table 4.17 were summarized from the Reports of Budget Scrutiny   

            Committee and the sub-committees of the Budget Scrutiny Committee, fiscal  

            year 2009. 
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Table 4.18  Details of Decreases in the Estimates of Fiscal Year 2009 
 
 

 
                 Ministries 

Proposed Budget 
Appropriations 

Bill 

1st 
Adjustment 
by the 

Committee 

2nd Adjustment by the Sub-Committees 

Total 2nd 
Adjustment 

Total 
 Adjustment 

Local 
Administrative 
Organizations 
and Provinces 

Water 
Resources 

ICT 
Lands and  
Constructions 

Training,  
Seminar, PR,  
R&D, etc 

University 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (3+4+5+6+7+8) (9) = (2+8) 

 Total Adjustment  1,835,000,000,000 13,721,661,400 19,130,487,900 1,334,983,500 286,739,800  4,737,888,200 5,797,824,900 - 31,287,924,300 45,009,585,700 

 Central Fund  249,565,725,500 11,740,725,500 - - - - - - - 11,740,725,500 

 Office of the Prime Minister  25,758,793,000 257,500 - - 14,107,000 - 257,900,200 - 272,007,200 272,264,700 

 Ministry of Defence  169,092,000,000 - - - - 84,428,000   3,175,200 - 87,603,200 87,603,200 

 Ministry of Finance  202,523,188,300 - - - - 280,923,900 40,842,100 - 321,766,000 321,766,000 

 Ministry of Foreign Affairs  8,212,145,300 - - - 175,400 63,406,000 374,290,800 - 437,872,200 437,872,200 

 Ministry of Tourism and Sports  4,082,204,600 69,000 - - 7,846,600 51,928,500 59,648,800 - 119,423,900 119,492,900 

 Ministry of Social Development   
 and Human Security  

9,576,465,100 1,438,000 - - 10,387,100 46,390,000       400,000 - 57,177,100 58,615,100 

 Ministry of Agriculture and 
Cooperatives  

69,670,262,700 182,602,300 - 797,886,600 11,580,100 75,751,000 382,011,400 -  1,267,229,100 1,449,831,400 

 Ministry of Transport  66,371,238,800 387,756,700 - - 43,191,100 2,940,637,000 205,767,400 -   3,189,595,500 3,577,352,200 

 Ministry of Natural Resources  
 and Environment  

21,332,266,500 - - 537,096,900 1,164,100 16,940,000   1,188,808,400 -   1,744,009,400 1,744,009,400 

 Ministry of ICT  3,962,808,000 45,000 - - 5,700,000 -      224,627,000 - 230,327,000 230,372,000 
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Table 4.18  (Continued) 
 
 

 
Ministries 

Proposed Budget 
Appropriations 

Bill 

1st 
Adjustment 
by the 

Committee 

2nd Adjustment by the Sub-Committees 

Total 2nd 
Adjustment 

Total 
 Adjustment 

Local 
Administrative 
Organizations 
and Provinces 

Water 
Resources 

ICT 
Lands and  
Constructions 

Training,  
Seminar, PR,  
R&D, etc 

University 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (3+4+5+6+7+8) (9) = (2+8) 

 Ministry of Energy  2,522,994,600 60,019,800 - - 648,600 21,963,800 124,869,900 - 147,482,300 207,502,100 

 Ministry of Commerce  6,504,116,900 - - - 8,322,300 30,140,000 73,601,800 - 112,064,100 112,064,100 

 Ministry of Interior  195,574,695,400 60,434,000 15,959,947,900 - 57,273,400 101,685,000 254,438,700 - 16,373,345,000 16,433,779,000 

 Ministry of Justice  16,550,129,000 520,100 - - 6,399,800 - 90,993,100 - 97,392,900 97,913,000 

 Ministry of Culture  27,545,687,200 1,228,600 - - 8,408,900 44,240,000 53,728,100 - 106,377,000 107,605,600 

 Ministry of Culture  4,932,989,400 928,100 - - 1,657,500 98,613,000 36,633,000 - 136,903,500 137,831,600 

 Ministry of Science and   Technology  8,352,797,200 - - - 5,909,700 41,460,000 278,629,600 - 325,999,300 325,999,300 

 Ministry of Education  330,069,183,600 175,579,900 - - 68,881,900 78,051,900 5,250,000 - 152,183,800 327,763,700 

 Ministry of Public Health  71,041,896,000 1,444,500 - - 4,788,800 183,733,200 214,450,800 - 402,972,800 404,417,300 

 Ministry of Industry  5,843,679,900 261,800 - - 14,581,800 14,808,900 132,681,600 - 162,072,300 162,334,100 

 Independent Public Agencies  77,468,630,400 8,350,600 - - 1,702,900 33,660,000 69,687,800 - 105,050,700 113,401,300 
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Table 4.18  (Continued) 
 
 

 
Ministries 

Proposed Budget 
Appropriations 

Bill 

1st 
Adjustment 
by the 

Committee 
 

 

2nd Adjustment by the Sub-Committees 

Total 2nd 
Adjustment 

 

Total 
 Adjustment 

 
 

Local 
Administrative 
Organizations 
and Provinces 

 

Water 
Resources 

ICT 
Lands and  
Constructions 

Training,  
Seminar, PR,  
R&D, etc 

University 

 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (3+4+5+6+7+8) (9) = (2+8) 

 Parliamentary Agencies  3,843,536,100 - - - - 10,500,000 - - 10,500,000 10,500,000 

 Judicial Agencies  12,667,514,000 - - - 5,732,500 26,311,000 - - 32,043,500 32,043,500 

 Agencies Under the Constitution  10,339,856,200 - - - 5,362,900 17,060,000 148,250,300 - 170,673,200 170,673,200 

 Provinces  18,000,000,000 50,000,000 3,170,540,000 - - - - - 3,170,540,000 3,220,540,000 

 State Enterprises  54,937,431,900 50,000,000 - - 2,917,400 470,747,000 1,217,138,900 - 1,690,803,300 1,740,803,300 

 The Thai Red Cross Society  3,097,014,700 - - - - 4,510,000 - - 4,510,000 4,510,000 

 Revolving Funds  128,020,572,200 1,000,000,000 - - - - 360,000,000 - 360,000,000 1,360,000,000 

Replenishment of Treasury  
Account Balance  
 

27,540,177,500 - - - - - - - - 
- 
 

 

 

Source:  The House of Representatives, 2008b; The House of Representatives, 2008c; The House of Representatives, 2008d; The House of  

               Representatives, 2008e; The House of Representatives, 2008f; The House of Representatives, 2008g. 

Note: The data in Table 4.18 were summarized from the reports of the Budget Scrutiny Committee and sub-committees, fiscal year 2009. 
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    4.3.3.2  Increase in the estimate 

 As for the study in the increase in budget estimates, the finding reveals 

that some disapproved items were returned to ministries and agencies in order to make 

them able to carry out their basic missions, and some were approved to proceed with 

the  government’s  setting policies,  or  strategies.    In  this  sense,  room  is  left  for  the 

committee to decide which ones should be supported by the increases.  As mentioned 

earlier,  this  process  of  budget  consideration  is  not  totally  declared.    For  all  of  the 

previous years of budget approval, the total amount of the decreases were reallocated 

to  the  new  proposals  of  increased  budget.    Here,  many  of  them  were  allocated 

indirectly to specific areas though the government’s ministries and agencies’ projects.  

The overall increases in the fiscal year budget of 2009 are demonstrated in Table 4.19. 

 

Table 4.19  Increases Over Budget Estimates of Fiscal Year 2009  

Unit: Baht 

Ministries Estimates Reductions Increases Appropriations 

Total 1,835,000,000,000 45,009,585,700 45,009,585,700 1,835,000,000,000 

Central Fund 249,565,725,500 11,740,725,500 3,115,636,900 240,940,636,900 

Office of the Prime Minister 25,758,793,000 272,264,700 90,755,000 25,577,283,300 

Ministry of Defense 169,092,000,000 87,603,200 1,152,997,000 170,157,393,800 

Ministry of Finance 202,523,188,300 321,766,000 178,876,800 202,380,299,100 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs 8,212,145,300 437,872,200 51,063,000 7,825,336,100 

Ministry of Tourism and Sports 4,082,204,600 119,492,900 476,534,500 4,439,246,200 

Ministry of Social Development 
and Human Security 

9,576,465,100 58,615,100 180,777,800 9,698,627,800 

Ministry of Agriculture and Cooperatives 69,670,262,700 1,449,831,400 602,530,000 68,822,961,300 

Ministry of Transport 66,371,238,800 3,577,352,200 7,900,000,000 70,693,886,600 

Ministry of Natural Resources  
and Environment 

21,332,266,500 1,744,009,400 1,015,000,000 20,603,257,100 

Ministry of ICT 3,962,808,000 230,372,000 - 3,732,436,000 

Ministry of Energy 2,522,994,600 207,502,100 - 2,315,492,500 

Ministry of Commerce 6,504,116,900 112,064,100 24,511,400 6,416,564,200 

Ministry of Interior 195,574,695,400 16,433,779,000 16,128,405,900 195,269,322,300 

Ministry of Justice 16,550,129,000 97,913,000 55,000,000 16,507,216,000 
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Table 4.19  (Continued) 
 
 

Ministries Estimates Reductions Increases Appropriations 

Total 1,835,000,000,000 45,009,585,700 45,009,585,700 1,835,000,000,000 

Ministry of Labour 27,545,687,200 107,605,600 65,800,000 27,503,881,600 

Ministry of Culture 4,932,989,400 137,831,600 119,500,000 4,914,657,800 

Ministry of Science and Technology 8,352,797,200 325,999,300 - 8,026,797,900 

Ministry of Education 330,069,183,600 327,763,700 2,557,196,100 332,298,616,000 

Ministry of Public Health 71,041,896,000 404,417,300 262,604,400 70,900,083,100 

Ministry of Industry 5,843,679,900 162,334,100 20,000,000 5,701,345,800 

Independent Public Agencies 77,468,630,400 113,401,300 313,576,300 77,668,805,400 

Parliamentary Agencies 3,843,536,100 10,500,000 4,170,454,600 8,003,490,700 

Judicial Agencies 12,667,514,000 32,043,500 87,428,200 12,722,898,700 

Agencies Under the Constitution 10,339,856,200 170,673,200 400,000,000 10,569,183,000 

Provinces 18,000,000,000 3,220,540,000 3,500,000,000 18,279,460,000 

State Enterprises 54,937,431,900 1,740,803,300 2,540,937,800 55,737,566,400 

The Thai Red Cross Society 3,097,014,700 4,510,000 - 3,092,504,700 

Revolving Funds 128,020,572,200 1,360,000,000 - 126,660,572,200 

Replenishment  of  Treasury  Account 
Balance 

27,540,177,500 - - 27,540,177,500 

 
 
    4.3.4  Conclusion and Discussion 

 The  study  in  this  sub-section  reveals  the  limit  of  the independent  variable  of 

participant mechanism and its influence on budget approval.  The mechanism has not 

been yet open for citizen participation.  There is no input for the best allocation from 

citizen  participation.    The  present  study  found  no  participation  from  experts  or 

academicians even in the setting of the participant mechanism of the Budget Scrutiny 

Committee,  although  an  invitation  to  outsiders  was  allowed  sine  the  committee  was 

set up as an ad hoc or select committee.  The only participation from outside experts 

was found in the composition of the sub-committees.  However, they were appointed 

to  be  the  committee  advisors  who  did  not  have  sufficient  power  to  make  decisions.   

According to the present author’s observation, only a small number of advisors from 
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outside  partook  in  each  sub-committee  meeting.    Input  for  making  allocative 

efficiency  thus  was  limited.    Additionally,  because  of  this  limitation  there  was  no 

participation mechanism from outside to enhance transparency or accuracy regarding 

the law.   

 As for a study of the Budget Scrutiny Committee participant mechanism, the 

composition of participant mechanism for approving the budget was scrutinized.  The 

study found that the number of committee members was in proportion to or in close 

proportion  to  the  number  of  members  of  the  House  of  Representatives  of  each 

political  party.    However,  the  government  bloc  has  more  advantage  in  the  number 

since  the  executive  can  nominate  one-fourth  of  the  total  number  of  committee 

members as nominees besides the committee members from government parties.  The 

committee composition, therefore, is made up of the government-bloc of the highest to 

80  percent,  whereas  the  other  20  percent  is  reserved  for  the  opposition  parties. 

Regarding the study, it was seen that the government has very much power in its total 

number  of  government  committee  members  and  its  possession  of  the  position  of 

chairman by the Minister of Finance.  According to this composition, the government 

had  no  difficulty  proposing  its  estimate  to  be  approved  since  committee  members 

from  the  opposition  parties  do  not  have  enough  authority  to  disrupt  the estimates  of 

proposed  government  projects.    Although  the  constitution  allows  for  an amendment 

which  reduces  existing  items,  in  practice  the  rule  of  majority  vote  obstructs  the 

amendment’s  ability.    As  reveled  by  the  study,  in  the  stage  of  committee 

consideration,  only  a  little  of  the  reduction  proposed  by  the  members  of  opposition 

parties was agreed on by the majority.  Only if strong evidence of corruption or non-

transparency is presented can the opposition parties take on the role of overseeing the 

budget  approval  process.    The  composition,  therefore,  hinders  the  legislative  role  in 

reviewing  or  approving  the  overarching  annual  budget  for  the  achievement  of 

allocative efficiency.  By this composition, any proposal for change or reallocation of 

the estimates for efficient allocation could be approved only when it is supported by 

the government bloc committee.  Collective responsibility of the committee members 

(especially by opposition-bloc committee members) on the actions or consequences of 

actions, thus, could not be achieved with this limitation.  Checking and balancing for 

transparency  and  accuracy  to  the  law  would  hardly  be  achieved  through  this  setting 
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mechanism.    An  individual  member  of  an  opposition  party  could  only  reserve  an 

amendment  to  the  motion  in  order  to  amplify  suspected  issues  in  the  parliament 

chamber.   

 In  this  sub-section,  the  study  of  individual  knowledge  background  is 

investigated.    The  result  shows  that  most  of  the  committee  members  have  a  good 

academic  background,  as  more  than  half  them  have  a  master’s  degree  and  some  a 

doctoral degree.  However, only some of them have knowledge of economics, which 

is  essential  for  budget  consideration.    Moreover,  approximately  30  to  40  percent  of 

them  are  new  members.    As  such,  not  all  of  them  are  well-prepared  in  specific 

knowledge  or  experience  accumulation,  which  is  required  for the  task  of  budget 

approval.    Since  some  of  the  committee  members  are  not  proficient  enough—they 

have  to  rely  very  much  on  recommendations  given  by  government  officials.    As 

revealed by the study, the committee relies greatly on recommendations proposed by 

the  Budget  Bureaus.    This  finding  supports  former  research  on  the  politics  and 

administration of the Thai budgetary process, which revealed that the Budget Scrutiny 

Committee  tended  to  accept  the  Budget  Bureau’s  recommendations  as  authoritative, 

thus performing a rubber-stamp role rather than a full-fledged decision-making body 

and  therefore  resulting  in  the  absence  of  effective  parliamentary  control  over  the 

allocation  of  resources  at  the  national  level  as  a  consequence  (Chai  Anan 

Samudavanija, 1971).   The lower the proficiency committee members possess, thus, 

the  higher  the  dependency  on  government  agencies  that  would  hinder  them  from 

responsibility over the tasks and consequences of the tasks of budget approval.    

 This section of the present study also reveals that allocative efficiency was not 

of much concern during  the budget consideration.   According to the study, approval 

criteria for efficient budget allocation were not formulated.  The committee members 

used  their  personal  judgment  for  making  decisions  and  there  were  no  clear  reasons 

supporting  the  amount  of  decreased  budget.    Use  of  analytical  induction  in  order  to 

analyze  the  MPs’  concentration  through  their  questions  during  the  deliberation 

revealed that the matter mostly centered on the details of the spending, but not on the 

relevance between the spending and strategic budget allocation.  The result of the in-

depth interviews supports the idea that most of the committee members spend time on 

the miscellanies, such as the price of equipment rather than benefit and cost analysis, 
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as the interviewee named it as the use of “The Theory of Non-Sense” (Anonymous 4, 

2009).  According to the study, although the criteria were set in each sub-committee, 

no  specification  was  offered  on  the  relevance  between  spending  and  the  strategic 

objectives.    According  to  the  study,  an  across-the-board  cut  on  the  estimates  was 

applied  by  the  sub-committees.    With  this  technique,  the  expenditures  of  some 

ministries’  or  agencies’  basic  missions  were  cut  off.    Ministries and  agencies, 

therefore,  may  not  be  able  to  pursue  their  basic  missions  which  are  required  by  the 

strategic objectives (Anonymous 1, 2009).  Accordingly, budget approval is flawed as 

it  does  not  account  for  the  outcome  of  a  particular  project  to  meet  with strategic 

objectives  but  only  with  how  the  money  is  spent.    The  budget  is  not  allocated 

efficiently enough to match the government’s setting budget strategies.  Further, as the 

personal  judgment  for  budget  allocation  is  not  clear  enough  to  be  described  to the 

public, full transparency in the budget approval process and information on the details 

of the determination would be impacted as a consequence.  

 To  summarize,  in  this  sub-section  no  citizen  participation  in  the  budget 

approval process was found.  Good participation by the Budget Scrutiny Committee 

was  demonstrated.    However,  the  government  predominance  over  the  committee’s 

composition,  position,  and  resolution  was  also  detected,  thus  decreasing  that  good 

participant  level.    As  to  this  study,  limits  in allocative  efficiency,  responsibility  and 

transparency  were  explained  by  the  limits  in  the  independent  variable  of  participant 

mechanisms.  In this section, an investigation of the members’ knowledge revealed the 

good  academic background that the committee  members  possess.    The  only  concern 

related  to  the  specific  knowledge  background  of  committee  members  regarding 

economics,  especially  that  of  the  new  members.      The  results  of  the  study  show  the 

relevance  between  sufficient  knowledge  background  and  efficient  budget  allocation.   

As individual knowledge is limited, budget allocation may stick with the details of the 

bottom-line  spending;  thus  it  is  not  justification  enough  to  explain  to  the  strategic 

budget allocation.  As such, the openness of committee members’ decisions on budget 

approval would be impacted as a consequence.  
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4.4  Information Available for Budget Scrutinization 
 
 
   4.4.1  Budget Documents and Annexes 

   The Constitution of 2007 (B.E. 2550) specifies in section 167 that an Annual 

Appropriations  Bill  to  be  introduced  shall  be  accompanied  by  clear  supporting 

documents, including income estimates as well as objectives, activities, action plans, 

and  projects  in  each  expenditure  item.  The  bill  shall  also  indicate  the  fiscal  and 

financial status of the country in connection with the overall outlook of the economy 

emanating  from  expenditure  and  procurement  of  revenues,  benefits  and  revenue 

deficiency  from  various  forms  of  specific  tax  exemption,  the  need  to  set 

appropriations with commitment across the year, debt burdens and debt creation of the 

State and the financial status of State enterprises for the year in which appropriations 

are to be submitted for approval and the preceding  year.  Based on this fundamental 

requirement,  the  documents  submitted  to  the  legislative  body  for  scrutinization  are 

shown and summarized in the following table. 

   

Table 4.20  Budget Documents Submitted to the Legislature  

 

Budget Documents/ 

Annexes 

Content 

1. Budget Appropriations Bill - Principle of budget expenditure and budget estimation of 

each ministry and other related sections. 

2. Thailand’s Budget in Brief - Compilation of important and detailed contents from various 

volumes of budget documents to present overall picture of 

the budget allocation from different perspectives and to 

make it clear and easy to understand. 

3. Highlight of the Fiscal  

    Year Budget 

- Summary of crucial aspects of the proposed Budget 

Appropriation Bill. 

4. Budget Document  

    Volume I “Orange Line” 

Revenue and Expenditures Comparison 

- Comparison of revenue and expenditure of previous year, 

current year, and next estimated fiscal year classified by 

Ministry/Department/Program. 
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Table 4.20  (Continued) 

 

Budget Documents/ 

Annexes 

Content 

5. Budget Document  

    Volume II “Green Line” 

Revenue Estimates 

- Revenue estimates consist of taxes, sales of assets, services, 

and contribution from state enterprises and other revenues. 

6. Budget Document  

    Volume III “Red Line” 

Expenditures Estimates 

- Government expenditure by department and state enterprise 

relative to the government’s budget strategy and broken 

down into programs, outputs and projects, and objects of 

expenditures.  

6. Budget Document  

      Volume IV “Yellow  

      Book” 

Expenditures Classified by Program 

-  This volume itemizes objects of expenditures as defined  

    in Volume III. 

7. Budget Document  

      Volume V “Violet Line” 

Fiscal Report 

- Fiscal report covers treasury account balances, public debt, 

foreign aid, private donation, revolving fund account, and 

financial report of state enterprises.  

 

   Besides  the  above  submission,  there  were  other  supplementary  documents 

provided  by  both  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and  line  agencies,  for  example,  relating 

rules  and  regulations,  preparation  guidelines,  costing  norms  of  equipment,  land, 

construction, unit  cost  standardization, budget  outturns,  transferred  items,  etc.  

Moreover,  the  committee  and  sub-committees  could  order  government  agencies  to 

submit more documents as requested.   

     Based on all related annexes, budget document volume III, normally known as 

the Red Line, was the main component the MPs used for examination.  This document 

is composed of the ministries’ and line agencies’ expenditure estimates classified by 

program, output, projects and objects of expenditures, liability items, and the forward 

costs  of  multi-year  projects.    In  this  regard,  line  item  expenditures  have  not  been 

demonstrated  in  the  Red  Line  document  since  the  budgeting  systems  have  been 

developed  from  the  Line  Items  to  Program  Budgeting  and  later  the  Strategic 
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Performance Based Budgeting.  Meanwhile, the “Blue Book” or the expenditures-in-

detail  document  is  also  no  longer  officially  produced  and  distributed  to  the  MPs.   

Further,  the  “Green  Line”  or  budget  classification  by  province,  which  shows  the 

detailed allocation of government expenditures for water resource construction, bridge 

and  road  construction,  education,  and  health  building  construction,  is  usually 

circulated after the promulgation of the Annual Appropriations Act.  In these present 

fiscal years, only the capital expenditures of more than 10 million baht or equivalent 

are  presented  in  budget  document  volume  III.    Others  of  less  than  10  million  baht 

equipment  and  current  expenditures  are  not  classified  by  line  items,  but  are 

summarized  altogether.    As  such,  budget  documents  are  somewhat  criticized  by  the 

MPs not only for their analytical power from existing data, but also because of their 

explanatory  power  resulting  from  insufficient  details  of  expenditures  estimates.   

Although the supplementary documents of detailed budget expenditure are distributed 

to  the  committee  later  by  ministries’  agencies,  these  additional  data  are  questioned 

regarding their reliability.  This is so because these supplementary documents are not 

legally  authorized  or  scrutinized  by  the  legislative  body.    Supplementary  documents 

thus  are  easy  to  be  adjusted  thereafter  the  budget  is  already  approved  by  the 

parliament. 

 
   4.4.2  Primary Data for Budget Scrutinization 

   The primary data subjected for parliament examination is presented in budget 

document  volume  III,  or  the  Red  Line.    As  already  mentioned,  this  document  is 

composed  of  ministries’  and  line  agencies’  estimates  classified  by  program,  output, 

projects  and  objects  of  expenditures,  liability  items,  and  the  forward  costs  of  multi-

year  projects.    Its  detailed  information  has  been developed  from  year  to  year—from 

the  line  item  format  to  the  result-based  and  strategic-led  format.    Details  of  the 

information contained in the Red Line budget document, fiscal year 2009, are shown 

in Tables 4.21- 4.29 (Bureau of the Budget, 2008a). 
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Table 4.21  Relations between the Government Administration Strategic Plan and  

                    Strategic Budget Allocation       

 Unit: Million Baht 
Government 

Administration Strategic 
Plan for FY /Policy 

Strategic Budget 
Allocation / Budget Plan 

Class Relative for Department 
Service Delivery Target at 
Ministry/Service Delivery 
Target at Department 

Strategic 
Department 

Policy  xxxxxxxxxxx 
Issue Policy xxxxxxx 

Strategic Budget 
Allocation : xxxxx 
1.1 Budget Plan : xxxxx 

 
 
1.Service Delivery Target            
    at Ministry 
 

 
 
1. xxxxxxxxxx 

 

 

Table 4.22  Relations between the Strategic Budget Allocation and Service Delivery  

                    Target at Department 

Unit: Million baht 
Strategic Budget 

Allocation  / Budget Plan 
Service Delivery Target at 
Ministry / Service Delivery 
Target at Department 

Outputs / 
Project 

Budget 
 

Non-
budgetary 
funds 

Total     
Strategic Budget       
1. Budget Plan      

 1. Service Delivery Target at   
    Ministry  

   

 1. Service Delivery Target at  
    Department  

   

  Outputs 1 :  xxx,xxx xxx,xxx 
  Outputs 2 :  

 
xxx,xxx xxx,xxx 

 

 

Table 4.23  Service Delivery Target at Department 

 
Unit: Million baht 

Service Delivery Target at 
Department / Indicator 

Indicator Target Unite 
Unite FY 2009 FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 

1. Service Delivery Target       

- Indicator of quantity xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx 

- Indicator of quality xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx 
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Table 4.24  Medium Term Expenditure Framework and Service Delivery Target at  

                  Department by Sources of Funds 

Unit: Million baht 
Service Delivery Target at 

Department 
Budget Estimates Medium Term 

Expenditure 
FY 2009 FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 

Total xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx 
Total Budget Expenditure xxx xxx Xxx xxx xxx 
Total Non-budgetary funds xxx xxx Xxx xxx xxx 
Non-budgetary funds xxx xxx Xxx xxx xxx 

 
 
 

Table 4.25  Multi-Year Commitment Budget to Commence in FY 2009 Allocation  

                 by Output/Project 

Unit: Million baht 
Outputs / 
Project 

Amount 
list 

Appropriation Fiscal Year Non-
budgetary 
funds 

    FY  
  2009 

  FY  
    2010 

FY 
 2011 

     FY  
   2012 

FY  
2013-Finish 

1. Outputs      xx xxx xxx xxx xxx     xxx xxx 
2. Outputs     xx xxx xxx xxx xxx     xxx xxx 
3. Outputs     xx xxx xxx xxx xxx     xxx xxx 
Total    xx xxx xxx xxx xxx     xxx xxx 

 

 
 
 
Table 4.26  Summary of Budget Expenditure Fiscal Year 2009, Budget Plan, and  

                  Outputs/ Project Allocation by Types of Expenses 

 

Unit: Million baht 
Budget plan 

Outputs / Project 
Types of  Expenses 

Total Personnel 
Expenses 

Operating 
Expenses 

Investments Subsidies Other 
Expenses 

Total 

Budget plan        

Outputs 1  xxx xxx xxx Xxx xxx xxx 
Outputs 2  xxx xxx xxx Xxx xxx xxx 
Outputs 3  xxx xxx xxx Xxx xxx xxx 
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Table 4.27  Budget Plan Allocation for Outputs/ Projects 
 

_____________________________________________________________________ 

     Budget plan : ………………………….       XX,XXX  bath 

              Outputs 1 : ……………………....                                XX,XXX  bath 

Objective: ………………………………………………………………….. 

Activity : 

1) ………………………………………………………   XX,XXX  bath 

2) ………………………………………………………   XX,XXX  bath 

3) ………………………………………………………   XX,XXX  bath 

4) ………………………………………………………   XX,XXX  bath 

_______________________________________________________________________________ 

 
 

Table 4.28  Target Outputs 

Unit: Million baht 
Indicator Unite FY 2008 

(Plan) 
result 

FY 2009 
(Plan) 

FY 2010 
(Plan) 

FY 2011 
(Plan) 

FY 2012 
(Plan) 

- Indicator of quantity xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx 

- Indicator of quality xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx 

  
 
 
Table 4.29  Medium-Term Expenditure Framework of Outputs 
 

Unit: Million baht 
Source by money Budget Estimates Medium Term Expenditure 

Total FY 2008 FY 2009 FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012 
Budget Expenditure xxx xxx Xxx xxx xxx 

- Personnel Expenses xxx xxx Xxx xxx xxx 

- Operating Expenses xxx xxx Xxx xxx xxx 

- Investments xxx xxx Xxx xxx xxx 

- Subsidies xxx xxx Xxx xxx xxx 

- Other Expenses xxx xxx Xxx xxx xxx 

Non-budgetary funds xxx xxx Xxx xxx xxx 
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    4.4.3  Conclusion and Discussion 
 
   A  study  of  the  budget  information  provided to  the  parliament  shows  that  the 

information is comprehensive and dispersive.  Budget information is classified by the 

volumes of budget documents and supplementary annexes.  However, as to the present 

study,  most  of  the  information  is  provided  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  and  line 

ministries  and  agencies.    Rarely  is  the  information  supported  by  other  central 

agencies,  such  as  the  National  Economic  and  Social  Development  Board,  the 

Comptroller General’s Department, or the Office of the Auditor General. 

    According  to  this  study,  details  on  the  information  provided  in  the  budget 

documents  have  been  designed  and  developed  from  year  to  year.    During  the  past 

several  years, detailed information on the line item  budget has been  replaced by the 

provision  of  the  output  budget.    The  relations  between  the  estimates  of  the 

government’s strategic budget allocation, the service delivery target of ministries and 

government  agencies,  and  budget  allocation  plans  are  shown  to  support  Strategic 

Performance-Based  Budgeting.   Meanwhile,  a  multi-year  expenditure  framework  is 

also  demonstrated.    This  supports  the  Constitution  framework  of  B.E.  2550,  which 

specifies provision of detailed fiscal year estimates, income estimates, and multi-year 

budgets  or  commitment  across  the  year.    The  budget  information  provided  to  the 

parliament,  thus,  has  evolved  for  more  explanation  of  the  result-oriented  and  the 

strategic-led budget regarding the budget of the coming fiscal year and years ahead. 

   Regarding the present budget documents, however, the study found that while 

detailed information of the line item budget has been deleted, the substitutions are not 

completely  demonstrated.    For  example,  information  on  output  costing  of  even  a 

single year and years ahead is not completely calculated and produced.  As agreed by 

the  committee  members,  the  new  versions  of  the  budget  documents  do  not  provide 

enough  detailed  information  for  making  budget  consideration  (Anonymous  5,  2009; 

Anonymous  8,  2009).    The  result  of  the  present  study,  thus,  shows  some weakness 

within  the  budget  documents.    The  old  version  of  budget  information,  which  was 

classified  by  the  line  item  budgeting,  is  even  now  requested  by  the  committee 

members.  The two parallel systems of budget information, the Strategic Performance 

Based Budget and the Line Item Budgeting, are provided to the committee members.   
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   According  to  the  present  study  of  information  support  provided  to  the 

committee members, it was found that not all of the information was submitted to the 

committee in advance; some detailed information was distributed at the time of budget 

consideration,  and  some  parts  were  submitted  after  the  meeting  was  ended.   This 

creates a lot more complexity in information provision for budget approval.  Without 

enough  experience, the  committee  members  may  have  to  struggle  with  a  mass  of 

material  and  numerous  figures. Under  the  limited  time  for  budget  consideration, 

delayed  information  provision  would  probably  be  worthless  in  terms  of  the  use  of 

budget  information.    In  addition,  since  additional  information  provision  is  not 

officially  published  or  examined  by  the  entire  parliament,  there  is  no  mechanism  to 

check whether the information is accurate and up-to-date or not.  The result of the in-

depth interview shows that the  accuracy  of budget information is  always questioned 

by the committee members (Anonymous 5, 2009). 

 Because  of  all  of  these  constraints,  an  individual’s  ability  to  make  efficient 

budget allocation is affected.  Since the information provided for budget consideration 

is not perfect, as budget documents cannot provide enough detailed information, and 

reliability of time or information accuracy is questioned, it would be difficult for the 

committee  members  to  reallocate  the  proposed  budget  to  best  meet  with  allocative 

efficiency.  Additionally, incomplete information support for medium- and long-term 

consequences  of  the  estimates  would  hinder  an  in-depth  consideration  of  the  long-

term  consequences  of  budget  approval.    The  responsibility  of  individual  member  on 

consequences  of  decision  or  action,  thus,  would  also  be  affected  by  an  imperfect 

information provision. 

In summary, the results of this section of the present study reveal the limit of 

information  provided  for  budget  consideration  in  all  aspects,  including  the 

comprehensiveness  of  budget  information,  the  usefulness  of  budget  documents,  and 

the reliability of information provision.  Because of this limitation, the ability to make 

efficient budget allocation decisions and responsibility for the task of budget approval 

and its consequences would be distorted.  
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4.5  Supporting Organizations and Staff 

 

   The support system for the execution of the tasks of budget approval is mainly 

facilitated  by  the  Secretariat  of  the  House  of  Representatives  and  the  Bureau  of  the 

Budget.    In  order  to  accomplish  the  crucial  task  of  budget  approval,  the  committee 

appoints its secretariats from those of the Secretariat of the House of Representatives 

and  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget;  each  of  them  has  separated  responsibilities. 

Furthermore, there are also some other organizations involved in facilitating the task, 

as demonstrated in the following. 

 

   4.5.1  The Secretariat of the House of Representatives 

 For  all  of  the  1,638  existing  officials  of  the  Secretariat  of  the  House  of 

Representative (Survey on February 2009), about 8-10 officers are assigned to support 

the general task of budget approval.  Most of them are permanent staff working for the 

Division  of  the  Ad  Hoc  Committee  on  the  Annual  Appropriations Bill  under  the 

department named Committee Bureau 1.  The head of the working group is officially 

appointed  to  be  an  assistant  secretary.    The  responsibility  of  the  Secretariat  of  the 

House  of  Representatives’  staff  is  to  facilitate  the  committee  meetings,  including 

meeting  rooms,  documents,  meeting  reports,  and  also  coordinating  with  related 

government ministries and agencies to follow the meeting resolutions.  In addition, the 

Secretariat  of  the  House  of  Representatives  officers’  task  is  to  ensure  that  correct 

parliament procedures adhere to the committee’s examination of the budget—they do 

not  support  any  academic  research  or  recommendations  for  consideration  of  the 

proposed budget.   

   

 4.5.2  The Bureau of the Budget 

 As  for  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  one  of  the  deputy  director-generals  of  the 

Bureau  of  the  Budget  is  officially  appointed  as  the  secretary  of  the  committee,  and 

two of them are designated as Assistant Secretaries.  Accordingly, budget analysts of 

the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  are  in  charge  of  facilitating  the  substantive  supporting 

secretariats  of  the  Budget  Scrutiny  Committee.    On  one  side,  they  have  shared 

responsibilities with the Secretariat of the House of Representatives’ staff in execution 
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of the general task of budget approval in order to help sustain the committee meetings.  

This kind of task is cooperated on by 15 staff members from the Budgeting Sections 

within  the  Budget  Policy  Office.    One  the  other  side,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget’s 

officers  also  serve  as  fiscal  staff  and  give  advice  to  the  committee  regarding  topics 

related  to  general  budgeting  and  the  fiscal  year’s  budget.    They  have  to  give 

recommendations on even the decreases or the increases in agencies’ estimates.  The 

task of advisors is supported by over one haft of the total staff members of the Bureau 

of  the  Budget,  which  constitutes  around  500  officers  from  a  total  of  859  officers 

(Survey  on  September,  2007).    According  to  the  present  author’s  observation,  the 

Budget Scrutiny Committee mostly relies upon the explanations of the Bureau of the 

Budget officials who speak for various government agencies.     

 

 4.5.3  Other Supporting Organizations 

 In order to support the task of budget approval, representatives from the Office 

of  the  National  Economic  and  Social  Development  Board,  the  Office  of  the  Civil 

Service  Commission,  the  Office  of  the  Public  Sector  Development  Commission,  the 

Office of the Auditor General, and the Comptroller General’s Department are invited 

to join committee meetings.  In this regard, they serve as observers, providing related 

information  when  requested  or  giving  advice  and  recommendations  if  necessary.   

However, they are not permanent staff members and do not perform an active role in 

providing technical advice for all the ministries’ and agencies’ expenses in advance.   

     

  4.5.4  Conclusion and Discussion 
 
 The  present  study  of  the  support  system  in  execution  of  the  task  of  budget 

approval  by  the  Budget  Scrutiny  Committee  revealed  limitation  in  the  numbers  of 

permanent staff members and in the independent budget analysis.  In became apparent 

in this study, the ad hoc Budget Scrutiny Committee did not develop a staff to assist 

them  in  the  examination  of  the  budget.    The  committee,  thus,  has  limited  access  to 

permanent technical advice and the expertise of professional staff members, although 

the  Budget  Scrutiny  Committee  has  a  permanent  staff  of  its  own.    Based  on  non-

participant  observation,  the  Budget  Scrutiny  Committee  depends  mostly  on  the 

facilities  of  the  Secretariat  of  the  House  of  Representatives.    The  capacity  of  the 
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Secretariat  of  the  House  of  Representatives’  staff  is  good  enough  to  carry  out 

secretarial tasks, but not advisory tasks.   Because  of this constraint, supporting staff 

from the Bureau of the budget is still required.  The results of in-depth interviews with 

committee  members  show  that  the  Budget  Bureau’s  officers  can  help  support  the 

Budget  Scrutiny  Committee  in  both  secretarial  and  advisory  tasks.    Most  of  the 

interviewers  reveal  that  they  prefer  the  support  of  Budget  Bureau’s  officers 

(Anonymous 4, 2004; Anonymous 5, 2004; Anonymous 8, 2004).  The roles of these 

officers, therefore, are to give advice not only to the government but to the parliament.   

 Regarding the limitation of supporting staff, it can be seen that the committee 

members  have  to  bear  full  responsibility  for  the  task  of  budget  approval.    The 

committee members have to make  a budget analysis on their own without sufficient 

support  for  the  preliminary  analysis  by  the  permanent  staff.    As  such,  their  task 

responsibilities are overloaded to the extent that they hinder the committee’s ability to 

completely  carrying  out  all  of  their  responsibilities.    As  was  be  found  from  real 

observation, within eight weeks of considering the proposed budget, its members met 

every working day, and some on the weekend.  The committee meets in plenary in the 

beginning  of  the  process,  when  it  considers  its  overall  work  program  for  examining 

the  government’s  budget  proposal,  and  at  the  end  when  it  drafts  its  final 

recommendations  to  the  House.    Without  independent  budget  analysis  to  support 

committee  members,  the  time  schedule  set  for  budget  deliberation  was  very  tough 

(from 8.30 a.m. to 10.00 p.m. on every workday and some weekdays); not all of the 

committee  members,  however,  could  partake  in  the  very  long  meetings  of  budget 

deliberation.  Further, as the permanent staff for independent budget analysis had not 

been formed, the ability of committee members to make an efficient budget allocation 

was  limited  since  there  was  no  research  or  recommendations  to  preliminarily  guide 

them in their decisions.   Additionally,  without sufficient supporting research on the 

consequences  of  decisions  and  actions  on  budget  approval,  it  would  be  arduous  to 

consider  the  medium  and  long- term  consequence  of  budget  approval  on  their  own 

within the limited time frame.     

 As  can  be  seen  from  this  study,  involvement  by  the  Budget  Bureau  in  a 

support system could help reduce the task burden  in budget scrutinization, since the 

Bureau  of  the  Budget’s  officers  have  very  good  knowledge  background  concerning 
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preparation  for the  estimates.    However,  the  problem  of  role  conflict  might  have 

occurred  since  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  officers  are  involved  in  the  budget 

preparation.    In  order  to  cope  with  this  problem,  in  some  countries  a  parliament 

supporting  system,  such  as  the  Congressional  Budget  Office  in  the  US, has  been 

established  as  an  independent  nonpartisan  agency  providing  economic  data  to 

Congress.   In this context the parliament has not yet developed its own independent 

unit or staff to assist them in the examination of the budget.   

 In sum, the study in this section reveals limitations in the systems supporting 

the tasks surrounding budget approval, especially those of the Secretariat of the House 

of  Representatives,  which  is  the  major  supporting  unit  for  the  parliament.  As  such, 

support  from  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  is  required.    The  results  of  the    in-depth 

interview  show  that  support  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  is  desirable;  however, 

without  an  independent  budget  analysis  supporting  budget  approval,  the  committee 

members’ task would be overloaded so much so as to hinder the ability to completely 

carrying out all of their responsibilities.  Additionally, because of this limitation, the 

capability to make efficient decisions on budget allocation would be diminished as a 

consequence.   

 

4.6  Chapter Summary  

   

 This  chapter  has  presented  information  and  an  analysis  relevant  to  budget 

approval  in  Thailand.    In  this  chapter,  the  legal  framework  and  budget  approval 

process  were  studied  as  well  as  supporting  information  and information  on  staff.   

Emphasis was also placed on the setting structure and decision making of the Budget 

Scrutiny Committee.  In this study, a gap in the governance within the framework and 

the  real  action  of  budget  approval  was  found.    Each  sub-scale  of  governance  and 

influence factors, then, were analyzed in each sub-section. 

 In sum, the document study in this chapter demonstrated adherence to the law 

the  parliamentarian  possess,  since  no  case  of  legal  violation  was  judged  by  the 

Constitution Court.  However, in real practice room is left for the parliamentarians to 

add any item or amount to the bill indirectly through other channels.  As was seen in 

this chapter, the constitutional provision has an influence on the rule of law, as limited 
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constitutional power would decrease the MPs’ compliance and  adherence to the law.  

Further,  limited  participation  on  the  part  of  people  in  budget  approval  would  also 

obstruct investigation into law violation.  However, without strong evidence of cases 

of  direct  involvement  by  the  MPs  regarding  any  constitutional  restrictions,  the 

Constitutional Court cannot not make judgments on legal violations.   

 As revealed by a study of the Rules of Procedure of the Parliament B.E. 2551, 

transparency  of  legislative  procedure  is  a legal  concern.    Based  on  the  rules,  budget 

approval  should  be  transparent  to  the  public.    However,  in  this  chapter  some 

exceptional cases were found when the rules were applied to budget approval by the 

Budget Scrutiny Committee. According to the study, limited constitutional power and 

participation mechanisms would also hinder budget approval from being transparent, 

since the parliamentarians would seek other under-the-table methods.  In addition, if 

the committee members are not well-prepared in the specific knowledge or experience 

accumulation  required  for  the  task  of  budget  approval,  their  personal  judgment  with 

respect to budget allocation would not clear enough to describe it to public; thus full 

transparency  in  the  budget  approval  process  and  information  on  the  details  of  the 

determination would be impacted as a consequence.  

 In  this  chapter,  it  was  found  that  there  is  law  or  regulation  imposed  on  the 

allocative  criteria  to  meet  with  efficiency.    A  study  of  the  criteria  for  decisions  and 

determinations of the Budget Scrutiny Committee found the use of personal judgment 

in  making  decisions.    Although  the  criteria  were  set  in  each  sub-committee,  no 

specification was provided relative to the strategic objectives.  Thus, budget approval 

is  flawed  as  it  does  not  account  for  the  outcome  of  particular  projects  in  terms  of 

meeting strategic objectives but only in terms of how money is spent.  In the present 

study, it was seen that the obstacles to allocative efficiency possibly stemmed from the 

limits  in  constitutional  power  and  the  ability  to  add  a  motion  on  the  estimates  and 

mechanisms  for  participation,  the  setting  of  ad  hoc  committees  to  scrutinize  the 

estimates, and insufficiency of knowledge, information and supporting staff.   

 Finally, according to the study, a legal framework is not imposed on legislative 

responsibility, either in action or regarding the consequences of actions. As such, the 

parliament may not embrace the performance or results orientation of the budget with 

their  deliberations  generally focused  on  inputs.      As  revealed  in  this  chapter,  the 
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influencing  factor  of  individual  responsibility  is  possibly  related  to  all  factors 

proposed in this study. 

 
 
 

 



 

           

CHAPTER 5 

 

QUANTITATIVE ANALYSIS OF GOVERNANCE 

IN BUDGET APPROVAL BY THE 

PARLIAMENTOF THAILAND 

 

This  chapter  presents  the  survey  samples  as  well  as  general  characteristics  of 

the samples along with the results of the statistic tests on governance level and factors 

affecting governance in budget approval.  It is organized into four sections.  The first 

section  describes  the  general  characteristics  of  respondents.    The  second  section 

presents  the  qualitative  analysis  of  the  dependent  variable,  governance  in  budget 

approval by the parliament of Thailand.  The third section analyzes the determinants of 

governance in budget approval.  The last section summarizes the results. 

 

5.1  Characteristics of Respondents  

 

The  questionnaires  were  distributed  to  all  of  the  sampled  members  of  the 

Budget  Scrutiny  Committee  for  fiscal  years  2003-2006  and  2009.    Of  all  of  the  196 

distributed  questionnaires,  96  questionnaires  were  returned.    Therefore,  the  response 

rate was 48.98 percent.  Seventy-five percent (72 questionnaires were sent directly by 

those that were the present MPs, whereas 25 percent (24 questionnaires) of the mailed 

surveys were returned by past MPs. 

The  general  characteristics  of  the  respondents  are  exhibited  in  Table 5.1.    Of 

the 96 respondents, 89.6 percent were male.   Nearly  45 percent were between 50-59 

years of age and around 33 percent were between 40-49 years of age.  The average age 

year  of  the  respondents  was  52.8.    Most  of  the  respondents,  71.9  percent,  held  a 

master’s degree.  Almost 47 percent of their education background was in economics 
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or public finance; 15.6 percent of them studied social science; and 13.5 percent studied 

political science or public administration.   

Regarding their past experiences, over half, 59.4 percent, have worked or used 

to work in the parliament for one to  three  terms.  The average number of their work 

terms at the parliament was 3.65.  Of the total respondents, 52.1 percent have worked 

or used to work for three to five standing committees; and 32.3 percent have worked or 

used to work for only one to two standing committees.  Nearly 53 percent used to be 

members of the Budget Scrutiny Committee for three to four times; and 32.6 percent 

have  work  experience  in  the  Budget  Scrutiny  Committee  for  one  to  two  times.    The 

average number of their work terms in the Budget Scrutiny Committee was 2.04.  In 

this sense, about 47 percent of them worked for government parties only; 21.1 percent 

worked  only  for  opposition  parties;  and  31.6  percent  have  work  experience  for  both 

government and opposition parties.  Their positions in the committee are chairman or 

vice-chairmen,  secretariats  or  assistant  secretariats,  and  spokespersons  in  the 

proportion of 20.8, 17.7, and 43.8 percent, respectively.   

 

Table 5.1  Profile of Respondents 

_____________________________________________________________________ 

 Characteristics             Number              Percent 
 
 
Gender               Male                86            89.6 

Female               10            10.4 
Total                96                    100.0 

 
 
Age                             30 – 39 years                                    5              5.2 

40 – 49 years              32                      33.3 
50 – 59 years              43            44.8 
60 - 69 years              11            11.5 
70 years up                                                  5                        5.2 
Total                 96          100.0                                               

                                            
                                       X  = 52.8          S.D. = 8.06          Min = 36          Max = 76 
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Table 5.1  (Continued) 
 
______________________________________________________________________ 

 Characteristics             Number              Percent  
______________________________________________________________________ 

Educational Level      High school/Diploma                        0              0.0 
Bachelor               23                      24.0 
Master                                                         69            71.9 
Doctorate                                                      4                        4.2 
Total                 96                    100.0 
 
 

Education                   Social sciences                                            15            15.6 
Background                  Engineer / Sciences               5              5.2 

           Economics / Public finance                        45                      46.9 
           Accounting / Business administration          7                        7.3 
           Banking and finance 
           Political Science / Public administration    13                      13.5 
           Medical Science                                            8                        8.3 
           Law                                                               6                        6.3 
           Education                                                      4                        4.2  
           Agriculture / Environment                            4                        4.2 
           Arts                                                                2                        2.1 

Total                                                           109                   113.5 
                                                        (responses)            (%of case) 

 
 
Number of                  1 – 3 terms                          57                      59.4 
Terms Working          4 – 6 terms               27                      28.1 
in the Parliament        7 – 9 terms                           8                        8.3 
                                   10 terms up                                                   4                        4.2 

Total                 96                    100.0 
                                            
                                       X = 3.65          S.D. = 2.15         Min = 1          Max = 11 
           
 
Number of                  Lower than 2 committees            31                      32.3 
Standing Committees 3 – 5 committees                       50                      52.1 
Used to Work on        6 – 8 committees               8                        8.3 
                                   9 committees up                                            7                        7.3 

Total                 96                    100.0 
                                            
                                       X = 3.70         S.D. = 2.19         Min = 0          Max = 13 
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Table 5.1  (Continued) 
 
______________________________________________________________________ 

 Characteristics             Number              Percent  
______________________________________________________________________ 

Number of Terms       1 – 2 terms                          31                      32.6 
Working on                 3 – 4 terms               50                      52.6 
Budget Committees    5 – 6 terms                           8                        8.4 
                                    7 terms up                                                    6                        6.4 

Total                 95                    100.0 
                                            
                                       X = 2.04         S.D. = 1.78         Min = 1          Max = 14 
 
 
Bloc of Committee     Government bloc             45                      47.4 
Members                     Opposition bloc             20                      21.1 
                                    Both                                     30                      31.6 

Total                 95                    100.0 
 
 
Position                      Chairman / Vice-chairmen           20            20.8 
                                           Secretariats / Assistance secretariats         17            17.7 

Spokespersons                                            42                      43.8 
Committee members                                  31                      32.3 

______________________________________________________________________ 
 Total                                                         110                    114.6  

                                                                                            (responses)           (%of cases) 
______________________________________________________________________ 
 
 

5.2  Empirical Results of Governance in Budget Approval 

 

 The description of governance in budget approval in this section is illustrated 

by  distribution  of  percentages,  mean  score,  standard  deviation,  and  minimum  and 

maximum scores.  The data of variables of governance in budget approval are derived 

from  the  average  score  of  four  sub-scales—the  rule  of  law,  allocative  efficiency, 

transparency,  and  responsibility.    The  results  of  each  sub-scale  are  presented  first, 

followed  by  the  aggregate  results  of  the  governance  in  budget  approval.    The  scale 

measures attitude supportive of good governance concepts, with a minimum score of 

1.00 (very low) and a maximum of 5.00 (very high). 
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 In order to evaluate the degree or the level of variables, the formula to calculate 

it is as follows: (Glass and Hopkins, 1996: 16-17) 

 

 W             =                        Rage 

             Desired Number of the Intervals 

  when   w    =  the width of intervals 

   Range     =     the difference between the largest observation, X

        and the smallest observation, X

max 

 

min 

 The  number  of  intervals  into  which  the  data  will  be  grouped  is  arbitrary.    If 

there are too many classes for the observation numbers, the pattern of frequencies will 

appear  erratic.    If  there  are  too  few  classes,  the  distribution’s  shape  will  be  crudely 

represented.  In this study, five desired numbers of intervals are appropriate. 

 Therefore,  Xmax = 5, Xmin

    

 =1, and the desired number of intervals =  5. From 

the calculation of the formula, the width of intervals is 0.80, as illustrated below. 

 W             =                        5-1 =   0.80 

                               5 

  The meaning of intervals is divided into five groups of variables as follows: 

Values of mean (or X)   =  4.21  -  5.00 means  very high 

Values of mean (or X)   =  3.41  -  4.20 means high 

Values of mean (or X)         =          2.61  -  3.40     means        moderate 

Values of mean (or X)   =  1.81  -  2.60 means  low 

Values of mean (or X)         =          1.00   -  1.80     means       very low   

 The  following  sub-sections  present  the  results  interpretation  of  each  variable.   

In  each  table,  the  distribution  of  percentages,  mean  score,  standard  deviation, 

minimum,  and  maximum  scores  is  demonstrated.    Particular  interest  will  be  placed 

upon the results deviating from the moderate level the respondents mostly agree with.  

This is to uncover whether the positive or negative side is the answer. 
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 5.2.1  Results Interpretation of the Rule of Law  

 The  Constitution  of  the  Kingdom  of  Thailand  B.E.  2540  and  2550 

provides  for  several  restrictions  on  the  parliament’s  role  in  the  budget  approval 

process.    In  the  consideration  by  the  Budget  Scrutiny  Committee,  any  proposal, 

submission  of  a  motion  or  commission  of  an  act  which results  in  direct  or  indirect 

involvement  by  members  of  the  House  of  Representatives  in  the  use  of  the 

appropriations is not permitted.  Committee members are not allowed to propose any 

additional  expenditure  or  their  own  Budget Appropriations  Bill  either,  as  they may 

consider only reductions in expenditures which are not related to money for payment 

of a loan principal, interest on a loan, or money payable in accordance with the law.  

Compliance with this constitutional restriction is measured through five questions; the 

first two questions test the member’s attitude whereas the last three questions measure 

their real practices in the budget approval process. The first question (RL1) is whether 

or  not  the  committee  member  shall  be  a  representative  of  his/or  her  electors 

safeguarding the budget allocating for his/or her electoral area.  The second question 

(RL2)  is whether  or  not  the  committee  member  shall  be  a  representative  of  his/or 

political party safeguarding the budget allocation for the political party’s electoral area 

or  safeguarding  the  budget  allocation  for  the  ministries  for  which  the  political  party 

takes responsibility.  The third (RL3) is whether the member proposes any additional 

expenditure  to  the  committee  for  approval  or  not. The  fourth  (RL4)  is  whether  the 

member communicates with the ministries or line agencies to propose any additional 

expenditure  to  the  cabinet  or  not.  The  last  question  (RL5)  is  whether  or  not  the 

committee member proposes a reduction in money for payment of a loan principal or 

interest on a loan.  The results are summarized in Table 5.2. 
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Table 5.2  Rule of Law  

Unit: Percent 

Rule of Law Very 
low 

Low Moderate High Very 
high 

Total 

 

Legal compliance on restriction 
of involvement by the MPs in 
the use of budget appropriations 
for the benefit of their electoral 
areas. (RL1) 
 

 
10.4 

 
18.8 

 
25.0 

 
22.9 

 
22.9 

 
100.0 

Legal compliance on restriction 
of involvement by the MPs in 
the use of budget appropriations 
for the benefit of their political 
parties. (RL2)  

 

5.2 19.8 19.8 28.1 27.1 100.0 

Adherence to the restriction of 
direct submission of a motion 
adding any item or amount to 
the bill by the MPs. (RL3) 
 

4.2   12.6 23.2 20.0 40.0 100.0 

Adherence to the restriction of 
indirect submission of a motion 
adding any item or amount to 
the bill by the MPs. (RL4)    

 
 

6.3 27.1 22.9 21.9 21.9 100.0 

Adherence to the restriction of 
reducing the expenditures, 
which is money for payment of 
the principal of a loan or interest 
on a loan. (RL5) 
 

2.1 9.4 29.2 32.3 27.1 100.0 

 
                                                 X = 3.53          S.D. = 0.86          Min = 1.60          Max = 5.00 
 
   
 

 As revealed in Table 5.2, the overall results indicate that the respondents have 

different  degrees  of  adherence  to  the  law.    The  minimum score  of  the  rule  of  law  is 

1.60 and the maximum is 5.00.  The mean score of the sub-scale rule of law is 3.53, 

indicating a high level of the rule of law that the respondents have in real practice.   

 As  can  be  seen, approximately  50  percent  of  the  respondents  have  a  high,  or 

very high level of law compliance on the restriction of involvement by the MPs in the 

use  of  appropriations.    That  is,  around  45  percent  gave  an  opinion  opposing  any 

(45.8) 

(55.2) 

(60.0) 

(43.8) 

(59.4) 
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involvement  by  the  MPs  in  the  use  of  budget  appropriations  for  the  benefit  of  their 

electoral  areas,  and  approximately  55  percent  offered  an  opinion  opposing  any 

involvement  by  the  MPs  in  the  use  of  budget  appropriations  for  the  benefit  of  their 

political  parties.    The  table  shows  that  a  majority  of  25  percent  expressed  moderate 

scores  regarding  the  first  compliance,  and  a  majority  of  28  percent  expressed  a  high 

level relative to the second compliance. 

  In terms of adherence to the law in real practice of budget approval, almost 60 

percent  indicated  a  high,  or  very  high  level  of  law  adherence  to  the  restriction  of 

submission of a motion adding  any item or  amount to the bill directly to the Budget 

Scrutiny, and around 40 percent indicated the same level but regarding submission for 

an increase indirectly through the ministries or line agencies.  The results in this table 

show  that  a  majority  of  40  percent  have  high  regard  for  the  rule  of  law  since  they 

asserted  that  they  restricted  themselves  to  the  law  of  not  proposing  submissions 

directly to the committee.  However, about one-fourth of the respondents accepted that 

they made a submission of a motion adding an item or amount to the bill indirectly to 

the ministries and line agencies at a high level.  Legal compliance in this regard, thus, 

was placed at a low level.  As for adherence to the restriction of reducing expenditures, 

which were money for payment of the principal of a loan or interest on a loan, almost 

60 percent agreed that they have not broken the law; thus the level of legal adherence 

in this regard is placed at a high, or very high level.  

                  

  5.2.2  Results Interpretation of Allocative Efficiency 

 Based on the definition of the allocative efficiency, which refers to the capacity 

of resource distribution on the basis of the effectiveness of public programs in meeting 

their strategic objectives and the capacity to shift resources from old priorities to new 

ones,  and  from  less  to  more  effective  programs  (Schick,  1999: 89),  this  group  of 

questions  was  designed  to  indirectly  test  the  allocative  efficiency  the  committee 

members  had  in  approving  the  government  budget.    The  first  question  (EF1) 

uncovered broad terms of the government’s budget strategies to indirectly test whether 

or  not  the  committee  members  made  budget  considerations  regarding  the  strategic 

budget  allocations.    The  second  question  (EF2)  indirectly  tested  whether  or  not  the 

committee members made budget scrutinizations regarding to the setting priority of the 
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government’s strategic budget allocation.  The third (EF3) pointed out the likeliness of 

each  year’s budget strategies to indirectly test whether the members paid attention to 

the  modification  of  the  government’s  strategic  budget  allocation  or  not.  The  fourth 

(EF4)  specified  the  ambiguity  of  the  budget  strategies’  targets  to  indirectly  test 

whether the members made budget considerations regarding those setting targets. The 

last  question  (EF5)  indirectly  asked  whether  or  not  the  committee  members  made 

prioritizations of budget allocation plans, outputs, and projects regarding the strategic 

budget  allocation.    The  results  of  the  allocative  efficiency  data  tests  are  provided  in 

Table 5.3.  

  

Table 5.3  Allocative Efficiency 

Unit: Percent 

Allocative Efficiency Very 
low 

Low Moderate High Very 
high 

Total 

 

Consideration of class relative 
to the government’s strategic 
budget allocation. (EF1) 
 

 
10.4 

 
34.4 

 
42.7 

 
9.4   

 
3.1 

 
100.0 

Consideration of the priority of 
the government’s strategic 
budget allocation. (EF2) 
 

10.4 36.5 42.7 9.4 1.0 100.0 

Consideration of changes in the 
government’s strategic budget 
allocation. (EF3) 
 

3.1 20.8 40.6 31.3 4.2 100.0 

 

Consideration of the targets of 
government’s strategic budget 
allocation.  (EF4) 
 

 
6.3 

 
40.6 

 
36.5 

 
15.6 

 
1.0 

 
100.0 

Prioritization of budget 
allocation plans, outputs, and 
projects regarding the 
strategic budget allocation. 
(EF5) 

8.3 32.3 39.6 16.7 3.1 100.0 

   
                                                    X  = 2.73          S.D. = 0.62          Min = 1.00         Max = 4.40 

  

 

 

(44.8) 

(46.9) 

(35.5) 

(46.9) 

(40.6) 
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 As  can  be  seen,  the  above  table  provides  an  overall  opinion  on  the  level  of 

allocative  efficiency  in  budget  scrutinization  by  the  members  of  the  Budget  Scrutiny 

Committee. The minimum score of the rule of law  is 1.00 and the maximum is 4.40.  

The mean score of the sub-scale allocative efficiency is 2.73.  This indicates a relatively 

moderate  level  of  allocative  efficiency  that  the  committee  members  have  in  real 

practice.     

 As  revealed  by  the  table,  a  majority  of  the  respondents  expressed  a  moderate 

level in almost all of the items regarding allocative efficiency.  The only exception was 

the consideration of the allocation targets, which the majority placed at a low level.   As 

to the table, around 45 percent of the respondents accepted that they paid little or very 

little  consideration  to  class  relative  to  the  budget  strategies as  well  as  to  setting  the 

priority of the government’s strategic budget allocation, where almost 43 percent paid 

moderate level attention to these considerations, respectively.  For the consideration of 

the budget allocation targets, only 16.6 percent of the respondents agreed that they paid 

high or very high attention to the targets, whereas almost 47 percent accepted that they 

paid  a  great  deal  of  attention  to  those  targets.      Similarly,  around  40  percent  of  the 

respondents  accepted  that they  seldom  made  prioritization  of  budget  allocation  plans, 

outputs, or projects regarding setting budget strategies.  Only 19.8 percent of them had 

a high or very high level of allocative efficiency in this regard.  Particularly interesting 

was  the  budget  consideration  in  the  adjustment  each  year  to  budget  strategies.    The 

resulst from the table demonstrated that above 35 percent of the respondents agreed that 

they paid high or very high attention to modifications in the strategic budget allocation.  

Approximately 25 percent of the respondent expressed little concern about changes. 

 

  5.2.3  Results Interpretation of Transparency 

 In order to analyze the level of transparency in budget approval, two groups of 

questions  were  designed.    The  first  group  of  questions  (TP1-TP5)  examined  how 

transparent was the method of decision making and the bargaining process in budget 

consideration; whether or not the budget approval process was open and visible to all 

committee  members,  the  MPs,  and  the  public.    The  second  group  of  questions 

investigated  whether  the  information  regarding  the  committee’s  consideration  and 

decision was available to the public or not.  The first and second questions (TP1 and 
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TP2) asked if there was a sitting in camera or personal negotiation among committee 

members, or their agents, in order to come to a resolution outside the official meetings.  

Questions number three to five (TP3-TP5) asked if there was budget negotiation on the 

part of the government officials, the ministers, or politicians either of the government 

or opposition parties, outside the committee meetings.  The second group of questions 

was designed to test the extent to which information availability and accessibility were 

open  to  the  public  (TP6-TP10).    Questions  number  six  and  seven  (TP6  and  TP7) 

examined  the  opinion  of  the  committee  members  regarding  the  privilege  against 

disclosure  of  the  committee  members’  speeches;  whether  or  not  the  committee 

member agrees with this privilege; and whether or not they allowed for the disclosure 

of their speeches with no exemption.  Questions number eight and nine (TP8 and TP9) 

asked for an opinion about full information disclosure; whether or not they agreed with 

some distortions and publication of only summarized information.   The last question 

(TP10)  was  tasted  on  their  opinions  regarding  public  scrutiny  and  widespread 

comments.  A presentation of the results regarding transparency is provided in Table 5.4. 

 

Table 5.4  Transparency 

Unit: Percent 

Transparency Very 
low 

Low Moderate High Very 
high 

Total 

 
Transparent Procedure 
 
 

Openness of budget decision 
making of the committee 
members. (TP1) 
 

 

9.6   
 

30.9 
 

 

37.2 
 

12.8 
 

9.6 
 

100.0 

Openness of budget decision 
making of other key persons, 
such as agents or coordinators. 
(TP2) 
 

9.5 27.4 32.6 21.1 9.5 100.0 

Open budget negotiation by the 
government ministry or 
agency’s officials. (TP3) 
 

4.2 31.6 30.5 21.1 12.6   100.0 

Open budget negotiation by the 
minister or his/her agents. (TP4)  
 

 

1.1 23.2 31.6   29.5 14.7 100.0   

(40.5) 

(36.9) 

(35.8) 

(44.2) 
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Table 5.4  (Continued) 

 Unit: Percent 

Transparency Very 
low 

Low Moderate High Very 
high 

Total 

 

Open budget negotiation by 
whip or agents from either the 
government or opposition 
parties. (TP5) 
 
Transparent Procedure 
 

 
 

3.2 

    

25.3 

 
 

26.3 

    

33.7 

     

11.6    

  
 

100.0 

 
 
 

Obligation to make information 
on budget deliberation  
available and accessible to 
public without any privilege to 
secure the MPs’ information 
protection. (TP6) 
 

 
17.7 

 
30.2 

 
26.0 

 
17.7 

 
8.3 

 
100.0 

Permission for the disclosure of 
the committee members’ debate 
on the estimates with no 
condition for an allowance. 
(TP7)  
 

26.0   28.1 27.1   12.5 6.3 100.0 

 

Compliance for full disclosure 
of information on budget 
approval without any distortion.  
(TP8)  
 

 
18.8   

 
31.3    

 
24.0   

 
14.6 

 
11.5   

 
100.0 

 

Compliance for full disclosure 
of all relevant information on 
budget approval besides the 
summarized resolution. (TP9) 
  

   
18.8    

 
33.3 

 
28.1 

 
12.5    

 
7.3   

 
100.0     

Subjection to greater scrutiny 
and more widespread comment. 
(TP10) 
 

10.4 37.5    29.2   13.5 9.4 100.0 

 
                                                   X = 2.85          S.D. = 0.66         Min = 1.20          Max = 4.60 
 

 Overall,  Table  5.4  gives  the  opinions  on  the  level  of  transparency  in  budget 

scrutinization by the members of the Budget Scrutiny Committee. The minimum score of 

the rule of law was 1.20 and the  maximum was  4.60.  The mean score of the sub-scale 

transparency was 2.85.  This indicated a relatively moderate level of transparency that the 

committee members had in real practice.    

(45.3) 

(52.1) 

(47.9) 

(47.9) 

(54.1) 

(50.1) 
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 As revealed by Table 5.4, a majority of the respondents mostly placed the score 

levels at the moderate and low level.  Regarding the method of decision making, up to 

40 percent of the respondents accepted that they  used a sitting in camera or personal 

negotiation  directly  or  indirectly  with  other  committee  members  outside  an  official 

meeting  at  a  high  or  very  high  level.    In  the  table,  it  can  be  observed  that 

approximately 35 percent of the respondents agreed that the negotiation process by the 

government officials was made unofficially outside a committee meeting at a high or 

very high level.  Thus, they had a low or very low transparent level in this regard.  For 

other negotiations by the ministers or other MPs, above 40 percent of the respondents 

assured  the  researcher  that  the  process  was  made  transparent  at  a  high  or  very  high 

level.     

 With  regard  to  the  information  dimension,  a  majority  of  the  respondents 

expressed a low score level for all items.  As demonstrated by the table, almost half of 

the  respondents,  47.9  percent,  preferred  to  have  the  privilege  of  protection  for  all  of 

their speeches in budget deliberation at a high or very high level; and above one half, 

54.1 percent, also agreed that the disclosure of their speeches should be allowed only if 

it was approved by the speakers.  The data also indicated that the respondents did not 

much agree with full information disclosure.  As to the data, approximately one half o

  

f 

the respondents agreed with some distortions and publication of only the summarized 

information  at  a  high  or  very  high  level.    Also,  for  the  question  tested  on  the 

committee  members’  opinions  regarding  public  scrutiny  and  widespread  comments, 

about  47  percent  of  the  respondents  expressed  that  information  should  be  publicized 

only if it did not result in disputation.   

  5.2.4  Results Interpretation of Responsibility 

 Since the concept of responsibility reflects a combination of being accountable 

for one’s actions or inactions and their consequences or result of them, two groups of 

questions were designed to analyze the level of responsibility the committee members 

had in approving the budget.   The first  group of questions (RP1-RP5)  examined  the 

roles and responsibility of the committee members in carrying out the tasks of budget 

approval.  The first and second questions (RP1 and RP2) asked about their attendance 

at the committee meetings: how often they attended the committee meetings and how 
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long  they  devoted  their  time  doing  budget  consideration  on  each  working  day.    In 

questions three to five (RP3-RP5), the committee members were asked how strong the 

participating  level  was  that  they  devoted  to  debating  the  government’s  estimates, 

making  recommendations  on  the government’s  estimates  to  the  cabinet,  and 

explaining all of the committee’s resolutions to the National Assembly.   This second 

group  of  questions  were  designed  to  uncover  the  members’  responsibility  in  the 

consequences of budget approval (RP6-RP10).  Questions number six to eight (RP6-

RP8)  examined  whether  the  committee  members  paid  attention  to  the  long-term 

consequences by considering the principal outstanding debt and the debt in proportion 

to the total budget, the budget cash balances, or even capital expenditure in proportion 

to the total budget or not.  The last two questions (RP9 and RP10) tested their opinion 

on fiscal responsibility: whether or not they agreed with the sharing of responsibility 

by  the  government  in  any  consequence  of  the  approved  budget,  and  whether  or  not 

they  agreed  with  fiscal  responsibility  sharing  with  the  MPs  regardless  of  any 

consequences resulting from changes in the estimates proposed by the parliament. 

   

Table 5.5  Responsibility 

Unit: Percent 

Responsibility Very 
low 

Low Moderate High Very 
high 

Total 

 
Task Responsibility 
 
 

Attendance at the meetings. 
(RP1) 
 

 

1.0 
 

8.3 
 

7.3 
 

47.9 
 

35.4 
 

100.0 

Time devoting an all-day 
meeting. (RP2) 
 

0.0 2.1 26.0 51.0 20.8 100.0 

Debating or reducing the 
estimates. (RP3) 
 

0.0 5.2 32.3 49.0 13.5    100.0 

Making recommendations on 
the government’s estimates to 
the cabinet. (RP4) 
 

4.2   15.6   32.3 35.4 12.5 100.0 

Explaining the committee’s 
resolutions to the National 
Assembly. (RP5) 
 

3.1 15.6   37.5 30.2 13.5 100.0   

(83.3) 

(71.8) 

(62.5) 

(47.9) 

(43.7) 
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Table 5.5  (Continued) 

Unit: Percent 

Responsibility Very 
low 

Low Moderate High Very 
high 

Total 

 
Responsible for the Consequences of Budget Approval 
 
 

Consideration of the principal 
outstanding debt and the debt in 
proportion to the total budget. 
(RP6) 
 

 

0.0 
 

15.6 
 

36.5 
 

36.5   
 

11.5 
 

100.0 

Consideration of the budget 
cash balances. (RP7) 
 

0.0 10.4 27.1 50.0 12.5 100.0 

 

Consideration of capital 
expenditure in proportion to the 
total budget. (RP8) 
 

 
0.0 

 
7.3 

 
24.0 

 
54.2   

 
14.6 

   
100.0 

 

Subjection to fiscal 
responsibility sharing with the 
government in any consequence 
of the approved budget. (RP9) 
 

 
1.0 

 
9.4 

 
21.9 

  
 50.0 

 
17.7 

 
100.0 

 

Subjection to fiscal 
responsibility sharing by the 
MPs in any consequence of 
changes in the estimates 
proposed by the parliament. 
(RP10) 
 

 
0.0 

 
11.6 

 
25.3 

 
46.3 

 
16.8 

 
100.0 

                     

                             
                                                     X = 3.66        S.D. = 0.57          Min = 2.40          Max = 5.00 
  

 Overall,  Table  5.5  provides  opinions  on  the  level  of  responsibility  that  the 

committee members had in scrutinizing the budget.  The minimum score of the rule of 

law  was  2.40  and  the  maximum  was  5.00.    The  mean  score  of  the  sub-scale  of 

responsibility was 3.66.  This indicated a relatively high level of responsibility that the 

committee members have in real practice.    

 As revealed by Table 5.5, it can be observed that a majority of the respondents 

expressed at a high score level almost all of the items.  The above table indicates that 

over  half  or  almost  half  of  the  respondents  expressed  a  high  or  very high  level  of 

responsibility regarding  carrying out the task of budget  approval.  As  revealed  by  the 

(63.1) 

(67.7) 

(68.8) 

(62.5) 

(48.0) 
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table, above 80 percent of the respondents insisted that they often attended committee 

meetings  at  a  high  or  very  level,  and  over  70  percent  asserted  the  same  levels  but 

regarding the time devoted to each meeting day.  With regard to the exertion they spent 

on  the  task  of  budget  approval,  above  60  percent  of  the  respondents  insisted  upon  a 

high  or  very  high  participation  level  made  during  the  deliberation  or reduction  of  the 

estimates.    Almost  50  percent  of  the  respondents  affirmed  a  high  or  very  high 

participation  level  in  helping  draft  recommendations  to  the  cabinet.    Similarly,  above 

40  percent  of  the  respondents  approved  a  high  or  very  high  participation level  in 

helping  to  explain  the  committee’  resolutions  to  the  National  Assembly.      Of  greater 

concern was the task of making the explanation to the National Assembly.  As can be 

seen  in  the  table,  a  majority  of  the  respondents  agreed  at  a  moderate  level  regarding 

taking responsibility in this regard.     

 For  the  second  dimension  of  responsibility  regarding  the  consideration  of  the 

consequences  of  budget  approval,  the  table  also  revealed  that almost  half  of  the 

respondents  insisted  that  they  made  consideration  on  the  principal  outstanding  debt 

and the debt in proportion to the total budget; and above 60 percent asserted that they 

considered  the  budget  cash  balances  and  the  capital  expenditure  in  proportion  to  the 

total budget, which constituted 62.5 percent and 68.8 percent, respectively.  As to the 

table, the data also indicated that over half of the respondents strongly or very strongly 

agreed  with  the  shared  responsibility  with  the  government  in  the  consequence  of  the 

approved budget, and also the shared responsibility by the MPs in any consequence of 

changes in the estimates proposed by the parliament, with constituted 67.7 percent and 

63.1  percent,  respectively.      With  regard  to  the  table,  it  is  obvious  that  most  of  the 

answers were placed at a high level of responsibility.   

 

  5.2.5  Results Interpretation of Governance 

 Presentation  of  all  sub-scales  regarding  governance  is  provided  in  Table  5.6.   

As  revealed  in  the  table,  there  is  concrete  evidence  that  on  average  the  committee 

members  exhibited  a  high  level  regarding  the  rule  of  law  and  responsibility,  but  a 

moderate level of allocative efficiency and transparency.   
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Table 5.6  Governance 

 

Sub-Scale x S.D. Level 

Rule of Law 3.53 0.86 High 

Allocative Efficiency 2.73 0.62 Moderate 

Transparency 2.85 0.66 Moderate 

Responsibility 3.66 0.57 High 

Governance 3.19 0.40 Moderate 

  

 As  shown  in  Table  5.6,  the  results  from  these  sub-scales  were  incorporated 

into an aggregate result of governance in budget approval.  The minimum score of the 

governance  was  2.15  and  the  maximum  was  4.23.    The  mean  score  of  governance 

was  3.19.  This  indicates  the  relatively  moderate  level  of  governance  that  the 

committee members have in real practice.    

 Based  on  the  survey  results,  it  is  seen  that  governance  in  Thailand  budget 

approval is not good enough to reach a high or very high level.   Of particular concern 

is  allocative  efficiency  and  transparency,  as  the  level  scores  were  limited  to  the 

moderate score level.  According to the findings, the government’s budget allocation 

strategies were not of much concern by the  committee members during their budget 

deliberation.  In addition, their decisions and actions on budget approval were not very 

open to the public.   As a result, budget approval is flawed as it does not account for 

the  outcome  of  a  particular  project  to  meet  with  strategic  objectives.    Further,  it  is 

difficult  for  the  public  to  make  a  scrutinization  because  the  process  and  relevant 

information are not totally open to outsiders.  These survey results are in accord with 

the  preceding  qualitative  results,  which  revealed  the  limits  of  allocative  efficiency, 

since  most  of  the  personal  judgments  focus  on  the  details  of  bottom-line  spending 

rather  strategic  budget  allocation  criteria.    The  moderate  level  of  transparency  is 

supported  since  in-depth  investigation  reveals  a  gap  between  enacted  law  and 

implementation  during  the  process  of  budget  deliberation,  especially  at  the  stage  of 

budget  deliberation  for  increases  in  the  estimates.    The  findings,  therefore,  are 

sustained.   
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 According  to  the  survey  results,  a  high  level  of  the  rule  of  law  and 

responsibility was detected.  The results of the study assure the compliance with the 

constitution law that the committee members have in real practice, thus supporting the 

qualitative  result  of  no  violation  judged  by  the  Constitutional  Court.    Regarding  the 

survey  finding,  a  minority  was  revealed  for  violative  actions.    This  finding  is 

consistent with the qualitative results, which revealed that there were some violative 

actions  the  committee  members  sometimes  committed  during  the  budget  approval.   

Likewise,  the  high  level  of  survey  results  on  responsibility  was  consistent  with  the 

preceding  qualitative  results,  which  revealed  that  the  committee  members  have  high 

responsibility in carrying out the task of budget approval.  However, the results of the 

qualitative  analysis  revealed  additional  concerns  unrecognized  in  the  survey  results 

regarding  responsibility.    Although  the  survey  results  demonstrated  a  high 

responsibility  level  in  all  aspects,  the  qualitative  analysis  resists the  MPs’ 

responsibility regarding  the  medium- and  long-term  consequences  of  decisions  on 

budget approval.  This is so because the study found no legal specification regarding 

the  MPs’  responsibility  over  the  consequences  of  their  decisions.    Moreover,  the 

results of the in-depth investigation showed many constraints that obstructed the MPs’ 

consideration regarding the consequences on their actions. 

 To summarize, almost all of the survey results were confirmed by the primary 

analysis, which is presented in Table 5.7. 

 

Table 5.7  Alignment of the Qualitative and Quantitative Analysis of Governance in  

                  Budget Approval 

 
Governance Results of 

Quantitative 
Analysis 

Support Results from Qualitative Analysis 

Results Explanation 
  

Rule of law 
 

High level 
 

Support 
 

No case of legal violation was judged by the 
Constitution Court.  But, it should be noted 
that without strong evidence of cases of direct 
involvement by the MPs on any constitutional 
restrictions, the Constitutional Court could not 
judge them for legal violation. 
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Table 5.7  (Continued) 

 

Governance Results of 
Quantitative 
Analysis 

Support Results from Qualitative Analysis 

Results Explanation 

Allocative 
efficiency 

Moderate level Support There are no laws or regulations imposed on 
allocative criteria to meet with efficiency.  
The study found the criteria set for budget 
consideration in each specific area of the sub-
committees; however, across-the board cuts 
were used. 
Personal judgment focuses on bottom-line 
spending rather than strategic budget 
allocation.   
 

Transparency Moderate level Support Laws are imposed for the transparent budget 
allocation.  However, in real action there is a 
gap between an enacted law and its 
implementation.   
 
 

Responsibility High level Partly 
support 

There is no legal specification for the MPs or 
the committee members’  responsibilities on 
budget approval.  The study found the high 
responsibility the committee members have in 
carrying out tasks, but not for the medium- 
and long-term consequences of decisions on 
budget approval. 
  

 

 

5.3  Description of Determinant Factors 

 

 This section studied the influencing factors of governance in Thailand’s budget 

approval.    Details  on  the  aggregate  results  of  each  determinant  factor  from  the 

questionnaires distributed to the  committee members are presented.   The data on the 

independent  variables  of  governance  in  budget  approval  are  composed  of  the 

institutional  factor,  individual  factors,  information  provision,  and  participation 

mechanisms.    The  determinant  factors  are  illustrated  by  distribution  of  percentages, 

mean  score,  standard  deviation,  minimum,  and maximum  scores.    Further  discussion 

on the output for each question will be provided within each sub-section. 
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  5.3.1  Results Interpretation of Institutional Factors 

Within  this  group  of  determinant  factors,  respondents  were  presented  with 

questions to test their opinion on the institutional factors of budget approval.  In this 

particular group of questions, respondents were given three set of questions regarding 

the constitutional provision of the budget approval (IS1-IS3), the setting of the Budget 

Scrutiny  Committee  (IS4-IS6),  and  a  support  system  for  the  Budget  Scrutiny 

Committee (IS7-IS10).   

The  results  regarding  opinions  on  constitutional  provision  relating  to  budget 

approval are provided in Table 5.8.  The questions asked related to the perception on 

the  amendment  or  rejection  power  that  the  committee  members  have  given  by  the 

constitution  (IS1-IS2)  and  the  constitutional  provision  on  time  provided  for  budget 

consideration  (IS3).    As  revealed  in  the  table,  a  majority  of  respondents  place  their 

opinions at a moderate score level regarding constitutional provision.  The table also 

demonstrates that approximately 36 percent of the respondents viewed that they have 

low  or  very  low  power  to  amend  the  proposed  budget.    Almost  40  percent  of  the 

respondents perceived that that they have low or very low power to reject an item of 

the estimates.     In addition, around 30  percent of the respondents  agreed  at a low or 

very low level with the amount of time provided by the constitution for making budget 

consideration.    Only  3.1  percent  of  the  respondents  perceived  the  very  high 

amendment and rejection power that they have been given by the constitution.  Also, 

merely 5.2 percent of them highly agreed with the time they have been provided.  

          Overall, the mean score of the institutional factors regarding the constitutional 

framework  was  2.90,  indicating  a  moderate  level  of  agreement  on  constitutional 

provision.    The  interpretation  is  that  budget  approval  by  the  parliament  of  Thailand 

possesses  a  relatively  moderate  level of  constitutional  support  for  practitioners  in 

approving the budget. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

192 

Table 5.8  Constitutional Provision   

Unit: Percent 

Institutional Factors Very 
low 

Low Moderate High Very 
high 

Total 

 

Budget amendment power 
given by the constitution. (IS1) 
 

 
4.2 

 
32.3 

 
34.4 

 
26.0 

 
3.1 

 
100.0 

Budget rejection power given 
by the constitution. (IS2) 
 

4.2 35.4 36.5 20.8 3.1 100.0 

Time allowed for budget 
consideration with 
constitutional provision. (IS3) 
 

7.3 24.0 39.6 24.0 5.2 100.0 

   
                                                    X  = 2.90          S.D. = 0.76          Min = 1.00         Max = 5.00 

   

 Table  5.9 provides  opinions  on  the  setting  structure  of  Budget  Scrutiny 

Committee.  The questions asked for opinions on the designed structure of the Budget 

Scrutiny Committee (IS4), internal support by the sub-committees (IS5), and also the 

work  criteria  on  budget  approval  (IS6).    As  revealed  in  the  table,  a  majority  of  the 

respondents  place  their  opinions  at  a  high  score  level  regarding  the  setting  of  the 

Budget Scrutiny Committee.  The table also demonstrates that the existence of these 

deliverables  is  indicated  by  high  or  very  high  scores  on  each  deliverable.   

Approximately 67 percent of the respondents exhibited a high or very high agreement 

level  with  the  establishment  of  Budget  Scrutiny  Committee  to  approve  the  budget, 

although it was set to an ad hoc or temporary organization.  Almost 80 percent of the 

respondents agreed at a high or very high level with the internal organization support 

of  sub-committees  in  considering  specific  aspects  of  the  government  budget.     

However,  less  than  one  half  of  the  respondents  had  a  high  or  very  high  agreement 

level on the clarity of budget approval criteria the committee used for considering the 

proposed  budget.    As  also  revealed  in  the  table,  approximately  10  percent  of  the 

respondents  had  a  low  or  very  low  agreement  level  on  the  setting  of  the  Budget 

Scrutiny  Committee  and  sub-committees.    Almost  20  percent  of  them  had  a  low  or 

very low level of opinions on the clarity of the committee’s criteria for decisions. 

 

(36.5) 

(39.6) 

(31.3) 
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 The mean score on the institutional factors regarding the setting structure of the 

Budget Scrutiny Committee was 3.65, indicating the relatively high score level that the 

respondents  have  on  the  budget  scrutiny  mechanism.   The  interpretation  is  that  the 

setting structure and work criteria of the Budget Scrutiny Committee could support the 

task of budget approval well. 

 

Table 5.9  The Setting Structure of Budget Scrutiny Committee  

Unit: Percent 

  Institutional Factors Very 
low 

Low Moderate High Very 
high 

Total 

 

Well-designed committee 
structure to consider budget 
appropriations. (IS4) 
 

 
2.1 

 
12.5 

 
17.7 

 
49.0 

 
18.8 

 
100.0 

Internal support of specialized 
sub-committees to consider 
different aspects of budget 
appropriations. (IS5) 
 

2.1 8.4 10.5 55.8 23.2 100.0 

Setting up of clear budget 
criteria for considering the 
estimates. (IS6) 
 

  

1.0 
 

  16.7 
 

35.4 
 

37.5 
 

9.4 
 

100.0 

   
                                                    X  = 3.65          S.D. = 0.64          Min = 2.00         Max = 5.00 
 

 
 Further,  the  results  regarding  opinions  on  a  support  system  for  budget 

approval  are  provided  in  Table  5.10.    In  this  particular  group  of  questions, 

participants  were  asked  to  respond  as  to  whether  they  preferred  a  support  system 

facilitated by staff from the Secretariat of the House of Representatives’ (IS7-IS8) or 

the Bureau of the Budget (IS9-IS10).  The focus was placed on both the technical and 

academic  advice  they  provided  to  committee  members.    In  Table  5.9,  it  can  be 

observed  that  a  majority  of  the  respondents  indicated  a  moderate  score  on  each 

deliverable.    The  results  from  the  below  table  also  reveal  that  approximately  35 

percent of the respondents had opinions at a low or very low level on the technical or 

secretary  support  provided  by  the  Secretariat  of  the  House  of  Representative  staff; 

and around 40 percent of them agreed with the same level but on the academic advice 

or  study  support  provided  by  this  group  of  supporting  staff  members.    Regarding 

(67.8) 

(79.0) 

(46.9) 
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opinion on a support system facilitated by the Bureau of the Budget, above 30 percent 

of the respondents agreed at a low or very low level regarding the academic advice or 

information  researched  by  these  supporting  staff  members.    However,  especially 

noteworthy is the technical or secretary advice provided by the Bureau of the Budget, 

where around 29 percent of the respondents agreed at a high or very high level that 

they were supported by the Bureau of the Budget’s staff. 

 The  mean  score  of  institutional  factors  regarding  the  staff  supporting  to 

committee  members  was  2.90,  indicating  a  moderate  level  of  opinion  that  the 

respondents had on the work capacity of the supporting staff.  The interpretation is that 

with this present structure, the committee members are limited to access to full support 

from the staff they are provided. 

  

Table 5.10  Supporting Staff  

Unit: Percent 

Institutional Factors Very 
low 

Low Moderate High Very 
high 

Total 

 

Technical advice provided by 
the Secretariat of the House of 
Representatives’ staff. (IS7) 
 

 
6.3 

 
28.1 

 
39.6 

 
22.9 

 
3.1 

 
100.0 

Academic advice or budget 
research provided by the 
Secretariat of the House of 
Representatives’ staff. (IS8) 
 

7.3 33.3 34.4 20.8 4.2 100.0 

Technical advice provided by 
the Bureau of the Budget. (IS9) 
 

4.2 21.9 44.8 28.1 1.0 100.0 

Academic advice or budget 
research provided by the Bureau 
of the Budget.  (IS10) 

 

7.3 25.0 40.6 22.9 4.2 100.0 

                                                  
                                                 X  = 2.90          S.D. = 0.78          Min = 1.00         Max = 5.00 

   

 Upon  integrating  the  figures  to  gain  collective  results  on  the  institutional 

factors, the following outcome was obtained.  Table 5.11 provides the opinions on the 

level of institutional factors from the committee members’ point of view.  The results 

show that a high agreement level was placed only on the setting of the Budget Scrutiny 

Committee, although it was set to an ad hoc committee and was fragmented to many 

(40.6) 

(34.4) 

(29.1) 

(32.3) 



 

 

195 

sub-committees.  As several limits on other institutional factors were detected by the 

study,  the  results  confirmed  a  moderate  agreement  level  of  both  the  constitution  and 

staff  supporting  the  task  of  budget  approval.      In  sum,  the  minimum  score  of  the 

collective results regarding the institutional-related factors was 2.00 and the maximum 

was  4.80.    The  mean  score  of  the  institutional  factor  was  3.13.   This  indicates  the 

relatively moderate score level that this group of independent factor has.    

  

Table 5.11  Institutional Factors  

  

Institutional Factors x S.D. Min Max Level 

Constitutional provision  2.90 0.76 1.00 5.00 Moderate 

The Budget Scrutiny 
Committee  

3.65 0.64 2.00 5.00 High 

Supporting staff  2.90 0.78 1.00 5.00 Moderate 

Institutional Factors 3.13 0.54 2.00 4.80 Moderate 

 

 

  5.3.2  Results Interpretation of Individual Factors 

Within  this  group  of  determinant  factors,  respondents  were  asked  to  make 

directed  self-assessment  regarding their knowledge background and understanding of 

provided  issues.    This  particular  group  of  questions  was  composed  of  two  sets  of 

questions  regarding  general  knowledge  background  on  fiscal  policy  and  budgeting 

(ID1-ID5)  and  understanding  of  related  rules  and  regulations  governing  budget 

approval  (ID6-ID9).    In  addition,  since  an  in-depth  interview  with  key  informants 

revealed the significance of the knowledge background on past approved commitment 

budgets, related questions on this issue were also included in this particular group of 

questions (ID10-ID11).   

Presentation  of  the  results  of  the  respondents’  self-assessment  is  provided  in 

Table  5.12.    Regarding  the  knowledge  background  in  relation  to  fiscal  policy  and 

budgeting  (ID1-ID5),  a  majority  of  the  respondents  agreed  with  the  high  score  level 

they have on the knowledge of each issue.  As revealed by the table, one half of the 

respondents  agreed  that  they  have  a  high  or  very  high  knowledge  background  or 
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understanding  of  the  issues  relating  to  the  fiscal  discipline  and  sustainability 

framework, use of the logical framework to cascade the strategic budget allocation to 

target  outputs  and  the  budget,  use  of  output  measurement  and  the  setting  of  output 

indicators,  and  the  setting  of  a  medium-term  expenditure  framework  to  estimate  the 

future  budget.    Especially  noteworthy  is  knowledge  or  understanding  of  sources  of 

government  budget  and  extrabudgetary  or  non-budgetary  funds,  where  almost  80 

percent  of  the  respondents  agreed  that  they  have  a  good  or  very  good  knowledge 

background about the issue.  As clearly shown in the table, no respondent agreed with 

having a very low level of background knowledge regarding these issues. 

According to Table 5.12, a majority of respondents expressed moderate scores 

regarding the knowledge background they have on the rules and regulations relating to 

budget approval (ID6-ID9).  However, the results from the table also demonstrate that 

around  40  percent  of  the  respondents  agreed  with the  high  or  very  high  knowledge 

background  they  have  on  the  laws  and  regulations  governing  treasury  balance 

reimbursement, modification and transfer of the budget, the executive power towards 

approval of the commitment budget, and criteria for allocating the committed budget.  

As  to  the  table,  fewer  than  two  percent  of  the  respondents  agreed  with  the  very  low 

level of knowledge background they have of the issues. 

As  for  the  remaining  questions  (ID10-ID11),  a  majority  of  the  respondents 

expressed the high level of knowledge background they have on the past performance 

of  commitment  projects,  but  they  agreed  with  the  moderate  level  of  knowledge 

accumulation they have on the actual budget modification of past committed budgets.  

As  revealed  in  the  table,  approximately  one  half  of  the  respondents  agreed  that  they 

have  a  high  or  very  high  level  of  knowledge  background  regarding  the  past 

performance  of  the  commitment  projects;  and  approximately  40  percent  of  the 

respondents have good or very good background knowledge on the modification of the 

past committed budget.  Based on the table, no one accepted having a very low level of 

knowledge background of past performances of comment projects.  Only 3.1 percent 

of the respondents agreed with the very low level of knowledge background they have 

on modification of the past commitment budgets. 
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          The  mean  score  of individual factors  regarding  the committee  members’ 

knowledge  and  understanding  was  3.44,  indicating  the  high  level  of  knowledge 

background the respondents have regarding the provided issues.  The interpretation is 

that  budget  approval  by  the  parliament  of  Thailand  was  conducted  by  the  members 

who  process  a  relatively  high  level of  knowledge  and  understanding  of  the  relevant 

issues. 

 

Table 5.12  Knowledge and Understanding of Committee Members 

Unit: Percent 

Individual Factors Very 
low 

Low Moderate High Very 
high 

Total 

 

The government’s setting of 
fiscal discipline and a 
sustainability framework. (ID1) 
 

 
0.0 

 
9.4 

 
37.5 

 
44.8 

 
8.3 

 
100.0 

Sources of budget and 
extrabudgetary or non-
budgetary funds. (ID2) 
 

0.0 4.2 18.8 64.6 12.5 100.0 

 

Application of logical framework 
to cascade the strategic budget 
allocation to target outputs and 
the budget. (ID3) 
 

 
0.0 

 
9.5 

 
37.9 

 
44.2 

 
8.4 

 
100.0 

Output measurement and setting 
of output indicators. (ID4) 
 

0.0 11.6 38.9 44.2 5.3 100.0 

Setting of medium-term 
expenditure framework to 
estimate the future budget. (ID5) 
 

  

  0.0 
  

11.6 
  

  34.7 
  

48.4 
 

5.3 
 

100.0 

Related laws and regulations on 
the reimbursement of the 
treasury balance. (ID6) 
 

2.1 13.5 44.8 32.3 7.3 100.0 

Related laws and regulations on 
budget modification and 
transfer of budget. (ID7) 
 

2.1 11.5 47.9 32.3 6.3 100.0 

Budget Procedure Act, which 
allows the executive to approve 
the committed budget in 
addition to the Appropriations 
Act. (ID8) 

1.0 9.4 50.0 33.3 6.3 100.0 

(53.1) 

(77.1) 

(53.7) 

(49.5) 

(52.6) 

(39.6) 

(38.6) 

(39.6) 
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Table 5.12  (Continued) 

Unit: Percent 

Individual Factors Very 
low 

Low Moderate High Very 
high 

Total 

Criteria for allocating the 
committed budget. (ID9) 
 

2.1 6.3 51.0 37.5 3.1 100.0 

Past performances of 
commitment projects. (ID10) 

0.0 7.3 40.6 45.8 6.3 100.0 
 
 

Actual budget modification of 
past committed budgets. (ID11) 
 

3.1 10.4 43.8 36.5 6.3 100.0 

   
                                                    X  = 3.44        S.D. = 0.55          Min = 1.80         Max = 5.00 

 

 

  5.3.3  Results Interpretation of Information Provision   

Within  this  group  of  determinant  factors,  respondents  were  presented  with 

questions  to  test  their  opinion  on  the  information  given  to  the  committee  members 

during the budget approval process.  In this particular group of questions, respondents 

were  given  three  sets  of  questions  regarding  the  coverage  of  information  provision 

(IF1-IF9),  the  usefulness  of  budget  documents  (IF10-IF12),  and  the  reliability  of  the 

budget information provided to the committee members (IF13-IF17).   

The  results  regarding  the  respondents’  opinion  on  the  coverage  of  budget 

information  which  was  given  to  the  committee  members  are  provided  in  Table  5.13.  

In this sub-section, the questions were designed to scrutinize information support from 

either  the  central  government  bureaus  (IF1-IF4)  or  the  government  ministries  and 

agencies (IF5-IF9).  As revealed in the table, a majority of respondents agreed with the 

moderate  score  in  almost  all  deliverables.    In  detail,  the  results  from  the  table  also 

demonstrate that the respondents agreed with the low or very low level of information 

supported by the Office of the National Economic and Social Development Board, the 

Comptroller  General’s  Department,  the  Office  of  the  Auditor  General,  and  the 

Ministries or Line Agencies, which constitutes 58.3 percent, 50 percent, 47.9 percent, 

and 30.2 percent, respectively.  As for a detailed survey on the information provided 

by these central bureaus, around 40 percent of the respondents agreed with the low or 

very  low  support  of  information  relating  to  economic  assumption  (such  as  economic 

(40.6) 

(42.8) 

(52.1) 
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growth  rate,  inflation  rate,  exchange  rate),  budget  deposit,  and  the  principle 

outstanding  debt,  which  constitutes  41.6  percent,  43.7  percent,  and  39.6  percent, 

respectively.  Regarding Table 5.13, however, the results indicated that approximately 

30  percent  of  the  respondents  have  opinions  on  the  high  or  very  high  level  of 

information  supported  by  Ministries  or  Line  Agencies.  As  revealed  in  the  table, 

especially  noteworthy  is  the  information  provision  of  actual  budget  spending  and 

details on the receipts and expenditures in the past and the present fiscal years given by 

the  ministries  and  line  agencies,  where  around  30  percent of  the  respondents  agreed 

with the high or very high score level that supported this type of information. 

          The  mean  score  of  information  factors  regarding  the  comprehensiveness  of 

information was 2.73, indicating a moderate level of an agreement on the coverage of 

information  provision.   The  interpretation  is  that  the  parliament  of  Thailand  could 

access a relatively moderate level of comprehensiveness in relating budget information 

during the consideration of the government’s estimates. 

  

Table 5.13  Coverage of Information Provision 
 

Unit: Percent 
  Information Provision Very 

low 
Low Moderate High Very 

high 
Total 

 

Information Support from the Central Bureaus 
 
 

Information supported by the 
Office of the National 
Economic and Social 
Development Board. (IF1) 
 

 
19.8 

 
38.5 

 
25.0 

 
14.6 

 
2.1 

 
100.0 

Information supported by the 
Comptroller General’s 
Department. (IF2) 
 

14.6 35.4 32.3 16.7 1.0 100.0 

Information supported by the 
Office of the Auditor General. 
(IF3) 
 

15.6 32.3 39.6 12.5 0.0 100.0 

Provision of economic 
assumption, such as economic 
growth rate, inflation rate, 
exchange rate, etc. (IF4) 
 

15.6 26.0 34.4 21.9 2.1 100.0 

Provision of budget deposit. 
(IF5) 

13.5 30.2 35.4 17.7 3.1 100.0 

(41.6) 

(43.7) 

(58.3) 

(50.0) 

(47.9) 
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Table 5.13  (Continued)  

Unit: Percent 

  Information Provision Very 
low 

Low Moderate High Very 
high 

Total 

Provision of the principle 
outstanding debt. (IF6) 
 

14.6 25.0 34.4 24.0 2.1 100.0 

 

Information Support from Ministries and Agencies 
 
 

Information supported by the 
ministries and line agencies. 
(IF7) 
 

 
5.2 

 
25.0 

 
39.6 

 
27.1 

 
3.1 

 
100.0 

Provision of the actual budget 
spending in the past fiscal years. 
(IF8) 
 

8.3 
 

19.8 39.6 29.2 3.1 100.0 

Provision of details of the 
receipts and expenditures in the 
past and present years. (IF9) 
 

3.1 20.8 40.6 31.3 4.2 100.0 

   
                                                    X  = 2.73          S.D. = 0.79          Min = 1.00         Max = 4.78 
 

 
 
 The  results  regarding  the  opinion  on  budget  documents  provided  for  an  in-

depth consideration by the parliament are provided in Table 5.14.  In this sub-section, 

the questions were designed to scrutinize how useful the information contained within 

budget  documents  was  (IF10-IF12).    As  revealed  in  the  table,  a  majority  of  the 

respondents  agreed  with  the  moderate  score  in  all  deliverables.      According  to  the 

table, approximately 35 percent of the  respondents have  opinions on the low or very 

low scores regarding the clear or understandable formats of the budget documents they 

are  provided.    About  22  percent  of  the  respondents expressed  low  or  very  low 

explanatory power regarding budget documents, illustrating the relations between the 

government’s  strategic  budget  allocation  and  budget  allocation  plans  linking  the 

estimates  of  outputs  and  projects.    In  addition,  almost  30  percent  of  the  respondents 

expressed the same level but on the analytical power the budget documents could bring 

about for advances analysis of the proposed budget.  According to the table, the results 

also  indicated  the  same  level  scores  of  opinions  on  the  explanatory  power  of  the 

budget document, whereas 22.9 percent agreed with the low or very low level of the 

(39.6) 

(32.3) 

(35.5) 

(30.2) 



 

 

201 

explanatory power of budget documents—the same number of respondents persisted in 

the  high  or  very  high  level  of  explanatory  power  that  the  budget  documents  could 

provide them. 

           The mean score on the information factors regarding the budget documents was 

2.91, indicating the moderate level at which the respondents could benefit from budget 

documents.   The  interpretation  is  that  the  parliament  of  Thailand  could  access 

relatively  low-quality budget  documents  they  are  provided  for  making  budget 

consideration. 

 
Table 5.14  Usefulness of Budget Documents  

Unit: Percent 

Information Provision Very 
low 

Low Moderate High Very 
high 

Total 

 

Clarity of budget documents. 
(IF10) 
 

 
6.3 

 
29.2 

 
42.7 

 
19.8 

 
2.1 

 
100.0 

Explanation power of budget 
documents.  (IF11) 
 

5.2 17.7 54.2 19.8 3.1 100.0 

Analytical power of budget 
documents. (IF12) 
 

6.3 21.9 46.9 22.9 2.1 100.0 

   
                                                    X  = 2.91          S.D. = 0.78          Min = 1.00         Max = 5.00 
 

  

 In  Table 5.15, the results regarding the reliability of provided information are 

presented.  The questions in this sub-section were designed to survey the opinions on 

the submitted date the respondents were provided with budget information (IF13-IF14) 

and  the  quality  of  provided  information  (IF15-IF17).    As  revealed  in  the  table,  a 

majority of the respondents agreed with the moderate score in almost all deliverables.  

The  results  from  the  table  also  demonstrated  that  approximately  38  percent  of  the 

respondents have high or very high opinions on the score  level regarding the precise 

time the budget documents were delivered to committee members.  As for the quality 

of budget information, about 20 percent of the  respondents have  a high  or very high 

opinion  level  regarding  the  accuracy  of  provided  information,  up-to-date  of  budget 

information  provision,  and  consistency  of  information  from  various  sources,  which 

(35.5) 

(22.9) 

(28.2) 

(22.9) 
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constitutes 21.9 percent, 27 percent, and 19.8 percent, respectively.  Of greater concern 

was  the  time  with  which  supplementary  information  was  provided  to  the  committee 

members.  Based on the table, almost 40 percent of the respondents expressed a low or 

very  low  score  level  regarding  the  timely  provision  of  additional  information  when 

they requested it. 

          The mean score of this sub-section was 3.01, indicating the moderate level of 

information reliability with which the respondents were provided.  The interpretation 

is that in approving the budget appropriations the parliament could access a relatively 

moderate level of reliable information provided for consideration. 

 
Table 5.15  Reliability of Information Provision 

Unit: Percent 

Information Provision Very 
low 

Low Moderate High Very 
high 

Total 

 

Timely information provision of 
budget documents. (IF13) 
 

 
3.1 

 
27.1 

 
31.3 

 
34.4 

 
4.2 

 
100.0 

Timely information provision of 
supplementary budget 
information. (IF14) 
 

9.4 29.2 35.4 21.9 4.2 100.0 

Accuracy of budget information 
provision. (IF15) 
 

2.1 13.5 62.5 21.9 0.0 100.0 

Up-to-date budget information 
provision. (IF16) 
 

1.0 15.6 56.3 26.0 1.0 100.0 

 

Coincidence of budget 
information provision. (IF17) 
 
 

 
1.0 

 
16.7 

 
62.5 

 
18.8 

 
1.0 

 
100.0 

   
                                                    X  = 3.01          S.D. = 0.61          Min = 1.60         Max = 4.60 
 

 
 Upon  integrating  the  figures  to  gain  collective  results  on  the  information 

factors,  the  following  outcome  was  obtained.    Table  5.16 gives  the  opinions  on  the 

level of information provision for budget consideration from the committee members’ 

point  of  view.    It  can  be  seen  in  the  summarized  table  that  the  respondents  had 

opinions  at  a  moderate  agreement  level  for  all  dimensions  of  information  factors, 

including coverage of information, usefulness of budget documents, and reliability of 

(38.6) 

(38.6) 

(21.9) 

(27.0) 

(19.8) 
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information.  The  information  provided  to  the  committee  members  for  consideration 

was  not  good  enough  to  reach  a  high  or  very  high  level  in  all  aspects.      In  sum,  the 

minimum  score  on  the  collective  results  of  the  information  factor  was  2.00  and  the 

maximum  was  4.60.    The  mean  score  of  the  institutional  factor  was  2.82.  This 

indicates a relatively moderate level for this group of independent factors.    

 
Table 5.16  Information Provision 
   

Information Provision x S.D. Min Max Level 

Coverage of information 
provision 

2.73 0.79 1.00 4.78 Moderate 

Usefulness of budget 
documents 

2.91 0.78 1.00 5.00 Moderate 

Reliability of information 
provision 

3.01 0.61 1.60 4.60 Moderate 

Information Provision 2.82 0.63 2.00 4.60 Moderate 

 
 
  5.3.4  Results Interpretation of Participation Mechanisms 

Within  this  group  of  determinant  factors,  respondents  were  presented  with 

questions regarding their opinions on the existing participation mechanisms within the 

budget  approval  process.    In  this  particular  sub-section,  respondents  were  given  two 

sets  of  questions  regarding  the  participation  mechanisms of  the  Budget  Scrutiny 

Committee (PT1-PT4) and people’s participation in budget approval by the parliament 

(PT5-PT10). 

Presentation  of  the  results  regarding  the  opinion  on  the  participation 

mechanisms of  the  Budget  Scrutiny  Committee  is  provided  in  Table  5.17.    The 

questions were designed to scrutinize the ingredients and execution of the ingredients 

within the Budget Scrutiny Committee; whether the participation mechanism was set 

to balance the power struggle by each ingredient or not (PT1-PT4).  As revealed in the 

table, the  mean  score  was  3.16,  indicating  the  moderate  score  level  the  respondents 

have  regarding  the  participation  mechanism  of  the  Budget  Scrutiny  Committee.  

According  to  the  table,  a  majority  of  respondents  have  opinions  at  a  moderate  level 

regarding  the  participation  of  government  parties  and  opposition  parties  within  the 

committee.   The results from the table also demonstrate that almost 40 percent of the 
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respondents agreed at a high or very high level with the composition of committee seat 

sharing by the government parties and opposition parties.  Approximately 27 percent 

of  them  agreed  with  the  circulation  of  an  acting  committee’s  chairman  among  the 

members from the government and opposition parties.  Further, above one half (54.2 

percent)  had  a  high  or  very  high  agreement  level  regarding  equal  information 

accessibility by both the government and opposition committee members.  Of greater 

concern  was  the  power  to  amend  budget  appropriations.    Although  they  agreed  with 

the arrangement of the seats and the delegation of the position committee’s chairperson 

among the two blocs at a high or very high level, almost 40 percent of them expressed 

their opinion on the low or very low level of identical power the government and the 

opposition members have in amendment of the proposed budget. 

 

Table 5.17  Participation Mechanism of the Budget Scrutiny Committee  

Unit: Percent 

Participation Mechanism Very 
low 

Low Moderate High Very 
high 

Total 

 

Good composition of committee 
seats between the government 
parties and opposition parties. 
(PT1) 
 

 
3.1 

 
14.6 

 
42.7 

 
28.1 

 
11.5 

 
100.0 

Alternate acting committee 
chairpersons between the 
members from government 
parties and opposition parties. 
(PT2) 
 

5.2 20.8 46.9 19.8 7.3 100.0 

Equal information access by the 
government and the opposition 
bloc committee. (PT3) 
 

4.2 
 

6.3 35.4 41.7  12.5 100.0 

Equal power to amend the 
proposed budget by the 
government and the opposition 
bloc committee. (PT4) 
 

12.5 25.0 38.5 18.8 5.2 100.0 

   
                                                    X  = 3.16          S.D. = 0.73          Min = 1.25         Max = 5.00 
 

 

 

(39.6) 

(27.1) 

(54.2) 

(37.5) 
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 Presentation  of  the  results  regarding  the  opinion  on  people’s  participation 

within  budget  approval  process  is  provided  in  Table  5.18.    The  questions  were 

designed to scrutinize both the direct and indirect involvement of people towards the 

budget approval, the amount of people’s participation, and consideration of people’s 

participation  by  committee  members  (PT5-PT10).    As  revealed  in  the  table,  the 

existence of these deliverables was indicated by the low or very low scores on  each 

deliverable.    Regarding  citizen  involvement,  more  than  75  percent  of  them  agreed 

with the low or very low citizen involvement level though public hearings during the 

budget approval process; almost 70 percent of the respondents had opinions at a low 

or very low level of citizen involvement regarding the budget approval process via air 

mail or internet protocol; and approximately 60  percent  of  them expressed a low or 

very low level opinion regarding citizen involvement directly at committee meetings.  

As  to  the  amount  of  people’s  participation,  about  70  percent  of  the  respondents 

agreed  that  the  number  of  citizens  or  interest  groups  participating  in  the  budget 

approval process was limited.  As for the remaining questions, the figure in the table 

also indicate a low or very low level of equal participation by each group of citizens, 

where  above  70  percent  of  the  respondents  expressed  opinions  at  low  or  very  low 

scores regarding the even concern of all the citizen proposals without any bias against 

where the proposals had been initiated. 

 The  mean  score  on  people’s  participation  in  budget  approval  was  2.10, 

indicating  the  low  level  of  the  respondents’  opinions  towards  people’s  participation 

within  the  budget  approval  process.   The  interpretation  is that  in  the  real  practice  of 

budget approval there is only slight participation from the outsiders. 

 

Table 5.18  People’s Participation in Budget Approval 

Unit: Percent 

Participation Mechanism Very 
low 

Low Moderate High Very 
high 

Total 

 

Citizen involvement in budget 
approval process via air mail or 
internet protocol. (PT5) 
 

 
31.3 

 
37.5 

 
18.8 

 
8.3 

 
4.2 

 
100.0 

Citizen involvement though 
public hearing during budget 
approval process. (PT6) 

39.6 36.5 12.5 8.3 3.1 100.0 

(68.8) 

(76.1) 
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Table 5.18  (Continued)   
 

Unit: Percent 

Participation Mechanism Very 
low 

Low Moderate High Very 
high 

Total 

Citizen participation in the 
committee meetings. (PT7) 
 

 25.0 33.3 31.1 9.4 1.0 100.0 

Amount of citizen participation 
in budget approval process. 
(PT8) 
 

35.4 43.8 10.4 7.3 3.1 100.0 

Groups of people participating 
in budget approval process. 
(PT9) 
 

28.1 
 

43.8 22.9 5.2 0.0 100.0 

Consideration of people’s 
recommendations evenly. 
(PT10) 
 

20.8 52.1 21.9 3.1 2.1 100.0 

   
                                                    X  = 2.10          S.D. = 0.84          Min = 1.00         Max = 4.50 
 

 
 Upon  integrating  the  figures  in  order  to  gain  collective  results  on  the 

participation mechanisms, the following outcome was obtained.  Table 5.19 gives the 

opinions  on  the  level  of  participant  mechanism.    The  results  show  that  neither  the 

formal  nor  informal  participant  mechanisms  for  budget  approval  were  limited  and 

were not good enough to reach a high or very high level.  As summarized in the table, 

participation  within  the  Budget  Scrutiny  Committee  was  limited  as  the  respondents 

placed the opinions only at a moderate score level.  Furthermore, the results given by 

the respondents confirmed the low level of participation by citizens within the budget 

approval process by the parliament.  In aggregate, the minimum score on the collective 

results  of  the  participation  mechanisms was  1.36  and  the  maximum  was  4.45.    The 

mean score was 2.54.  This indicates a relatively low level of this group regarding the 

independent factor.       

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

(58.3) 

(79.2) 

(71.9) 

(72.9) 
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Table 5.19  Participation Mechanisms 
 
 
Participant Mechanism x S.D. Min Max Level 

Participation mechanism of 
Budget Scrutiny Committee 
 

3.16 0.73 1.25 5.00 Moderate 

People’s participation in 
budget approval process 
 

2.10 0.84 1.00 4.50 Low  

Participation Mechanisms 2.54 0.68 1.36 4.45 Low 

 
 To  summarize,  the  results  of  the  survey  on  governance  in  budget  approval 

determinant factors revealed limits in almost all relevant factors.  It was shown by the 

survey results that only the knowledge and understanding independent factor attained a 

high score level.   Regarding the independence of the institutional related factors and 

information provision, a moderate score level was unveiled.  Unfortunately, the survey 

results  expressed  a  low  level  of  participant  mechanisms  supporting  budget  approval.   

According to the findings, therefore, it can be concluded that only the individual factor 

of knowledge background and understanding was good enough to support the task of 

budget  approval.    The  other  relevant  variables,  including  the  institution  and 

information related factors, were deficient in many aspects.  According to the finding, 

the  participant  mechanism,  especially  that  of  citizen  participation,  was  an  inadequate 

sustenance serving budget approval.  A summary of the survey results on determinant 

factors can be found in Table 5.20. 

 
  Table 5.20  Summary of Survey Results on Determinant Factors  
 
   
Determinant Factors x S.D. Min Max Level 

Institutional Factors 3.13 0.54 2.00 4.80 Moderate 

Constitutional provision  2.90 0.76 1.00 5.00 Moderate 

The setting Budget Scrutiny 
Committee  

3.65 0.64 2.00 5.00 High 

Supporting staffs  2.90 0.78 1.00 5.00 Moderate 

Individual Factors  

 

3.44 0.55 1.80 5.00 High 
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Table 5.20  (Continued) 

 

Determinant Factors x S.D. Min Max Level 

Information Provision 2.82 0.63 2.00 4.60 Moderate 

Coverage of information 
provision 

2.73 0.79 1.00 4.78 Moderate 

Usefulness of budget 
documents 

2.91 0.78 1.00 5.00 Moderate 

Reliability of information  3.01 0.61 1.60 4.60 Moderate 

Participation Mechanisms 2.54 0.68 1.36 4.45 Low 

Participation of Budget 
Scrutiny Committee 

3.16 0.73 1.25 5.00 Moderate 

People’s participation to 
budget approval process 

2.10 0.84 1.00 4.50 Low  

 

 

 Regarding the quantitative results on the determinant factors, almost all of the 

results were sustained by the preceding qualitative analysis.  The high score level of 

the MPs’ knowledge and understanding was consistent with the results of the in-depth 

investigation,  which  showed  that  a  majority  of  the  committee  members  had  a  good 

academic background and work experience supporting budget deliberations.  Both the 

qualitative and quantitative results unveiled the deficiency in  the comprehensiveness 

of budget information, as most of the information was provided by the ministry or the 

agency’s  side  with  no  sufficient  support  from  the  other  side  of  the  Office  of  the 

National  Economic  and  Social  Development  Board,  the  Comptroller  General’s 

Department, or the Office of the Auditor General.  The moderate score level on budget 

documents confirmed the results of the in-depth interview, which expressed the idea 

that  the  information  presented  in  the  new  version  of  the  budget  documents  was 

insufficient in making further analysis.  Also, the moderate score level regarding the 

reliability of information provision was ascertained by the qualitative findings, which 

uncovered  the  limits  in  the  time  and  quality  of  the  provided  information.    For  the 

quantitative results of the participant mechanism independent factor, the finding of a 

low  score  level  was  also  sustained  by  the  qualitative  result,  since  no citizen 

participation  was  found  and  the  participation  of  the  opposition-bloc  committee 
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members  was  limited  by  the  total  number,  power,  and  possession  of  the  position 

chairman of the committee. 

 As to the findings on the institutional related factors, both the quantitative and 

qualitative  results  uncovered  time  constraints  and  confinement  in  the  amendment 

power  specified  in  the  constitution  provision.    The  survey  finding  on  the  moderate 

score  level  on  supporting  staff  was  sustained  by  the  results  of  in-depth  interviews, 

which revealed a limit in the number and capacity of the committee’s permanent staff.  

According  to  all  survey  results,  one  was  incompatible  with  the  qualitative  analysis.   

Whereas  a  high  score  level  was  placed  on  the  structure  of  the  Budget Scrutiny 

Committee, the results of the  in-depth interview expressed some limitations caused 

by the setting up of the ad hoc committee and sub-committees.  As such, it should be 

noted that although the committee was temporarily set up year by year, more than 60 

percent of the committee members exhibited continuity in working on the committee.  

This supporting condition created a high agreement level with the existing structure 

of the Budget Scrutiny  Committee, even though the committee was not set as other 

selective or standing committees. 

 Regarding  the  above  discussions,  a  summary  is  provided  in  the  following 

table (Table 5.21). 

  

Table 5.21  Alignment of the Qualitative and Quantitative Analysis of Determinant Factors 
 
 

Governance Results of 
Quantitative 
Analysis 

Support Results from Qualitative Analysis 

Results Explanation 

Institution Factor 
 

Moderate level   

Constitution provision Moderate level Support The time allowed for the 
parliamentary budget process within 
the Constitution met with the 
international standards; however, it 
was shortened in real action.  
The constitution provides for several 
restrictions on the parliament’s role in 
making budget approval although the 
amendment power to the budget 
appropriations was allowed. 
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Table 5.21  (Continued) 

 

Governance Results of 
Quantitative 
Analysis 

Support Results from Qualitative Analysis 

Results Explanation 

The setting structure of 
Budget Scrutiny 
Committee 

High level No The committee was temporary set up 
as an ad hoc committee, and the 
supporting committees considering 
the different sectors of the budget 
were formed differently each year.  
Thus, the committee lacked work 
continuity and knowledge 
accumulation. 
 

Supporting staff Moderate level 
 
 
 

Support The committee has limited access to 
permanent technical advice and the 
expertise of professional staff, 
although the committee has a 
permanent staff of its own.   
 

Knowledge and 
Understanding 

High level Support The committee members have a good 
academic background, as more than 
one-half of them have a master degree 
and some a doctoral degree.  
However, about 30-40 percent of 
them are new members. 
 

Information 
Provision 
 

Moderate level   

Comprehensiveness of 
information 

Moderate level Support The budget information provided to 
the parliament for a depth 
consideration was comprehensive and 
dispersive.  Most of them are 
provided by the ministries and line 
agencies with no sufficient support 
from other central bureaus. 

 
 
 

Usefulness of budget 
documents 

Moderate level Support The new versions of budget 
documents could not provide enough 
detailed information for making 
budget consideration. 
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Table 5.21  (Continued) 
 
 

Governance Results of 
Quantitative 
Analysis 

Support Results from Qualitative Analysis 

Results Explanation 

Reliability of 
information 

Moderate level Support Not all of the information was 
submitted to the committee in 
advance.  Besides, since additional 
information provision was not 
officially published or examined by 
the entire parliament, the accuracy of 
budget information remained 
questioned by the committee 
members. 
 

Participation 
Mechanisms 
 

Low level   

Participation of the 
committee 

Moderate level Support The government has a great deal of 
power in its total number of 
government committee members and 
its possession of the position 
chairman by the Minister of Finance. 
  

People’s participation 
in budget approval 

Low level Support The mechanism has not yet been 
opened for citizen participation.   The 
study found no participation from 
experts or academicians even in the 
participant mechanism of the Budget 
Scrutiny Committee, although an 
invitation to outsiders was allowed 
sine the committee is set up as an      
ad hoc or select committee. 
 

  

 

5.4  Correlation and Regression Results between Governance and  

       Determinant Factors 

 

 This part of the present study examines the relationships of variables proposed in 

the  conceptual  framework.    Within  this  research,  governance  in  budget  approval  will  be 

examined  in  relation  to  the  institutional  factors,  individual  factors,  information provision, 

and  participation  mechanisms.    Statistical  results  from  the  examination,  including  the 

correlation and regression analyses, were also employed to test the hypotheses.  
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 The  following  details  on  the  statistics  provide  correlation  and  regression 

results between determinant factors regarding governance in budget approval.   

  

 5.4.1  Correlation Results among the Variables 

 Table  5.22  presents  the  correlation  results  between  the  determinant  factors 

with  those  of  the  percentage  of  the  rule  of  law,  allocative  efficiency,  transparency, 

and responsibility in the formation of correlation matrix.  From the correlation matrix, 

multicollinearity among variables was examined by the correlation of matrix for the 

independent  variables  since  multiple  regression  procedures  assume  the  absence  of 

multicollinearity.    Multicollinearity  occurs  when  two  or  more  of  the  predictor 

variables  are  highly  intercorrelated,  thus  producing  an  unstable  regression  equation 

(Cone and Foster, 1998: 193).  The presence of a high correlation of above 0.5 is the 

first  identification  of  multicollinearity  (Pichit  Pitakthepsombat,  2005:  548).   

However,  Suchart  Prasith-Rathsint  (1997)  and  Hair  et  al.  (1998)  argue  that  the 

presence of a correlation of 0.8 and above indicates a multicollinearity problem.    

 As  revealed  in  the  Table  5.22,  the  correlation  results  indicate  that  there  are 

positive relationships between the allocative efficiency and determinant factors of the 

constitutional  provision  and  completeness  of  information,  with  correlation 

coefficients of 0.261 and 0.221, respectively.  Within the correlation matrix, statistical 

values  also  indicate  positive  relationships  between  task  responsibility  and  the 

determinant  factors  of  constitutional  provision,  knowledge  and  understanding,  and 

information support by the central government bureaus, with a value of a correlation 

coefficient  equal  to  0.357,  0.357,  and  0.235.    Moreover,  there  is  also  a  positive 

correlation  between  responsibility  for  the  consequences  and  almost  all  of  the 

determinant factors.  According to the table, only two determent factors (the setting 

structure of the  committee and participation of the Budget Scrutiny Committee) did 

not yield any significant relationship with responsibility. 
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Table 5.22  Correlation Results for Determinant Factors and the Sub-Scale Governance 
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Rule of Law 1 .104 .501** .128 -.101 -.127 .027 -.169 -.197* -.237* -.132 -.138 -.259** -.184 -.339** -.192 
 

Allocative 
Efficiency 
 

 1 -.061 .327** .102 .046 .261** .123 .119 .108 .127 .142 .121 .221* .009 .005 

Transparent 
Procedure 
 

  1 .135 -.049 -.113 -.230* -.094 -.272** -.326** -.316** -.240* -.221* -.271** -.306** -.255** 

Transparent  
Information 
 

   1 .234* .106 .045 -.117 -.047 .092 .049 .011 .023 -.015 -.090 -.049 

Task 
Responsibility 
 

    1 .488** .357** .080 -.037* .397** .235* .200* .149 .094 .152 .087 

Responsibility for 
Consequences 
 

     1 .237* .090 .227* .560** .368** .247* .390** .194* .159 .225* 

Constitutional  
Provisions 
 

      1 .321** .199* .350** .419** .460** .266** .180 .093 .294** 

The Setting 
Committee 
 

       1 .187 .175 .161 .338** .166 .166 .335** .005 

Supporting Staffs 
        1 .218* .622** .560** .621** .499** .200* .498** 

Knowledge and  
Understanding 
 

         1 .447** .320** .378** .369** .292** .147 

Information 
from Central 
Bureaus 
 

          1 .646** .620** .480** .319** .545** 

Information 
from Agencies 
 

           1 .535** .392** .289** .485** 

Usefulness of 
Budget Document 
 

            1 .473** .226* .417** 

Completeness of  
Information 
 

             1 .435** .361** 

Participation of 
the Committee 
 

              1 .365** 

People’s 
Participation                1 

 

Note:  *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

           **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

 
 As revealed  in  Table  5.22,  the  correlation  results  also  indicate  a  negative 

relation  between  variables.    The  results  from  the  table  show  that  the  rule  of  law  is 

negatively  related  to  the  significance  figures  of  the  supporting  staff,  the  respondents’ 

knowledge and understanding, usefulness of budget documents, and the participation of 

the  Budget  Scrutiny  Committee,  with  correlation  coefficients  of  0.197,  0.237,  0.259, 
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and  0.339,  respectively.    Task  responsibility  has  a  negative  relationship  with  the 

supporting staff,  with  a  correlation  coefficient  of  0.037.    Furthermore,  the  dependent 

variable-transparent  procedure  of  budget  approval  has  a  negative  relationship  with 

almost  all  determent  factors.    As  can  be  seen,  only  the  independent  variable—the 

setting  structure  of  Budget  Scrutiny  Committee—does  not  yield  any  significant 

relationship  with  responsibility.    With  regard  to  the  dependent  variable—transparent 

information in relation to outside people—however, there was no statistical relationship 

with  any  of  the  independent  variables.    This  indicates  that  there  is  no  relationship 

between this sub-scale of governance and any of the deliverables. 

 As  can  be  seen  in  the  table,  the  results  indicate  a  correlation  of  above  0.5 

between several independent variables, indicating the possibility of a multicollinearity 

problem.    However,  all  of  the  variables  in  this  study  are  important  for  explaining 

governance  in  budget  approval.    Omission  of  variables  results  in  biased  coefficient 

estimates for the remaining variables.  All variables are then used for further analysis. 

 
   5.4.2  Regression Results of the Rule of Law 

 The  following  table  (Table  5.23)  illustrates  the  results  from  the  multiple 

regression of the rule of law with the determinant factors (the results were run with the 

SPSS  enter  estimation  technique).    As  revealed  in  the  table,  the  determinant  factor 

participation  of  the  committee  affects  the  rule  of  law  at  the  .05  level  of  significance.   

The coefficient of determination, R2

 

, was .208.  The interpretation is that the deliverables 

could explain 20.8 percent of the variation in the rule of law dependent variable.   

Table 5.23  Regression Analysis of Determinant Factors and the Rule of Law 

 

Variables 
 

b T Significance 

(Constant) 6.084 8.038 .000 
Constitutional Provision -.341 -1.832 .070 
Budget Scrutiny Committee .182 1.423 .158 
Supporting Staff -.141  -.828 .410 
Knowledge and Understanding  -.107  -.644 .521 
Information Support from the Central Bureaus  .222 1.199 .234 
Information Support by the Ministries/Agencies -.008  -.042 .966 
Usefulness of  Budget Document -.250 -1.545 .126 
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Table 5.23  (Continued) 

 

Variables 
 

b T Significance 

Reliability of Information  .133   .644 .521 
Participation of the Committee -.321 -2.088 .040 
People’s Participation -.145  -.978 .331 

R = .456     R2 = .208     Adjusted R2

 

 = .122     F = 2.421     Sig. = .013 

 

 As can be seen in the table above, the results show that the independent factor 

of participation of committee member has a negative relationship with the rule of law 

(Beta  = -.321).    In  this  respect  it  could  be  explained  that  if  the  MPs,  especially  the 

opposition-bloc committee members, are provided with greater opportunity to evenly 

participate  in  the  approval  process  of  the  Budget  Scrutiny  Committee,  they  tend  to 

break  the  law restrictions  regarding  submission  of  a  motion  adding  an  item  or  the 

number of items, or submission of a motion or commission of an act which results in 

direct or indirect involvement by them, for example; thus, the lower the score level on 

rule  of  law  they  obtained.    In  this  regard,  the  finding  rejects  the  hypothesis  that 

proposed that the participation by people would have a positive impact on governance 

in budget approval.  Based on the theoretical perspective of the political agency theory 

and public choice theory, participation within the process of political decision making 

was  supported.    As  such,  it  should  be  particularly  noted  that  the  constitution  itself 

limits legislative participation, thus making for a negative relationship.  Otherwise, it 

is  possible  that  the  participation  of  the  committee  members  could  have  some  other 

hidden  agendas  besides  scrutinizing  and  authorizing  the  government  budget,  thus 

making the results contradict the theories.  The statistical values from the regression 

analysis are presented in the following structural equation.  

 

Rule of Law =  6.084-.321* Participation of Budget Scrutiny Committee………Equation 1 
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  5.4.3  Regression Results for Allocative Efficiency 

 Table 5.24 demonstrates the results from a multiple regression of the allocative 

efficiency  with  the  determinant  factors  (the  results  were  run  with  the  SPSS  enter 

estimation  technique).   As  revealed  in  the  table,  the  effect  of  the  constitutional 

provision  and  information  completeness  significantly  influences  the allocative 

efficiency in budget approval at the .05 level of significance.  According to the table, 

the coefficient of determination, R2

 

, is .227.  This means that the model could explain 

22.7 percent of the variation in allocative efficiency.  The statistical values from the 

regression analysis are shown in the following table. 

Table 5.24  Regression Analysis of Determinant Factors and Allocative Efficiency 
 
 
Variables 

 
b T Significance 

(Constant) 1.714 3.180 .002 
Constitutional Provision   .203 2.238 .028 
Budget Scrutiny Committee   .019   .154 .878 
Supporting Staff   .029   .245 .807 
Knowledge and Understanding  -.050  -.378 .706 
Information Support from the Central Bureaus -.019  -.141 .888 
Information Support by the Ministries/Agencies   .010   .077 .938 
Usefulness of  Budget Document   .005   .041 .968 
Reliability of Information   .297 2.016 .047 
Participation of the Committee -.062 -.563 .575 
People’s Participation -.117 -1.111 .269 
R = .356     R2 = .227     Adjusted R2

 

 = .133     F =  2.352     Sig. = .015 

 
 

As  can  be  seen  in  the  above  table,  the  results  indicate  that  the  constitutional 

provision as found to be positively related to allocative efficiency at Beta = .028.  In 

this respect it could be explained that if the MPs are provided with greater power or 

time  available  by  constitutional  provision,  they  tend  to  pay  greater  attention  to  the 

estimates  in  meeting  the  government’s  strategic  budget  allocation.    Likewise,  as 

revealed  in  the  table,  the  reliability  of  information  has  the  highest  influence  on 

allocative efficiency at Beta = .047.   The interpretation is that the greater the timely, 

precise  and  updated  information  the  MPs  are  provided,  the  higher  the  allocative 
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efficiency  score  they  can  reach.    Of  the  two  determinant  factors,  completeness  of 

information has the highest influence on allocative efficiency (Beta = .047), followed 

by  constitutional  provision  (Beta  =  .028).    These  results  are  consistent  with  the 

theoretical  perspective  of  the  new  institutional  economics  theory  and  the 

organizational  decision-making  theory,  which  proposed  the  significance  of 

institutional and information-related  factors over  reasonable political judgment.  The 

proposed  hypothesis  of  a  positive  influence  by  the  institutional  and  information 

factors on governance in budget approval, thus, was sustained.  The statistical values 

from the regression analysis are presented in the following structural equation. 

 

Allocative Efficiency  =  1.714 + .203 Constitutional Provision + .297* Completeness  

                                         of Information……………………………………Equation 2 

 
  5.4.4  Regression Results for Transparency 

 Since the transparency dependent variable was dissolved by the two groups of 

questions,  multivariate  analysis  of  the  transparency  will  be  presented  in  separate 

figures.   Table  5.25  illustrates  the  results  from  a  multiple  regression  of  the 

transparency regarding openness in the budget decision-making method.  As revealed 

by  the  table,  there  was  a  significant  influence  of  knowledge  and  understanding and 

the Budget Scrutiny Committee’s participation on the openness of budget approval at 

the  significant  level  of  .005.      The  coefficient  of  determination,  R2

 

,  was  .153.    The 

result  means  that  the  deliverables  could  explain  15.3  percent  of  the  variation  in the 

transparency of the budget decision-making process. 

Table 5.25  Regression Analysis of Determinant Factors and Transparent Procedure 
 
 
Variables 

 
b T Significance 

(Constant) 5.388 9.232 .000 
Constitutional Provision -.135 -1.383 .170 
Budget Scrutiny Committee  .032   .326 .745 
Supporting Staff -.182 -1.934 .156 
Knowledge and Understanding  -.427 -2.689 .008 
Information Support from the Central Bureaus -.167 -1.601 .113 
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Table 5.25  (Continued) 

   
Variables 

 
b T Significance 

Information Support by the Ministries/Agencies -.106 -1.068 .288 
Usefulness of  Budget Document -.084  -.841 .402 
Reliability of Information -.101 -.949 .345 
Participation of the Committee -.301 -2.400 .018 
People’s Participation -.153 -1.560 .122 
R = .393     R2 = .153     Adjusted R2

 

 = .138     F =  5.759     Sig. = .018 

 
As  can  be  seen  in  the  table  above,  the  MPs’  knowledge  and  understanding 

were found to be negatively related to the transparency of the budget decision-making 

process  at  Beta  = -.427,  followed  by  the participation  of  the  Budget  Scrutiny 

Committee  at -.301.    In  this  respect  it  could  be  explained  that  the  greater  the 

participation  of  committee  members,  the  higher  the  disclosure  from  the  public.   

Likewise,  the  greater  the  knowledge  and  understanding  the  MPs  have  regarding 

budget approval, the lower the score of transparency they tend to obtain.  These results 

are not consistent with either the theoretical perspective of the political agency theory 

or the public choice theory, which support participation within the process of political 

decision-making or empirical research, which supports greater knowledge of the MPs.  

The  finding  thus  rejects  the  hypothesis  which  proposed  that  the  participation  by 

people and the knowledge of the MPs would have a positive impact on governance in 

budget approval.  The statistical values from the regression analysis are presented in 

the following structural equation. 

 

Transparency  = 5.388 -.427* Knowledge and understanding -.301* Participation of  

                           the Budget Scrutiny Committee………………………….Equation 3 

 
 According  to  the  above  finding,  however,  it  should  be  noted  that  the  result 

was run by the stepwise estimation technique instead of the confirmation estimation 

technique (or the ‘enter’ command in the SPSS program).  This is because the results 

from  the  stepwise  estimation  technique  could  produce  more  predicted  variables 

compared  to  the  confirmation  technique,  which  uncovers  none  of  the  predicted 
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variables.    Regarding  Kanlaya  Vanichbuncha  (2003;  397),  deviation  of  predicted 

models is possible due to the different estimation  techniques, and application of the 

stepwise  estimation  technique  could  reveal  more  predicted  variables.    With  this 

technique,  only  the  independent  variable  with  the  greatest  contribution was  added, 

then others were selected for inclusion based on  their  incremental  contribution over 

the variables already in the equation (Hair et al.,1998; 211).  Although the model was 

produced  with  some  selected  independent  variables,  the  finding  could  provide  for 

further caution regarding transparency in budget approval.  

The results from a multiple regression of the openness of the information with 

the  determinant  factors  are  demonstrated  in  Table  5.26  (the  results  were  run  with 

SPSS’s enter estimation technique).  As revealed in the table, the multiple regression 

results confirmed that at the 0.05 level of significance the transparent information did 

not  have  any  significant  effect  on  the  deliverables,  although  the  stepwise  estimation 

technique  was  later  tested.    These  results  are  not  consistent  with  any  theoretical 

perspective or empirical research proposed in this dissertation.  The statistical values 

from the regression analysis of transparency in this regard, thus, cannot be presented 

in the structural equation. 

 

Table 5.26  Regression Analysis of Determinant Factors and Transparent Information 

  

Variables 
 

b T Significance 

(Constant) 5.426 8.189 .000 
Constitutional Provision -.087 -.776 .440 
Budget Scrutiny Committee   .061   .412 .682 
Supporting Staff -.242 -1.669 .098 
Knowledge and Understanding  -.267 -1.635 .105 
Information Support from the Central Bureaus -.162  -.999 .320 
Information Support by the Ministries/Agencies   .102   .618 .538 
Usefulness of  Budget Document   .028   .199 .843 
Reliability of Information   -.090  -.496 .621 
Participation of the Committee   -.064  -.473 .638 
People’s Participation   -.101  -.783 .435 
R = .566 R2 = .216 Adjusted R2

 

 = .186     F =  3.333     Sig. = .001 

 



 

 

220 

  5.4.5  Regression Results for Responsibility 

 As the responsibility dependent variable was constructed by the two groups of 

questions,  multivariate  analysis  of  responsibility  was  also  presented  in  separate 

figures.   Table  5.27  illustrates  the  results  from  a  multiple  regression  on  task 

responsibility.   As  revealed  in  the  table,  there  was  significant  influence  of  the 

constitutional  provision,  knowledge  and  understanding,  and  supporting  staff  at  the 

significant level of .005.   The coefficient of determination, R2

   

, was .258.  This result 

indicates  that  the  deliverables  could  explain  25.8  percent  of  the  variation  in  task 

responsibility. 

Table 5.27  Regression Analysis of Determinant Factors and Task Responsibility 

 
Variables 

 
b T Significance 

(Constant) 2.102 3.815 .000 
Constitutional Provision  .212 2.282 .025 
Budget Scrutiny Committee -.082 -.663 .509 
Supporting Staff -.211 -1.808 .044 
Knowledge and Understanding   .355 2.613 .010 
Information Support from the Central Bureaus  .074  .548 .585 
Information Support by the Ministries/Agencies  .053  .387 .699 
Usefulness of  Budget Document  .060  .507 .613 
Reliability of Information -.063 -.421 .675 
Participation of the Committee  .087  .777 .439 
People’s Participation -.023 -.210 .834 
R = .508     R2 = .258     Adjusted R2

 
 = .178     F =  3.226     Sig. = .001 

 
As can be seen in Table 5.27, the results indicate that the MPs’ knowledge and 

understanding  were  found  to  positively  impact  task  responsibility  at  Beta  =  .355, 

followed  by  constitutional  provision  at  .212,  and  supporting  staff  at -.211.    In  this 

respect  it  can  be  implied  that  the  more  knowledge  and  understanding  the  MPs  have 

accumulated, or the greater power or the time available they are provided with by the 

constitutional provision, the higher the responsibility they have to devote themselves 

to the task of budget approval.  However, as to the figure, an increase in the MPs’ task 

responsibility would probably result from inadequate assistance from their supporting 
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staff.  According to the finding, the empirical studies on the significance of knowledge 

and understanding of individual member were supported.  The theoretical perspective 

of the new institutional economic theory,  which  reveals  the significance  of the legal 

framework,  thus,  can  explain  the  real  practice.  However,  other  institutional  factors 

proposed under the same theory were rejected.  As such, only the proposed hypothesis 

of  positive  influence  by  the  MPs’  knowledge  and  the  institutional  factor  of 

constitutional provision regarding governance were sustained.  Meanwhile, the finding 

rejects  the  hypothesis  that  proposed  that  the  institutional  factor  of  supporting  staff 

would have a positive impact on governance in budget approval.   As to the study, the 

result  also  reveals  the  negative  relationship  with  the  supporting  staff  institutional 

factor unrecognized by the theory.  The statistical values from the regression analysis 

are presented in the following structural equation. 

 
Task Responsibility  =  2.102 + .355* Knowledge and understanding + .212*  

                                      Constitutional Provision – .211* Supporting Staffs…..Equation 4 

   
 The results from the multiple regression regarding responsibility for the further 

consequences  of  budget  approval  are  demonstrated  in  Table  5.28.   The  results  from 

the  table  below  show  that  the  MPs’  knowledge  and  the  budget  documents  affect 

responsibility for the consequences of decisions on budget approval at the .05 level of 

significance.  The coefficient of determination, R2

 

, was .351.  The interpretation is that 

the  deliverables  could  explain  35.1  percent  of  the  variation  in  this  responsibility 

dependent variable.   

Table 5.28  Regression Analysis of Determinant Factors and Responsibility for the  

                    Consequences of Budget Approval  

 

Variables 
 

b T Significance 

(Constant) 1.206 3.652 .000 
Constitutional Provision   .015  .177 .860 
Budget Scrutiny Committee -.030 -.369 .713 
Supporting Staff -.012 -.117 .907 
Knowledge and Understanding    .554 5.564 .000 
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Table 5.28  (Continued) 

 

Variables 
 

b T Significance 

Information Support from the Central Bureaus   .042  .390 .698 
Information Support by the Ministries/Agencies -.027 -.282 .779 
Usefulness of  Budget Document   .179 2.404 .018 
Reliability of Information -.112 -1.195 .235 
Participation of the Committee -.032 -.372 .711 
People’s Participation   .082   .928 .356 
R = .593     R2 = .351     Adjusted R2

 
 = .338     F =  5.563     Sig. = .000 

 
 

 

As  can  be  seen  in  Table  5.28,  the  MPs’  knowledge  and  understanding  were 

found  to  be  positively  related  to  the  MPs’  responsibility  for  the  consequences  of 

budget  approval  at  Beta  =  .554,  followed  by  the  usefulness  of  budget  documents  at 

.179.    In  this  respect  it  could  be  explained  that  if  the  MPs  have  higher  knowledge 

accumulation or understanding about related issues, they tend to take more responsible 

for  the  consequence  of  their  decisions.    Likewise,  the  greater  explainable  and 

analytical power of budget documents the MPs are provided, the higher the score of 

the  responsibility  they  tend  to  obtain.    In  this  regard, the  results  are  consistent  with 

either the theoretical perspective of organizational decision-making which emphasizes 

the significance of information provision, or empirical research which supports greater 

knowledge  of  the  MPs.    The  findings  thus  sustain  the  proposed  hypothesis.    The 

statistical values from the regression analysis are presented in the following structural 

equation. 

 
 
Responsibility for consequences  =  1.206 + .554* Knowledge and understanding +               

                                                          .179* Usefulness of budget documents…...Equation 5 

 

 According  to  the  above  finding,  however,  it  should  be  noted  that  the  result 

was run by the stepwise estimation technique instead of the confirmation estimation 

technique (or the ‘enter’ command in the SPSS program).  This is because the results 
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from  the  stepwise  estimation  technique  could  provide  more  the  predicted  variables 

compared  to  the  confirmation  technique,  which  could  unveil  the  statistical 

relationship  between  the  dependent  variable  and  the independent  variable  of 

knowledge and understanding only. 

 
  5.4.6  Regression Results of Aggregate Governance 

 Based  on  the  empirical  results  of  each  sub-scale  governance  dependent 

variable,  both  of  the  positive  and  negative  influences  by  the  deliverables  were 

revealed.  The regression analysis of the aggregate governance, through all four sub-

scales, was impossible to be predicted.  A study of the aggregate governance divided 

the regression analysis of the aggregate governance into two main groups.  The first 

group combines allocative efficiency with responsibility as the aggregate governance, 

since they have positive relationships with predicted variables.  For the second group 

of governance, rule of law and transparency are united as the concept of governance 

in budget approval.  

 Table  5.29 demonstrates  the  results  from  a  multiple  regression  of  aggregate 

governance  regarding  allocative  efficiency  and  responsibility  with  the  determinant 

factors (the results were run by SPSS enter estimation technique).  As revealed by the 

table, the effect of constitutional provision and knowledge and understanding of the MPs 

significantly influenced the governance in budget approval at the .05 level of significance.  

According to the table, the coefficient of determination R2

 

 was .343.  This means that the 

model  could  explain  34.3  percent  of  the  variation  in  the  aggregate  governance.    The 

statistical values from the regression analysis are shown in Table 5.29. 

Table 5.29  Regression Analysis of Determinant Factors and Aggregate Governance   

                    Regarding Allocative Efficiency and Responsibility 

 

Variables 
 

b T Significance 

(Constant) 1.771 5.222 .000 
Constitutional Provision   .135 2.362 .020 
Budget Scrutiny Committee -.018 -.232 .817 
Supporting Staff -.068 -.923 .358 
Knowledge and Understanding    .285 3.414 .001 
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Table 5.29  (Continued) 

 

Variables 
 

b T Significance 

Information Support from the Central Bureaus   .032   .391 .697 
Information Support by the Ministries/Agencies   .008   .091 .928 
Usefulness of  Budget Document   .101 1.389 .168 
Reliability of Information   .027   .289 .773 
Participation of the Committee  -.003  -.041 .967 
People’s Participation  -.019  -.292 .771 
R = .586     R2 = .343     Adjusted R2

 
 = .273     F =  4.860     Sig. = .000 

 

 As can be seen in the above table, the results indicate that the MPs’ knowledge 

and  understanding  are  positively  related  to  aggregate  governance  at  Beta  =  .285.    In 

this  respect  it  could  be  explained  that  if  the  MPs  have  higher  knowledge  and 

understanding, they tend to pay greater concern to meeting the budget allocation with 

the government’s strategic budget allocation; and they tend to be more responsible in 

their actions and for the consequences of the action of budget approval.   Likewise, as 

revealed  in  the  table,  the  constitutional  provision  has  an  influence  on  governance  at 

Beta = .135.  The interpretation is that the greater the budget amendment power and 

time availability that are provided by the constitution, the higher the governance score 

they  can  reach.    These  results  are  consistent  with  the  theoretical  perspective  of  the 

new  institutional  economics  theory  and  the  empirical  research,  which  propose  the 

significance of the knowledge of an individual MP.  The proposed hypothesis that the 

institutional  and  information  factors  have  a  positive  influence  on  governance  in 

budget  approval,  thus,  was  sustained.    The  statistical  values  from  the  regression 

analysis are presented in the following structural equation. 

 

Governance   =  1.771 + .285* Knowledge and understanding + .135* Constitutional 

                           provision….……………….................................................Equation 6 
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Table  5.30 demonstrates  the  results  from  a  multiple  regression  of  aggregate 

governance  regarding  the  rule  of  law  and  transparency  with  the  determinant  factors 

(the  results  were  run  with  SPSS’s  enter  estimation  technique).    As  revealed  by  the 

table,  the  effect  of  the  MPs’  knowledge  and  understanding  and  participation  of  the 

Budget Scrutiny Committee influences the governance at the .05 level of significance.  

According to the table, the coefficient of determination, R2

 

, was .230.  This means that 

the model could explain 23 percent of the variation in the governance.  The statistical 

values from regression analysis are shown in the following table. 

Table 5.30  Regression Analysis of Determinant Factors and Aggregate  

                    Governance Regarding the Rule of Law and Transparency 

 

Variables 
 

b T Significance 

(Constant) 5.791 8.775 .000 
Constitutional Provision  .012   .111 .912 
Budget Scrutiny Committee -.012  -.081 .935 
Supporting Staff -.208 -1.438 .154 
Knowledge and Understanding  -.352 -2.169 .033 
Information Support from the Central Bureaus  .084   .519 .605 
Information Support by the Ministries/Agencies  .027   .164 .870 
Usefulness of  Budget Document -.067  -.476 .635 
Reliability of Information  .090   .497 .621 
Participation of the Committee -.305 -2.280 .025 
People’s Participation -.073  -.567 .572 
R = .479     R2 = .230     Adjusted R2

 
 = .144     F =  2.682     Sig. = .006 

 
As  can  be  seen  from  the  above  table,  the  results  indicate  that  constitutional 

provision was found to be positively related to governance at Beta =  -.352, followed 

by the participation of the Budget Scrutiny Committee at Beta = -.305.  In this respect 

it could be explained that if the MPs process greater knowledge and understanding, or 

evenly  access  the  participation  mechanism  of  the  Budget  Scrutiny  Committee,  they 

tend to break legal restrictions regarding the submission motions adding an item or the 

number of items, or submission of a motion or commission of an act which results in 

direct  or  indirect  involvement  by  them.    Additionally,  their  budget  decision-making 
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process will tend to be concealed from public scrutinization as a consequence.  In this 

sense, the results are inconsistent with the theoretical perspective of political agency 

theory, public choice theory, and empirical research regarding the significance of the 

MPs’ knowledge.  The proposed hypothesis of a positive influence by the institutional 

and individual factors in relation to governance in budget approval, thus, is rejected.  

The  statistical  values  from  the  regression  analysis  are  presented  in  the following 

structural equation. 

 
Governance             =  5.791 - .352* Knowledge and Understanding - .305*  

                                    Participation Mechanism of the Committee………Equation 7 

  
 Based on  all of the above empirical findings,  the following is a summary of 

the regression analysis of governance in budget approval.  The predicted models were 

presented  in  three  categories.    The  first  model  reveals  the  prediction  of  the 

governance  through  each  sub-scale  dependent  variable  of  governance.    The  second 

and  third  present  an  aggregate  governance  and  its  predicted  variables,  as 

demonstrated as follows. 



Table 5.31  Summary of Regression Analysis of Governance in Budget Approval  
 
 
Governance 
 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

Allocative Efficiency 
 

Gov =  1.714 + .203* Constitutional  
            Provision + .297*  
            Completeness of Information 
 

 
  
 

 

Task Responsibility Gov =   2.102 + .355 Knowledge    
             and Understanding  + .212*  
             Constitutional Provision –  
             .211* Supporting Staffs 
  

Gov =  1.771 + .285* Knowledge  
            and Understanding + .135*  
            Constitutional Provision 

 

Responsibility for 
Consequences 

Gov =  1.206 + .554 Knowledge and  
            Understanding + .179*  
            Usefulness of Budget  
             Document 
 

  

Rule of Law 
Gov =  6.084 - .321* Participation of  
            Budget Scrutiny Committee 
 

 Gov =  5.791 - .352* Knowledge  
            and Understanding - .305*  
            Participation of Budget  
            Scrutiny Committee 

Transparency Gov =  5.388 - .427* Knowledge  
            and Understanding  -.301*  
            Participation of Budget  
            Scrutiny Committee 
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  5.4.7  Remarks on the Limitations of the Regression Analysis   

 From all of the results from the multiple regression analysis mentioned earlier, 

it is seen that R2 values are varied from .153 to .351.  Since the R2 value expresses a 

moderately low value, the results mean that the deliverables have limited explanation 

for  the  variation  in  the  prediction  models.    In  this  sub-section,  the  sources  of  the 

defect are examined.  The multiple dependent variables of governance is suspected to 

be  the  major  cause.    As  the  dependent  variables  are  composed  of  the  multiple  sub-

scales of  governance, there should be other unrecognized independent variables that 

can explain each of them separately besides the variables proposed for this study of 

governance  in  aggregate.    In  addition,  limits  in  the  numbers  of  respondents  also 

supplemented  the  results  of  moderately  low  values  of  R2.   As  low  R2

 In  addition  to  the  above  considerations,  particular  concern  should  be  noted 

regarding the possibility of errors in prediction by regression analysis.  In the course 

of  calculating  the  regression  coefficients  and  predicting  the  dependent  variable,  the 

assumptions  of  regression  analysis  were  firstly  examined.    The  results  proved the 

independence of the error terms, meaning that the predicted value was not related to 

any  other  prediction.   However,  some  characteristics  of  the  data  were  not 

accommodated by the regression model.  In this sub-section, violations are identified 

in three major areas. 

 values  were 

detected, it should be realized that there are other additional variables influencing the 

governance dependent variables.    

 First, as  can  be  seen  by  the  correlation  matrix,  the  results  revealed  for  the 

correlation  of  above  0.5  between  several  independent  variables,  indicating  the 

possibility  of  a  multicollinearity  problem.    However,  in  this  study  all  variables  were 

used  for  the  regression  analysis  since  they  were  assumed  to  be  important  in  terms  of 

explaining governance in budget approval.  Although the presence of a correlation of 

0.8  and  above,  indicating  a  multicollinearity  problem, is  accepted  by  scholars, 

omission  of  variables  may  result  in  biased  coefficient  estimates  for  the  remaining 

variables.    

  Second,  in  this  study  normality  of  the  error  term  distribution  was  examined 

for  both  the  univaiate  normality  for  a  single  variable  and  multivariate  normality 

through  the  histogram  of  residuals,  normal  probability  plots,  and  the  Kolmogorov-
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Smirnov  Test  (K-S  Test).    The  results  indicated  normal  distribution  in  most  of  the 

findings.    However,  non-normality  of  some  variables  was  also  detected,  thus 

encountering the assumption of regression analysis. Although the validation from the 

normal  distribution  was  not  sufficiently  large,  it  should  be  noted  because  of  the 

possibility that the resulting statistical tests were invalid. 

 Third,  the  assumption  of  constant  variance of  the  error  terms  was  proved  to 

assure that the variance of the dependent variable being explained in the dependence 

relationship  should  not  be  concentrated  only  on  a  limited  range  of  the  independent 

values.  In connection with this, a diagnosis was made with residual plots against the 

predicted  dependent  values  and  they  were  then  compared  the  null  plot.    The  result 

showed some inconsistent patterns because the variance was not totally constant.  As 

such,  the  problem  of  heteroscedasticity  was  detected.    It  should  be  noted  that  the 

result of heteroscedasticity may cause the prediction to be better at some levels of the 

independent  variable  than  at  others.    This  variability  may  affect  the  standard  errors 

and  makes  the  hypothesis  tests  either  too  stringent  or too  insensitive  (Hair  et  al., 

1998). 

 For  all  of  the  violations in  assumptions  of multiple  regression  analysis,  they 

were  all  acceptable  since  the  statistical  technique  of  regression  analysis  was  strong 

enough to deal with some small violations (Sujit Boonruanrutana, 1983).  However, it 

should  be  noted  that  the  errors  in  prediction  were  possibly  caused  by  some 

characteristics of the data from this survey research. 

 

5.5  Discussion of Hypothesis Testing 

 

 This  section  summarizes  the  hypothesis  testing  with  statistical  methods.    In-

depth  interviews  with  key  informants  will  be  revealed  to  justify  the  rejection  of 

hypotheses.  Further, other findings from the in-depth interviews will be discussed. 
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  5.5.1  Summary of Hypothesis Testing 

 In  this  sub-section, the  results  of  the  hypothesis  testing  with  statistical 

methods are summarized below.   

    5.5.1.1.  Testing  of  hypothesis  1:   The  institutional-related  factors 

positively affect governance in budget approval. 

     The  statistical  testing  using  the  regression analysis  indicates  that 

constitutional  power  is  positively  related  to  allocative  efficiency  as  well  as  task 

responsibility  and  the  aggregate  governance  regarding  these  two  sub-scales 

governance.    As  seen  from  the  regression  analysis,  the  working  structure of  the 

Budget  Scrutiny  Committee  does  not  have  any  impact  on  governance  in  budget 

approval.    Further,  the  result  also  indicates  that  the  supporting  staff  has  a  negative 

impact on the task responsibility of the MPs.    

     Therefore,  the  finding  of  the  constitution  impact  supports  the  first 

hypothesis.    Nonetheless,  the  findings  also  are  of  particular  interest  in  relation  to 

some other institutional related factors which reject the hypothesis. 

     5.5.1.2  Testing  of  hypothesis  2:  The  knowledge  and  understanding  of 

individuals positively affect governance in budget approval. 

     The results of the regression analysis indicate that the MPs’ knowledge 

and  understanding  positively  influence  the  responsibility  of  the  actions  or 

consequences  of  the  action  regarding  budget  approval,  as  well  as  the  aggregate 

governance  regarding  allocative  efficiency  and  responsibility.    However,  the 

regression  analysis  also  indicates  the  negative  influence  of  knowledge  and 

understanding on transparency and aggregate governance regarding transparency and 

the rule of law. 

 Therefore, the finding supports the second hypothesis when explaining 

task  responsibility,  responsibility  for  consequences,  and  aggregate  governance 

regarding efficiency and responsibility.  The findings are also of particular interest in 

relation to the negative effect that knowledge and understanding could possibly have 

     5.5.1.3 Testing of hypothesis 3: Information provision positively affects 

governance in budget approval. 

     The  statistical  testing  using  the  regression  analysis  indicates  that 

reliability  of  budget  information,  which  covers  accuracy,  and  updated  and  timely 
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information,  is  positively  related  to  allocative  efficiency.    Further,  as  seen  in  the 

regression analysis, the usefulness of budget documents also has a positive impact on 

the  MPs’  responsibility  over  the  consequences  of  budget  approval.    Only  the 

statistical  testing  covering  budget  information  does  not  have  any  impact  on 

governance in budget approval. 

     Therefore,  the  findings  on  the  usefulness  of budget  documents  and  the 

completeness of budget information support the third hypothesis.   

     5.5.1.4  Testing  of  hypothesis  4: Participation  mechanisms  positively 

affect governance in budget approval. 

     The  statistical  testing  using  the  regression  analysis  indicates  that 

people’s participation does not have  any significant relationship  with governance in 

budget  approval.    From  the  regression  analysis,  however,  it  was  apparent  that  the 

participation  of  the  Budget  Scrutiny  Committee  has  a  negative  effect  on  the  rule  of 

law and transparency.  Also, the participation of the MPs within the Budget Scrutiny 

Committee  negatively  impacts  the  aggregate  governance  regarding  the  rule  of  law 

and transparency.  

     Therefore,  the  findings  of  the  participation  mechanisms of  either 

people’s  participation  or  participation  in  the  Budget  Scrutiny  reject  the  fourth 

hypothesis. 

 

Table 5.32  Summary of Results of Hypothesis Testing 

 

Hypothesis Findings 
 

1. The institutional-related factor positively  
affects governance in budget approval. 
 

 

1.1 Constitutional power is positively related

allocative efficiency and task responsibility. 

 to 
allocative efficiency, task responsibility, and 
aggregate governance regarding the  

 
1.2 The designed structure of the Budget     
Scrutiny Committee does not have any impact
on governance in budget approval.   

   

 
1.3 The supporting staff has a negative impact

  

 
on the task responsibility of the MPs.    
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  Table 5.32  (Continued) 

 

Hypothesis Findings 

2. Knowledge and understanding of  
individuals positively affects governance 
in budget approval. 
     
 

2.1 The MPs’ knowledge and understanding have 
a positive influence

aggregate governance regarding allocative  

 on the responsibility of the 
action or consequences of the actions regarding 
budget approval, as well as the  

efficiency and responsibility. 
 
2.2 Knowledge and understanding have a negative 
influence

 

 of on transparency and aggregate 
governance regarding transparency and the rule of 
law. 

 
3. Information provision positively 
affects governance in budget approval. 
 

 
3.1 The reliability of budget information which 
covers accuracy, update, and timely information 
is positively related
 

 to allocative efficiency. 

3.2 The usefulness of budget documents has  
A positive impact
over the consequences of budget approval. 

 on the MPs’ responsibility  

 
3.3 The comprehensiveness of budget information 
of either the central bureaus or the ministries or 
line agencies does not have any impact
governance in budget approval.   

 on  

 
 
4. Participation mechanisms positively 
affect governance in budget approval. 
 

 
4.1 The participation of the MPs within the 
Budget Scrutiny Committee negatively 
impacts 

 

the rule of law, transparency, and 
aggregate governance regarding the rule of law 
and transparency. 

4.2 People’s participation does not have any  
significant relationship
budget approval. 

 with governance in  

 

 

  5.5.2  Justification for Rejection of Hypothesis   

 Based  on  the  regression  analysis,  although  the  determinant  factors  display 

significant levels of relationships between one another, the negative relationships are 

presented  in  some  of  the  determinant  factors  when  tested  through  correlation  and 

multiple regression statistics.  Therefore, it is inevitable that the hypothesis has to be 
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rejected  as  a  result  of  the  statistical  accounts  presenting  outputs  that  indicate 

otherwise.  In order to justify these negative findings, the ambiguities and doubts will 

be resolved from the interview results as they are discussed as follows. 

                    5.5.2.1 Supporting staff 

         As  the  statistical  results  revealed  a  negative  relationship  between 

supporting  staff  regarding  task  responsibility,  the  survey  results  of  each  related 

variable were re-inspected.  As to the data on the independent variable of supporting 

staff, a majority of the respondents indicated a moderate score on the staff’s capacity.  

The  greater  attention  was  paid  to  the  opinions  on  a  low  or  very  low  level  towards 

technical  support  from  the  House  of  Representatives’  staff  and  academic  support 

from either the House of the Representatives or the Budget Bureau’s staff rather than 

the high or very high level scores.   It was, thus, indicated that in this present situation 

the committee members  are limited in  access to the full support from  the  staff  they 

are provided.  As for the task responsibility dependent variable, the results revealed 

that  a  majority  of  the  respondents  expressed  a  high  score  level  in  almost  all  of  the 

related items.   Accordingly, a contradiction in the  survey  results between these two 

variables was  detected  by  regression  analysis.    In  this  circumstance,  it  could  be 

explained that low support from existing staffs would consequently increase the MP’s 

responsibility over the tasks of budget approval.  In this sense, the statistical findings 

are  consistent  with  the  interview  results  where  the  committee  members  complained 

about the task burden they had to shoulder  during the approval period.   The former 

deputy-chair of the Budget Scrutiny Committee expressed the notion that during the 

two months of budget consideration the committee members  had to work very hard 

every weekday, and on some of their days off and weekends.  In the final rush period, 

they  worked  until  three  to  four  o’clock  in  the  morning.    The  interviewer  confirmed 

that during that period of time he could not go out from the meeting room to do his 

own  businesses.    As  revealed  by  the  interviewer,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  could 

support them for primary recommendations.   However, the committee had to listen to 

the  parliamentarians,  who  were  representatives  of  the  people.    As  such,  project 

prioritization  as  needed  and  he  required  a  permanent  staff  that  could  provide 

parliamentarians with access to financial and economic analysis in a relevant, timely, 

and systematic manner.  This permanent staff had to support the parliament through 
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quality  and  depth  of  information  and  analysis  in  order  to  bridge  the  parliament 

appropriations  process  with  the  government’s  budgetary  decision-making  process 

(Anonymous 4, 2009).  An interview with the supporting staff from the Division of 

Ad Hoc Committee on the Annual Appropriations Bill, the House of Representatives, 

however, revealed that it could not fill these demands.  The interviewee expressed the 

idea  that  what  his  working  group  could  offer  was  rather  secretarial  support,  not 

advisory support.  According to his disclosure, the House of Representatives has its 

own supporting research unit, but the unit is not strong enough to conduct research on 

its  own.    The  limited  ability  of  the  MPs’  personal  assistants  or  advisors  was  also 

mentioned as another constraint, since they could not provide the MPs with analytical 

support  either.    Both  the  technical  support  and  advisory  support,  thus,  were  mostly 

sustained by the Bureau of the Budget’s staff, who worked with the executive for the 

entire  budget  preparation.    In  addition  to  this,  the  MPs  had  to  use  their  personal 

experience to accomplish the task (Anonymous 11, 2009). 

   Based on the above information, the negative relationship of supporting 

staff  and  task  responsibility  detected  by  the  regression  analysis  was  supported.   

However,  according  to  in-depth  interview,  the  finding  should  not  be  interpreted  in 

such  a  way  that  strong  supporting  staff  would  hinder  the  MPs’  task  responsibility.   

Rather, it should be prescribed for further development within the supporting staff’s 

structure  in  order  to  lighten  the  task  burden  of  the  MPs and  to  support  the  MPs 

through quality and deep information and analyses as required.   

                   5.5.2.2 Knowledge and understanding  

         Based on the statistical findings using the regression analysis, the MPs’ 

knowledge  and  understanding  was  the  most  influencing  factor  affecting  governance 

in  budget  approval.    However,  according  to  the  finding,  where  this  independent 

variable  had  a  positive  influence  on  responsibility  and  the  aggregate  governance 

regarding  allocative  efficiency  and  responsibility,  it  had  a  negative  impact  on 

transparency  and  aggregate  governance  regarding  the  rule  of  law  and  transparency.   

This finding is likely to be confused by the diverting relationships.  Nonetheless, the 

statistical finding strongly supports the key informants’ concern over the positive and 

negative affects by the MPs’ experience and knowledge accumulation. 
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     As to the interviews with the former committee members, who had had 

very good experience working with the Budget Scrutiny Committee for eight terms, 

the committee’s knowledge background was viewed as the basic requirement that all 

of  the  committee  members  should  have  in  order  to  accomplish  the  task  of  budget 

approval.    As  the  interviewee  revealed,  budget  approval  was  very  complicated  and 

was  related  to  multi-disciplinary  issues.    The  committee  members  should  have  real 

understanding of the basic issues, from sources of  the budget and extrabudgetary  to 

regulations  on  the  reimbursement  of  the  treasury  budget,  related  regulations  on 

budget disbursement, transfer and modification, etc.   Also, since the estimate is not 

proposed  on  a  zero-based  basis,  commitment  budgets  are  the  typical  ones  of  which 

the committee members should have special knowledge background.  To be capable 

enough to approve the coming year’s budget, the committee members at least should 

know  very  well  about  the  former  three  fiscal  years’  commitment  budgets;  what  the 

initial reasons supporting the past approval were; what the progress was like in past 

approved  projects; whether  there  were  any  modifications  to  the  past  committed 

budget, etc.  Without this knowledge background, the committee members could not 

make  an  in-depth  analysis  of the  proposed  budget.    According  to  the  committee 

member’s  conversation, knowledge  accumulation  also  has  a  negative  impact  if  the 

owner uses it for his or her own benefit.  As the interviewee mentioned regarding past 

approval,  some  proficient  members  may  use  their  personal  skill  for  approval  of 

popularized  projects  (for  example,  highway  construction,  international  airport 

constructing  projects,  etc.).    In  the  past, the  approval  of  a  small  project  which  was 

committed  to  a  large  amount  of  budget  in  the  future,  the  “leavening  budget”  as  the 

interviewee called it, was one method used by the experienced members in order to 

gain  majority  support  for  their  projects.    Nowadays,  the  criteria  for  allocating  a 

committed  budget  of  not  less  than  20  percent  of  the  overall expense  has  been 

enforced; however, there are other tactical methods they could apply to dealing with 

relevant  parties—either  government  or  committee  members.    Interestingly,  the 

interviewee gave notice that, by using personal expertise, some specific areas of any 

long-standing  committee  members  may  gain  greater  support  compared  to  others.   

Regarding  the  interviewee’s  explanation,  a  high  level  of  personal  expertise 

accumulation could be good or bad depending on how it is paid for (Anonymous 6, 
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2009).    This notion  was  incidentally  supported  by  another  key  informant  who 

proposed  for  the  setting  up  of  a  Standing  Budget  Scrutiny  Committee.    As  to  his 

explanation,  the  permanent  Budget  Scrutiny  Committee  is  required  to  enhance  the 

work  continuity  and  expertise  of committee  members,  since  the  available  time  for 

budget consideration will be prolonged and the working process will be begun earlier 

when the estimates are first formulated.  However, according to this recommendation, 

great  concern  is  also  paid  on  unintended  consequences  from  the  permanent 

committee.    As  to  the  interviewee’s  conversation,  although  a  standing  budget 

committee  is  needed,  a  negative  impact  would  probably  be  caused  by  individual 

permanent  members.    In  case  the  members  have  good  competence,  but not  enough 

public  consciousness,  they  could  probably  misbehave  through  this  new  permanent 

channel,  colluding  with  government  agencies,  committee  members,  and  the  MPs  or 

contractors for the benefit of budget allocation (Anonymous 4, 2009).  This concern 

indirectly  reflects  the  possibility  of  negative  impacts  of  individual  expertise  over 

governance in budget approval.  The statistical finding using regression analysis, thus, 

was strongly supported by this disclosure.              

    5.5.2.3 Participation mechanisms 

           Rejection  of  hypothesis  testing  regarding  the  relationship  between 

participation  mechanisms  and  governance  was  not  directly  expressed  by  the 

conversation of any key informant.  Regarding the quantitative results, a low level of 

people’s  participation  in  budget  approval  was  shown,  and  the  people  participation 

independent  factor  did  not  have  any  impact  on  governance.    In-depth  interviews 

eliciting  the  MPs’  opinions  on  the  participation  of  people,  however,  revealed  the 

passive  interaction  regarding  the  topic  of  people’s  participation.    Regarding  the 

conversations of key informants from both the government party and the opposition 

party,  they  incidentally  disagreed  with  the  idea  of  people’s  participation  directly 

through  the  budget  approval  process.    In  the  interviewee’s  opinion,  direct  people’s 

participation would bring about a chaotic situation, especially in circumstance where 

available time is very limited (Anonymous 7, 2009).  Similarly, another interviewer 

also  disagreed  that  anyone  should  partake  in  the  budget  decision-making  process 

directly, since it would be difficult to justify whom those people stood for.  From his 

viewpoint,  people’s  participation  should  be  open  at  an  earlier  stage  of  budget 
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preparation.    In  the  process  of  budget  approval,  invitations  of  relevant  people  or 

groups  of  people  to  participate  in  committee  meetings  would  be  one  possible  way.   

However,  indirect  participation  through  the  MPs  should  be  the  best  solution  for 

budget determination; this would help to cope with an unfair situation and the limited 

time available (Anonymous 4, 2009).  Regarding this disclosure, no matter what the 

level is of people’s participation in the budget approval, committee members do not 

perceive  it  as  a  significant  issue,  since  in  their  opinion  people  have  representatives 

working in the parliament and the Budget Scrutiny Committee already. 

   As to the finding of a negative relationship between the participation of 

the Budget Scrutiny Committee and the rule of law, transparency, and the aggregate 

governance regarding the rule of law and transparency, it was not directly expressed 

by  the  conversation  of  any  key  informant.  However,  the  committee  member’s 

conversation could manifest real phenomena regarding the participation of committee 

members. According  to  an  interviewer  who  used  to  be  a  chairman  of  either  the 

government  whip  or  the  opposition  whip, equal  participation  among  the  opposition 

parties’  committee  members  and  the  government  parties’  committee  members  was 

affirmed.  As to his explanation, all of committee members work in a compromising 

style  as  the  majority  vote  is  not  commonly  used;  thus  the  minority  can  make  a 

reduction  in  the  estimates  if  they  have  strong  supporting  reasons (Anonymous  8,  

2009).    An  interview  with  the  head  of  the  strategy  division  of  the  government 

ministry  supported  the  idea  of  equal  participation  of  committee  members,  since  he 

unveiled that in real budget deliberation both the government and the opposition bloc 

committee  worked  together  for  the  purpose  of  reducing  the  ministry’s  estimates 

(Anonymous 2, 2009).  In this connection, one senior committee member gave notice 

to  the  committee  members’  cooperation  that  the  purpose  was  to  make  room  for  the 

new proposal.   Cooperation would endure as long as the government and committee 

members were secured.  In case the decision had a severe impact on the government 

flagship  projects  or  some  of  their  projects,  they  would  then  struggle  to  persist  with 

those estimates (Anonymous 8, 2009).  According to an in-depth interview with many 

key informants, a power struggle within this participation mechanism was likely to be 

enlarged,  especially  when  the  process  of  budget  approval  for  the  increases  in 

estimates  began.    Based  on  their  explanation,  the  MPs  are  representatives  of  the 
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people; they know very well about problems and demands of the people in each area.  

In  their  opinion,  it  is  the  MPs’  task  to  help  relieve  them  from  existing  problems 

through approval of the fiscal year’s budget.   When the participation mechanism for 

budget  approval  is  open,  thus,  they  would  have  to  fight  for  an  allocation  which 

benefits  their  people.    As  one  key  informant  mentioned,  their  decisions  or  actions 

may  be  viewed  as  violating  constitutional  law,  if  the  law  is  strictly  interpreted.   

However,  on  their  side,  whenever  the  committee  members  do  not  struggle  for  their 

own benefit, it should not be blamed as  illegitimacy.   In his viewpoint, constitution 

law  is  questioned  as  to  whether  it  is  practicable  or  not,  although  the  underlying 

philosophy is acceptable (Anonymous 5, 2009).  Thus, it should be particularly noted 

that  the  constitutional  restriction  itself  also  hinders  good  governance  in  budget 

approval.    As  the  constitution  has  many  limits  regarding  legislative  participation, 

either  in  direct  or  indirect  involvement  in  making  amendment  estimates,  the 

constitution is not practicable and does not really suit a representative society.  In real 

practice,  thus,  intended  or  unintended  violation  of  the  constitutional  law  exists.   

Thailand’s  budget  approval  could  not  be  completely  open  to  the  public  for  this 

reason. 

   Regarding the revelation of information, the real phenomena connected 

with budget approval also support the literature, which provides recommendations on 

the  new  agency  problems,  since  the  parliamentarians  or  committee  members 

themselves  may  have  their  own  self-interest  for  exploiting  the  budget  (Saalfeldl, 

2000).    Additionally,  the  real  phenomena  are  best  matched  to  an  explanation  of  the 

Bureaucratic Politics Approach (Allison, 1971).  In this sense, budget approval is an 

outcome of a bargaining game.  In this circumstance, the Budget Scrutiny Committee 

is the mechanism of choice.  The committee members that have personal interests are 

likely to act in a pulling and hauling manner for approval of the budget.  The more 

bargaining advantage committee members, especially the opposition bloc committee, 

evenly process (based on the bureaucratic politics approach, the bargaining advantage 

is  drawn  from  formal  authority,  obligations,  skill,  expertise,  etc.),  the greater  is  the 

power  struggle  they  would  have  to  play.    In  this  connection,  it  is  possible  that  the 

bargaining  games  among  the  committee  members  may  occur  behind  closed  doors.   

Instead of a transparent budget approval, false compromises are reached.  Also, where 
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personal  interests  are  involved,  the  possibility  is  that  a  constitution  violation  will 

occur, since the constitution does not allow for any direct or indirect involvement in 

the  use  of  the  appropriations.    Participation  of  committee  members  through  the 

bargaining  game,  thus,  may  have  a  negative  impact  on  the  rule  of  law  and 

transparency.  This statistical finding is supported by this perspective   

     

5.6  Alignment of Quantitative and the Qualitative Approaches 

 

Tables  5.33  presents  the  alignment  of  the results  from  the  hypothesis  testing 

and the qualitative study of governance in budget approval, respectively.  Most of the 

results from the qualitative analysis support the findings  from the hypothesis testing.  

The common theme existing from the quantitative and qualitative results is that some 

of  the  proposed  variables  have  a  positive  impact  on  governance  in  budget  approval.   

The  qualitative  results  support  the  idea  that  the  line  constitution  has  an  influence  on 

allocative efficiency and responsibility in relation to the consequences of decisions or 

actions.  Knowledge and understanding of the MPs can help to produce responsibility 

for  the  consequences  of  decisions  or  actions.    In  addition,  the  qualitative  approach 

demonstrates  the  significance  of  the  information  factor  in  the  improvement  of 

governance, which supports the positive relationship between the usefulness of budget 

documents  and  allocative  efficiency,  and  the  reliability  of  information  and 

responsibility regarding the consequences of decisions and actions.  Thus, the results 

support  the  new  institutional  economics  theory,  organizational  decision-making 

theory,  and empirical research used in the development  of  the conceptual framework 

for this study. 

Furthermore,  the  results  from  the  in-depth  interviews  provide  a  coherent 

picture of the negative relationships among variables, which the hypothesis testing in 

this  study  does  not  provide.    The  in-depth  interviews  provide  greater  depth  of 

understanding of the MPs’ behaviors caused by their knowledge and experience.  As to 

the  informants,  the  knowledge  and  experience  of  the  MPs  can  be  used  for  negative 

purposes  to  gain  the  approved  budget,  thus  making  the  use  of  under-the-table 

techniques  which  obstruct  full  transparency.    Moreover,  the  results  of  the  in-depth 

interviews  reveal  that  there  is  insufficient  support  from  the  committee’s  staff  so  that 
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they  have  to  bear  full  responsibility  for  the  task  of  budget  approval.    The  negative 

relationships  between  the  variables  detected  by  the  quantitative  approach,  thus,  are 

supported.   

Regarding  Table  5.33,  although  the  quantitative  analysis  found  no  statistical 

relationship between citizen participation and governance, the finding is supported by 

the interview results.  As to the informants, people’s participation directly through the 

budget approval process is not as important as people have indirect participation vis-a-

vis  the  selected  representatives.    In  their  opinions,  therefore,  citizen  involvement  in 

budget approval does not have any impact on governance in budget approval. 

One quantitative result is not coherent with the other qualitative result.  Where 

the qualitative analysis showed limits from the present structure of the Budget Scrutiny 

Committee  as  one  variable  obstructing  allocative  efficiency  and  responsibility,  the 

quantitative results found no significant relationships among the variables.    

 

Table 5.33  Alignment of the Quantitative and Qualitative Analysis of the  

                    Determinants of Governance in Budget Approval 

 
 

Determinants Results of Qualitative Analysis Support from 
Quantitative 
Analysis 

Institutional Factor 
 

  

Constitutional provision Constitutional provision is positively related 
to allocative efficiency.    
    

Support 
 

 
 
 
The setting structure of 
Budget Scrutiny 
Committee 
 

Constitutional provision is positively related 
to task responsibility.  
    
Designed structure of the setting Budget 
Scrutiny Committee does not have any 
impact on governance in budget approval. 
   

Support 

Supporting staff Supporting staff has negative impact on the 
task responsibility of the MPs. 
 

Support 
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Table 5.33  (Continued) 

 

Determinants Results of Qualitative Analysis Support from 
Quantitative 
Analysis 

       
Individual Factor 
 

  

Knowledge and 
understanding 

The MPs’ knowledge and understanding has 
a positive influence on the responsibility of 
the actions or consequences of the actions 
regarding budget approval. 
 

Support 

 Knowledge and understanding have a 
negative influence on transparency. 
 

Support 
 
 

Information Provision 
 

  

Comprehensiveness of 
information 

Comprehensiveness of budget information of 
either the central bureaus or the ministries or 
line agencies does not have any impact on 
governance in budget approval. 
 

 

Usefulness of budget 
documents 

Usefulness of budget documents has a 
positive impact on the MPs’ responsibility 
over the consequences of budget approval. 
 

Support 

Reliability of 
information 

Reliability of budget information is positively 
related to allocative efficiency. 
 

Support 

Participation Mechanisms 
 

 

Participation of the 
committee 

Participation of the MPs within the Budget 
Scrutiny Committee negatively impacts the 
rule of law. 
 

Support 

Participation of the MPs within the Budget 
Scrutiny Committee negatively impacts  
transparency. 
 

Support 

People’s participation to 
budget approval 

People’s participation does not have any 
significant relationship with governance in 
budget approval. 
 

Support 
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5.7  Discussion for Other Influence Factors 

 

 Based  on  the  statistical  testing  of  the  regression  analysis,  R2 values  varied 

from .153 to .351.  Although the R2 was not as high, the analysis still confirms that 

the higher the levels for determinant factors, the more opportunity there is to explain 

governance.  In this sub-section, other relevant factors are proposed to supplement the 

primary  model  of  analysis  since  the  R2

 

 value  expresses  a  moderately  low  value,  as 

there  are  other  variables  influencing  the  governance-dependent  variables.    The 

proposed  factors  derived  from  prior  conversations  with  the  key  informants  and 

supplementary review of the literature.   

  5.7.1  Patronage Systems in Thailand 

 Regarding  the  in-depth  interview  with  key  informants,  the  conversation 

revealed the influence of the patron-client relationship on decisions regarding budget 

approval,  although  the  information  was  exposed  from  different  sources—the 

committee  members,  government  officials,  and  Budget  Bureau  officials.    Based  on 

the conversations, patron-client ties could be found directly through the MPs and their 

citizens.    According  to  the  MPs’  statements,  there  is  a  sense  of  trust  and  affection 

people  give  to  the  MPs  so  much  as  they  sacrifice  their  time  vote  for  them  as  the 

representatives that will protect their basic interests.  As people elect them to hold an 

official  position  and  authority,  the  MPs feel  obligated  to  help  them  find relief  from 

existing  problems  as  much  as  possible.    As  to  their  conversation,  the  MPs  cannot 

shunt this responsibility for others.  Rather, they assume full responsibility for helping 

them.  During the budget deliberations, thus, the committee members always discuss 

area-based  budgets  with  the  expectation  of  obtaining  sufficient  budget  allocation  to 

help alleviate their constitutents’ from current suffering (Anonymous 5, 2009). 

 Besides  the  above  relationships,  personal  dyadic  relationships  between  the 

MPs  and  bureaucrats  were  also  detected  through  the  in-depth  conversations.  

Interviews with committee members revealed the impact of exchange relationships on 

the  MPs  and  bureaucrats  regarding  budget  decision  making.    On  the  one  side,  an 

interview with a government official showed agreement on some personal requests by 

the MPs or the committee members directly through their dyadic relationships.  As to 
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informant  revelations,  personal  requests  by  the  MPs  or  committee  members  are 

acceptable if the requests benefit the developing areas or people in each area, not for 

any  personal  advantage (Anonymous  2,  2009).   On  the  other  side,  the  MPs  agreed 

that  Thai  people  are  all  living  in  a  patronage  system;  thus  exchange  relationships 

between  the  MPs  and  bureaucrats  are  inevitable.    In  carrying  out  budget 

considerations,  committee  members  try  to  make  their  decisions  clear  regarding  the 

setting criteria.  However, they also have to maintain their personal relationships with 

the  bureaucrats  for  future  support  of  area  development.      In  some  cases  of  budget 

consideration,  thus,  their  setting  criteria  must  be  disregarded  in  order  to  sustain 

mutual dependence (Anonymous 7, 2009).   

 In-depth  conversation  regarding  budget  approval  supported  the  prior  studies 

on political clientelism.  Based on the notion of political clientelism, the patron-client 

relationship  is  a  special  case  of  dyadic  (two-person)  ties  involving  a  largely 

instrumental  friendship.  An  individual  of  higher  socioeconomic  status  (patron)  uses 

his or her own influence and resources to provide protection or benefits, or both, for a 

person  of  lower  status  (client)  who,  for  his  part, reciprocates  by  offering  general 

support  and  assistance,  including  personal  services,  to  the  patron  (Scott, 1977).  

According to a study of patron-client politics and political change in Southeast Asia 

by  Scott  (1977),  normally  modern  institutions  such  as  bureaucracies  and  political 

parties  in  Southeast  Asia  are  often  thoroughly  penetrated  by  informal  structures of 

authority.  If we are to grasp why a bureaucrat’s authority is likely to depend more on 

his  or  her  personal  following  and  extrabureaucratic  connections  than  on  his  or  her 

formal post, or why political parties seem more like ad hoc assemblages of notables 

together  with  their  entourages  than  arenas  in  which  established  interests  are 

aggregated, we must rely heavily on patron-client analysis.  The dynamics of personal 

alliance networks are as crucial in the day-to-day realities of national institutions as in 

local politics; the main difference is simply that such networks are more elaborately 

disguised  by  formal  facades  in  modern  institutions  (Scott,  1977:  124).    Neher  and 

Bidhya  Bowornwathana  (1986)  supported  the  notion  that  clientelism  remains  the 

primary underlying structure in Thailand.  Whether one studies the Thai bureaucracy, 

political groups, individual, or classes, the core of these units are the dyadic exchange 

relationships  that  invariable  emerge.  The  clientelist  framework  provides  a  balanced 
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view of  the  complex  political  phenomena  in  Thailand.    The  essence  of  political 

behavior and activities is in the personal, reciprocal, and hierarchical ties that pervade 

Thai society.   Using the clientelist framework, one has the capacity to focus on the 

conflictual, exploitative, repressive side of Thai society.  The heart of Thai politics is 

the  interplay  among  and  within  patron-client  groupings  as  they  relate  to  one 

another—through bargaining, persuasion, compromise or violence.    

 Based on a study by Clark D. Neher  and Bidhya Bowornwathana (1986), as 

Thailand modernizes, the clientelist interactions will change correspondingly, perhaps 

even  to  the  point  where  they  no  longer  are  pervasive.    However,  in  an  analyze  of 

budget  approval  for  the  Appropriations Bills,  fiscal  years  2003-2006  and  2009,  it 

appears that personal alliance networks exist.  Since mutual partisan adjustments are 

found  in  Thai  political  systems,  decision-making  is  yet  the  outcome  of  a  give-and-

take among numerous societal partisans.  Most important, according to the qualitative 

interviews  with  key  informants,  personal  dyadic  relationships  could  possibly  affect 

governance  in  budget  approval  besides  the  proposed  factors  in  an  analytical 

framework. 

 

 5.7.2  Incentives of Individual Legislators 

 The significance of individual incentive was discovered through conversation 

with  key  informants,  and  was  in  accord  with  prior  research  proposed  by  scholars.   

Based  on  Saeigh  (2005),  legislatures  cannot  be  empowered  if  the  proper  incentives 

for  individual legislators  are  not  established.    Empirical  findings  from  the 

conversations  with  key  informants  supported  this  proposition  since  the  committee 

members  emphasized  personal  incentives  of  individual  legislators  as  one  factor  in 

addition  to  the  knowledge  and  understanding  independent  factor.    As  already 

mentioned, the committee members expressed that high-experience members may use 

their personal skill to serve their own interests, as can be seen from past experience 

where electoral areas of long-standing committee members may gain greater allocated 

budget  compared  to  others.    In  this  sense,  personal  incentive  may  result  from  the 

work  continuity  of  the  committee  members.    As  long  as  the  MPs  can  prolong  their 

membership  in  the  Budget  Scrutiny  Committee,  they  would  have  sufficient 

competence and knowledge accumulation to create their own benefit if the negative 
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intention  exists  (Anonymous  4,  2009).    Additionally,  as  revealed  by  a  government 

official,  political  circumstance  impacts  the  personal  incentives  of  individual 

legislators.    Based  on  one  informant’s  experience,  while  the  political  situation  is 

unstable or the next election is coming, committee members tend to approve greater 

popularized  projects  in  order  to  gain  political  support  in  the  coming  election.    An 

example  he  gave  was  the  decrease  in  the  Ministry  of  Foreign  Affair’s  estimates  for 

fiscal  year  2009,  which  was  possibly  due  to  the  intention  to  support  public 

construction  projects  which  directly  benefited  the  people  in  the  electoral  areas 

(Anonymous 2, 2009).    

 In addition to the empirical findings, other incentives of individual legislators 

were also proposed by scholars.   As revealed by Carlos Santiso (2005), the individual 

incentives  are  impacted  by  many  political  factors,  such  as  the  balance  of  partisan 

forces, the extent of political competition, the nature of the political system, and the 

specificities of electoral rules as one of the factors influencing the parliament’s role in 

the  budget.    In  his  study,  various  political  incentives  proposed  by  scholars  are 

demonstrated.      Based  on  Alesina  and  Perotti  (1966),  shaping  legislators’  behavior 

such as career paths, personal vote, term limits  and re-election constraints is one of 

the  key  political-institutional  variables      For  Stein  et  al.  (1998),  electoral  systems 

characterized by a large degree of proportionality and political fragmentation tend to 

have a more pro-cyclical response to the business cycle.  Persson and Tabllini (1999) 

revealed that there is an impact from a coalition government and frequent government 

turnover on large deficits and debts.  Moreover, the fragmentation and volatility party 

systems  is  also  considered  to  be  detrimental  to  the  effective  exercise  of  legislative 

budget oversight.  As stated by Santiso himself (2005), internal coherence, cohesion, 

and the discipline of political parties would allow legislators to act purposefully and 

consistently within the parliament.  Electoral rules that improve party consolidation, 

cohesion, and coherence are likely to increase the political incentives of legislators in 

terms  of  effectively  overseeing  the  execution  of  the  budget  (Santiso,  2005).   

Supplementarily,  Dubrow  (2002)  expressed  that  pure  parliamentary  systems  are 

found to provide fewer opportunities for oversight (Dubrow, 2002 quoted in Santiso, 

2005).  According to Dubrow, what matters is the degree of congruence between the 

legislature  majority  and  the  ruling  party  in  government.  When  the  ruling  coalition 
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holds  a  disciplined  majority  and  the  ruling  party  position  in  parliament,  such  as in 

parliamentary systems and presidential systems with unified government, control can 

be  diluted  or  neutralized.    Supported  by  Messick  (2002),  when  the  interests  of  a 

legislative  majority  and  the  executive  branch  coincide,  the  majority  has  little 

incentive to oversee the executive and, as a result, legislative oversight is often weak.  

In presidential systems, situations of divided government are likely to provide future 

incentives to parliament to effectively exercise its oversight powers. 

 From  all  of  the  supporting  literature,  it  can  be  seen  that  the  significance  of 

legislator incentives is affirmed.  The evidence shows that the incentives may derive 

from  many  relevant  factors.    In  this  circumstance,  the  nature  of  political  systems  is 

more likely to hinder the legislator incentives to oversee the proposed budget since it 

is  underlined  by  parliamentary  systems,  where  the  legislative  majority  and  the 

executive  branch  coincide  but  greater  fragmentation  exists  within  political  parties.   

Each  individual  incentive  would  vary  depending  on  individual  perception  and 

personal interests.  These different incentives would consequently impact the decision 

on budget approval by each legislator. 

 

            5.7.3  Budget Rigidity and Inertia      

 Problems  of  budget  rigidity  were  revealed  by  the  conversations  with  key 

informants  and  supported  by  prior  study  regarding  the  politics  of  budgeting.   

According  to  a  study  by  Santiso  (2004),  constraints  on  legislative  budget  oversight 

reside  in  the  rigidity  of  the  budget  itself.   Based  on  his  analytical  framework,  the 

rigidity  of  the  budget  limits  the  scope  for  exercising  legislative  power.    Several 

structure features of the budget are worth noting.  In this connection, the inertia of the 

budget  is  accentuated  by  its  limited  size.  In  his  study  it  is  asserted  that  capital 

expenditure allocation is strategic and subject to intense political bargaining.  In the 

context  of  Thailand  it  was  found  that  current  expenditure  and  debt  repayments 

consume most of public spending.  The type of public spending on which parliament 

could  potentially  have  the  greatest  influence,  capital  expenditure,  represented  only 

22.2 percent of the public expenditure in fiscal year 2009.  As such, a little room was 

left for the MPs to make adjustment during budget consideration.  
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 As for the in-depth interview with key informants, difficulties resulting from 

the inner budget structure were revealed.  According to government officials, where 

Thailand  has  applied  the  Strategic  Performance  Based  Budgeting  System,  an inner 

structure  was  not  flexible  enough  to  support  this  new  budgeting  system.    From  the 

informant’s  real  experience  in  budget  approval,  the  estimates  of  ministries  or 

agencies’  basic  missions  are  not  set  aside  from  the  strategic-led  budget  in  order  to 

ease the consideration.  As the government strategic budget allocations always change 

in  almost  every  fiscal  year,  or  as  frequently  as  the  political  situation  is  not  strong 

enough  for the  government to maintain its power,  more  difficulty exists in terms of 

budget  preparation  and  approval  to  support  the  changes.    This  is  so  because  the 

estimates  of  primary  missions  and  strategic-led  missions  are  combined  as  it  is 

difficult  to  set  them  apart.    As  such,  although  the  setting  strategy  is  flexible,  the 

budget  structure  is  not  adjustable  enough  to  support  an  analysis  of  the  strategic 

change.    Budget  consideration  by  the  MPs  and  Budget  Scrutiny  Committee  cannot 

“make right” the essential part of the strategic-led budget (Anonymous 2, 2009).   

 As  for  a  conversation  with another  senior  government  official,  although  the 

strategic  budget  allocations  are  completely  set,  in  real  consideration  an  incremental 

basis is rather applied.  According to his disclosure, during the budget consideration 

no  priority  is  really  considered: budget  consideration  mostly  focuses  only  on 

incremental change from past fiscal years.  The reason is that the government budget 

is  not  flexible  enough  to  be  considered  on  a  zero-based  basis.    According  to  his 

conversation,  there  is  very  little  flexibility  in  the  budget  because  of  the  very  huge 

number of commitments that are made to years ahead.  Therefore, it is apparent that 

government  ministries  and  agencies  are  all  obtained  during  the  fiscal year  budget 

allocation,  even  though  their  setting  missions  do not  match  the  government  strategies 

(Anonymous 1, 2009).   

 With  all  of  the  above  explanations,  budget  rigidity  and  inertia  could  be 

explained  as  another  influencing  factor  on  budget  approval  by  the  parliament.   

Inflexibility  of  the  government  budget  itself  would  possibly  impact  governance, 

especially regarding allocative efficiency and responsibility, in budget approval. 
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5.8  Revised Models of Governance in Budget Approval  

 

 Based  on  the  empirical  results  of  the  quantitative  research  on  governance  in 

budget approval, in this section the prior conceptual framework as modified so that it 

could demonstrate the actual empirical results of the multiple regression analysis.  As 

the results can best explain each separate area of governance rather than the aggregate 

of  all  the  sub-scales,  the  preceding  model  was  separated  in  order  to  make 

understanding  easier  (see  Figure  5.1-5.5).    Then,  the  two  groups  of  aggregate 

governance proposed in this study were demonstrated (see Figure 5.6).  The revised 

models  of  governance  in  budget  approval  exhibit  only  the  influencing  factors 

affirmed by statistical testing; other irrelevant factors were deleted.  The beta values 

detected  by  the  multiple  regression  were  attached  to  demonstrate  the  dimension  as 

well as degree of the statistical relationships of variables which affect governance in 

budget  approval.    In  this  sense,  although  the  negative  relationships  revealed 

ambiguities  and  doubts,  they  were  presented  in  the  revised  model  since  they  were 

resolved from information provided by the key informants during interviews and also 

supported by supplementary review of the literature. 

 According  to  the  revised  model,  it  should  also  be  noted  that  only  the  causal 

relationships  among  the  factors  which  were  approved  by  statistical  testing  were 

demonstrated.    The  discussion  of  other  influencing  variables  regarding  the 

governance-dependent  variables  presented  in  the  former  part  of  the  present  study 

could be used to supplement the proposed model, but they were not integrated as they 

have not yet been approved by statistical testing. 

 

Model 1: The Rule of Law 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5.1  Diagram of Factors and the Rule of Law 
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Model 2: Allocative Efficiency 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5.2  Diagram of Factors and Allocative Efficiency 

 

  

Model 3: Transparency 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5.3  Diagram of Factors and Transparency 

 

 

Model 4: Task Responsibility 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5.4  Diagram of  Factors and Task Responsibility 
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Model 5: Responsibility for Consequences 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5.5  Diagram of Factors and Responsibility for Consequences of Budget Approval 

 

 

Model 6: Aggregate Governance 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5.6  Diagram of Factors and Aggregate Governance 

 

 

5.9  Chapter Summary  
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characteristics  of  the  samples  were  then  displayed  and  analyzed  in  relation  to  the 
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governance.    As  revealed  by  this  chapter,  the  respondents  possessed  an  average 

moderate  level  of  allocative  efficiency  and  transparency,  but  had  a  relatively  high 

level on the rule of law and responsibility sub-scale governance.  In total, the findings 

indicated a moderate level of aggregate governance in budget approval.   

In this chapter, statistical methods were applied to confirm the stated equations 

and to depict their correlation and multiple regressions.  Upon testing the determinant 

factors  and  governance,  the  findings  indicated  that  the  institutional  factors  of 

constitutional  provision,  the  individual  factors  of  knowledge  and  understanding,  and 

information provision  on  budget  documents  and  completeness  of  information  have 

positive  relationships  with  the  sub-scale  governance.    These  findings  support  the 

proposed  hypotheses  derived  from  the  theory  of  new  institutional  economics, 

organizational decision-making theory, and prior empirical research.   

However,  as  revealed  in  this  chapter,  some  of  the  results  contradicted  the 

hypothesis that that the  determinant factors were to have a positive relationship with 

governance.    According  to  the  statistical  findings,  the  institutional  factors  of 

supporting  staff,  knowledge  and  understanding,  and  participation  of  the  Budget 

Scrutiny  Committee  have  negative  relationships  with  the  sub-scale  governance.    The 

ambiguities  and  doubts  were  resolved  from  information  provided  by  the  committee 

members during interviews and supplementary review of literature.  In summary, the 

findings  of  the  negative  impact  of  supporting  staffs  on  task  responsibility  could  be 

indirectly prescribed for further development of supporting staff in order to lighten the 

task  burden  of  the  MPs and  to  support  the  MPs  through  quality  and  depth  of 

information  and  analysis.    The  negative  impacts  of  the  individual  expertise  on 

governance  in  budget  approval  could  remind  us  that  high-level  personal  expertise 

accumulation  could  be  good  or  bad  depending  on  how  it  is  paid  for.    Regarding  the 

rejection of the positive relationships affected by participation of the Budget Scrutiny 

Committee, it was shown that budget approval is an outcome of the bargaining game; 

the  more bargaining  advantage  committee  members  have,  the  greater  is  the  power 

struggle they engage in.  The statistical findings do not support political agency theory 

or  public  choice  theory,  which  support  open  discussion.    As  to  the  findings,  budget 

approval  is a  bargaining  game  where  various  actors  may  struggle  for  the  satisfied 

outcome underneath.  
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 In  this  chapter,  the  model  of  governance  in  budget  approval  was  adjusted  to 

the  statistical  results.    The  revised  models  were  presented  in  Figures  5.1-5.6.  

Although the demonstration was on the causal relationships among factors which were 

approved  by  statistical  testing  only,  discussion  for  other  influencing  variables  in 

relation to the governance-dependent variables was also presented in this chapter. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

CHAPTER 6 

 

         CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

 The  last  chapter  consists  of  four  sections.    The  first  section  presents  the 

summary  and  conclusions  concerning  the  quantitative  and  qualitative  studies  of 

governance  in  budget  approval.    Then,  theoretical  contributions  of  the  findings  are 

discussed.  The  next  section  provides  recommendations  based  on  the  findings.    The 

fourth  section  then  discusses  the  limitations  of  this  study.    The  last  section  provides 

suggestions for future study.     

 

6.1  Research Summary  

 

This  study  aimed  at  examining  governance  in  budget  approval  by  the 

parliament  of  Thailand.   To  summarize  the  findings  with  regard  to  answering  the 

research questions, a movement to improve governance in budget approval in Thailand 

is  not  evident  compared  to  other  initiatives  to  improve  governance  on  the  executive 

side.  According to the study, an aim to improve governance on the legislative side lies 

in  the  constitution  line  and  its  procedural  laws.    However,  only  little  specification  is 

directly  targeted  to  the  legislative  task  of  budget  approval.    All  of  the  laws  and 

regulations merely highlight some limited areas of governance, mostly the rule of law 

and  transparency.    As  such,  the  scrutinizing  oversight  of  budget  approval  is  very 

limited according to legal specifications.  As to the study of relevant literature, there 

has been no preceding academic or policy movement proposing improvement in any of 

the  relevant  aspects  of  governance  in  the  entire  legislative  budgetary  process.    The 

concept  of  governance  in  legislative  budget  approval  has  not  been  clearly  proposed, 

even in international  academic literature.    No direction for further improvement has 

been offered. 
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Since  there  has  been  no  universal  definition  of  governance,  especially 

governance in budget approval, in this study the term governance in budget approval is 

proposed  in  four  fundamental  dimensions:  the  rule  of  law,  allocative  efficiency, 

transparency,  and  responsibility.    As  to  the  study,  the  determinants  of  governance  in 

budget  approval  can  be  viewed  in  terms  of  four  dimensions:  institutional-related 

factors, the individual factor, information provision, and participation mechanisms.  

 A  study  of  governance  in  budget  approval  through  document  research  found 

that major and broad terms of budget approval by the parliament are set out within the 

constitution.    The  time  duration  and  legislative  amendment  power  are  limited  by 

constitutional law.  A study of the compliance with constitutional restrictions found no 

case  of  legal  violation judged  by  the  Constitutional  Court.    Besides  constitutional 

restrictions, the Rules of Procedure of the Parliament also govern for the transparency 

of legislative procedures.  According to the study, the procedures of budget approval 

are  firmly  established,  clear,  and  respectful,  and  the  details  of  the  budget  approval 

process  adhere  to  the  legal  framework.    However, the  document  study  found no 

related laws or regulations imposed on the allocative criteria to meet with efficiency.  

Also,  no  legal  framework has  been  imposed  on  legislative  responsibility,  either  in 

action or regarding the consequences of actions.  As such, parliament does not have to 

embrace the performance or results of the approval. 

 An  in-depth  interview  with  key  informants  revealed  for  more  details  of  real 

budget  approval.    The  informants  showed  that  the  constitution  guarantees  the 

executive’s  pre-eminence  through  the  process  of  budget  approval  rather  than 

empowering legislative roles, since many restrictions limit the legislative involvement 

in  the  task  of  budget  approval.    It  was  found  that  limited  constitutional  power  may 

decrease  legal  compliance  and  adherence  to  the  law  as  many  of  the  committee 

members  agreed  that  constitutional  biases  against  legislative  involvement  exist.   

Although  the  legislative  role  was  reflected  in  the  limited  formal  roles,  it  was  found 

from the study that room is left for parliamentarians to add any item or amount to the 

bill indirectly through other channels.  As an under-the-table method was revealed by 

some  of  the  key  informants,  budget  approval  procedures  are  not  totally  transparent.   

Without  strong  evidence  of  cases  of  direct  involvement  by  the  MPs  in  any 

constitutional  restrictions,  the  Constitutional  Court  could  not  judge  them  for  legal 
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violation.    According to  the  study,  constitutional  provision  has  more  of  a  symbolic 

value than anything else. 

 In  this  study,  non-participant  observation  was  also  conducted.    Real 

observation  of  Budget  Scrutiny  Committee  meetings  found  the  uses  of  personal 

judgment  for  budget  decision  making.    An  analysis  by  using  the  analytic  induction 

method  identified  the  common  characteristics  of  questions  the  committee  members 

asked  and  revealed  that  in  general  no  specification  was  made  relative  to  strategic 

government objectives.  Thus, budget approval is flawed, as it does not account for the 

outcome  of  a  particular  project  to  meet  with  strategic  objectives  but  only  how  the 

money is spent.   

 All of the qualitative analyses were proved by using the statistical technique.  

A  quantitative  study  was  conducted  to  examine  the  level  of  governance  in  budget 

approval by the parliament of Thailand.  Based  on the survey results, governance in 

Thailand budget approval is not good enough to reach a high or very high level.  The 

findings  revealed  a  high  level  of  rule  of  law  and  responsibility  the  committee 

members have, but a moderate level of transparency and responsibility.  Therefore, of 

particular  concern  is  the  issue  of  allocative  efficiency  and  transparency,  as  the  level 

scores  were  ranked  low  to moderate.    According  to  the  findings, the  government’s 

budget  allocation  strategies  were  not  of  much  concern  by  the  committee  members 

during their budget deliberation.  Additionally, their decisions and actions on budget 

approval  were  not  very  open  to  the public.   This  survey  result  confirmed the 

qualitative results presented earlier.  

 In  the  quantitative  study,  determinant  factors  were  later  examined.    The 

descriptive analysis revealed limitations in almost all of the independent variables.  It 

was  shown  by  the  survey  results  that  only  the  knowledge  and  understanding 

independent  factor  attained  a  high  score  level.    Regarding  the  independence  of  the 

institutional  related  factors  and  information  provision,  a  moderate  score  level  was 

unveiled.  Moreover, the survey results indicated a low level of participant mechanism 

support  for  budget  approval.    It  can  be  summarized  from  the  findings  that  only  the 

individual  factor  of  knowledge  background  and  understanding  was  good  enough  to 

support  the  task  of  budget  approval.    The  other  relevant  variables,  including  the 

institution- and information-related factors, were deficient in many aspects.  According 
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to the findings, the participant mechanism, especially that of citizen participation, was 

inadequate in terms of serving the budget approval.   

Further,  the  four  hypotheses  were  tested  by  using  the  quantitative  method.   

Upon  testing  the  determinant  factors  and  the  governance,  the  findings  indicated  that 

the  institutional  factors  of  constitutional  provision,  individual  factors  of  knowledge 

and understanding, and information provision of budget documents and completeness 

information  have  positive  relationships  with  the  sub-scale  governance.    As  to  the 

findings,  the  independent  factor  of  constitutional  provision  had  a  positive  impact  on 

allocative efficiency and task responsibility, and  knowledge and  understanding had a 

positive influence on task responsibility and responsibility in  terms of  consequences.  

Usefulness of budget document has positive impact to responsibility for consequences.  

Moreover,  the  reliability  of  information  had  a  positive  influence  on  allocative 

efficiency.  These findings support the proposed hypotheses derived from the theory of 

new  institutional  economics,  the  organizational  decision-making  theory,  and  prior 

empirical research. 

In this study, some of the results contradicted the hypothesis that proposed that 

the  determinant  factors  were  to  have  a  positive  relationship  with  governance.   

According  to  the  statistical  findings,  the  institutional  factors of  supporting  staff, 

knowledge  and  understanding,  and  participation  of  the  Budget  Scrutiny  Committee 

have negative relationships with the sub-scale governance.  The negative findings were 

resolved by information derived from the key informants.  In summary, the finding of 

a  negative  impact  of  the  supporting  staff  regarding  task  responsibility  could  be 

prescribed  for  further  development  of  supporting  staff  in  order  to  lighten  the  task 

burden of the MPs and to support the MPs through quality and “deep” information and 

analysis.    The  negative  impacts  of  individual  expertise  on  governance  in  budget 

approval remind us that a high level of personal expertise accumulation could be good 

or  bad  depending  on  the  ways  in  which  it  is  paid  for.    In  terms  of  the  rejection of  a 

positive  relationship  affected  by  participation  of  the  Budget  Scrutiny  Committee,  it 

was  shown  that  budget  approval  is  an  outcome  of  a  bargaining  game;  the  more  the 

bargaining advantage committee members have, the greater is the power struggle they 

play.  Moreover, based on the political agency theory and public choice theory, which 

support  open  participation  and  discussion,  it  was  proposed  in  this  study  that  the 
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constitution  itself  also  limits  legislative  participation.    As  the  constitution  restricts 

legislative involvement, especially regarding the increase of the new or existing items, 

the  MPs’  participation  then  causes  a  negative  relationship  with  the  rule  of  law,  and 

also affects transparency as a consequence. 

To  conclude the  common  theme  that  emerged  from  the  quantitative  and 

qualitative  results,  the  findings  support  the  new  institutional  economics  theory,  the 

organizational decision making theory, and empirical research used in the development 

of  the  conceptual  framework  for  this  study.    Both  the quantitative  and  qualitative 

results provide a coherent picture of negative relationships among the variables, which 

the hypothesis testing in this study did not provide.  According to the study, only one 

of  the  qualitative  results  was  not  coherent  with  the  qualitative  results.    Where  the 

qualitative  analysis  showed  limits  in  the  present  structure  of  the  Budget  Scrutiny 

Committee  as  one  variable  obstructing  allocative  efficiency  and  responsibility,  the 

quantitative results found no significant relationships among the variables.    

  

6.2 Theoretical Contribution of the Findings 

   

 Much progress has been made with regard to theory building and application in 

the field of public expenditure management.  However, there is lack of robust theory in 

public expenditure in terms of explicitly explaining the issue of governance in budget 

approval.   Also, the empirical studies on this  issue are few.  This study serves  as an 

essential starting point for building a more robust empirical base that will significantly 

increase the  knowledge  of  governance  in  budget  approval.    In  this  study,  four  main 

theories are examined and adopted in the conceptual framework.  The theories provide 

only  broad  rationales  for  why  the  proposed  variables  and  governance  in  budget 

approval should be linked; however, these theories fail to describe each specific area of 

governance  in  budget  approval.    Also,  the  theories  support  only  a  few  variables  in 

explaining  the  issue.    Empirical  research  on  the  topic  of  legislative  budget  approval, 

thus, is needed to fill in the gap.  In this part of the study, the results of the study are 

examined to see if they are able to verify the theories or research when applied to the 

topic.    Some  results  of  this  study  found  that  the  adoption  of  theories  and  empirical 

research  can  explain  the  real  phenomena  of  budget  approval  in  Thailand.    However, 
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some  of  the  findings  provide  reversed  relationships  among  variables,  which  the 

theories  or  relevant  research  do  not  provide.    Affirmation  of  the  theoretical  and 

empirical implications in explaining governance in budge approval is summarized by 

the result testing of each variable.   

 

 6.2.1  Institutional Deliverables as the Enablers of Governance  

 The  results  of  this  study  indicate  that  constitutional  law  is  likely  to  generate 

allocative efficiency and the MPs’ responsibility in the task of budget approval.  The 

results are consistent with the new institutional economics theory, which proposes the 

significance  of  fundamental  rules  of  the  game  or  basic  ground  rules  provided  by 

constitution and the law.  In this way, the finding supports the use of new institutional 

economics  theory  in  explaining  budget  approval  by  the  parliament  of  Thailand.   

However, the results also indicate the negative impact of supporting staff on the MP’s 

task responsibility.  Additionally, the quantitative result finds no statistical relationship 

between the setting structure of the Budget Scrutiny Committee and governance areas.  

These  findings  are  not  coherent  with  the  new  institutional  economics  theory,  which 

explains that institutional structure is needed for governance.  Thus, it should be noted 

that  in  real  practice  institutional  factors  contribute  to  explaining  variance  in 

governance in budget approval.   The basic ground rules provided by the constitution 

concern  the  determinants  of  governance  in  budget  approval.    Nonetheless,  not  all  of 

the  institutional  factors  contribute  to  an  explanation  of  the  variance  in  the  issue.   

Moreover, limits in institutional capacities, for example in terms of internal resources, 

can  also  enhance  effective  courses  of  action  in  budget  approval.      The  role  that 

institutions  play  in  the  process  of  budget  approval  by  the  parliament  thus  is 

conceivable, but each of the institutional factors is able to explain the topic differently. 

 

  6.2.2  Information Deliverables as the Enablers of Governance 

 The  results  of  this  study  indicate  that  effective  legislative  action  on  budget 

approval depends on adequate information provided within budget documents and the 

reliability of provided information.  According to the study, limited information in the 

budgetary  process  prevents  the  use  of  a  comprehensive  analytical  framework  for 

analysis.    The  usefulness  of  budget  documents  generates  the  MPs’  responsibility  for 
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the  consequences  of  their  decisions  or  actions,  and  the  reliability  of  provided 

information  positively  creates  efficient  budget  allocation.    In  this  way,  the  finding 

supports  the  use  of  organizational  decision-making  theory  in  explaining  budget 

approval  by  the  parliament  in  Thailand.    It is  evident  that  in  practice,  information 

factors  contribute  to  explaining  the  variance  in  governance  in  budget  approval.   

According  to  the  study,  only  the  comprehensiveness  of  budget  information  does  not 

have a statistical relationship with explaining variance in the issue. 

 

6.2.3   Participation Deliverables as the Enablers of Governance 

 In this study, the results indicate that the rule of law and openness of the budget 

approval process are impeded by the participation of the Budget Scrutiny Committee.  

According  to  the  findings,  abuse  or  misuse  of  constitutional  authority  and  the 

delegated  power  of  budget  approval  is  likely  to  happen  when  opportunity  for 

participation  within  the  Budget  Scrutiny  Committee  is  open.   These  findings  are  not 

consistent with either public choice theory or political agency theory, which strongly 

support direct and indirect participation.  However, it should be particularly noted that 

the  conditions  for  the  legislative  budgetary  process  vary  in  each  country.    In  this 

circumstance,  the basic  ground  rules  provided  by  the  constitution  do  not  support 

participation.  As the constitution does not allow for any adding to a motion of an item, 

open  deliberation  within  the  legislative  budget  process  would  possibly  generate  the 

abuse  or  misuse  of  constitutional  authority.    Likewise,  because  of  constitution 

restrictions, budget negotiation to achieve an increase in the estimate may not be tabled 

or discussed but happened behind close doors. 

 In  another  way,  the  findings  also  contribute  to  explaining the  phenomena, 

where the legislative budgetary process is a bargaining game and the Budget Scrutiny 

Committee  is  the  mechanism  of  choice.    When  the  participation  mechanism  is  open, 

committee  members  that  have  personal  interests  are  likely  to  act  in  a  pulling  and 

hauling  manner  to  achieve  their  interests.    As  such,  the  setting  participation 

mechanism  can  be  used  so  as  to  serve  someone’s  interests  instead  of  the  public 

interest.    The  findings  support  the  notion  of  agency  problems  proposed  by  agency 

theory.    The research findings thus contribute to explaining the use of public choice 

theory  and  agency  theory  in  real  situations  where  the  participation  mechanism  is  set 
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but cannot cope with the existence of its members’ self–interests.  Consequently, the 

participant  mechanism  of  the  Budget  Scrutiny  Committee  is  not  for  generating 

reasonable political judgment but for serving certain specific interests. 

 According  to  the  findings,  the  statistical  results  found  no  advocate  for  direct 

citizen  participation  in  governance  in  budget  approval.    In  this  way,  the  findings  are 

not  coherent  with  public  choice  theory  or  political  agency  theory.    It  should  be 

particularly  noted  that  the  result  was  found  under  the  circumstance  where  direct 

participation from outside people was not in the interest of the MPs.  According to the 

MPs’ point of view, direct participation is not acceptable since it is difficult to justify 

whom these people stand for.  The survey results thus indicate that direct participation 

cannot  contribute  to  explaining  variance  in  governance  in  budget  approval  by  the 

parliament of Thailand.   

     

6.2.4   Individual Knowledge as the Enabler of Governance  

 Lastly,  the  results  of  this  study  could  contribute  to  explaining  the  empirical 

research  on  legislative  budget  approval.  The  findings  indicate  that  the  MPs’ 

knowledge and understanding of specific issues regarding economics, budgeting, and 

relevant  laws  and  regulations  generate  the  MPs’  responsibility  on  actions  and 

consequences of actions on budget approval.  In this regard, the results are consistent 

with  the  empirical  research  which  proposes  the  significance  of  the  MPs’  knowledge 

and  expertise.    However,  the  results  also  indicate  the  negative  impact  of  the  MP’s 

knowledge regarding the openness of budget approval.  According to the results, good 

knowledge and expertise can be used in a negative way; thus making budget approval 

not  tabled  or  discussed  but  narrowed  behind  close  doors.    In  this  way,  the  results 

contribute  to  explaining  prior  empirical  research.    The  findings  support  the  use  of 

empirical research in filling the gap and explaining the phenomena of budget approval 

by the parliament of Thailand. 

To  summarize,  it  was  affirmed  by  the  study  results  that  the  theoretical 

framework used in this research was able to explain the budget approval in Thailand; 

however,  each  of  them  has  limited  power  in  the  sense  that  they  explain  only  some 

specific areas of governance.  According to the study, the results support the use of the 

new  institutional  economic  theory  and  organizational  decision-making  to  explain  the 
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governance in budget approval.  The negative relationships between participation and 

governance  indicated  by  the  findings  can  also  contribute  to  explaining  to  the  public 

choice  theory  and  agency  theory.    Of  all  the  factors  directing  governance  in  budget 

approval, it was seen that individual knowledge and expertise exert the most effect on 

the  deliverables  since  they  contribute  to  explaining  the  three  governance  areas:  the 

MPs’ responsibility for actions, consequences of actions, and transparency.  This result 

affirms the lack of theory in the field to explain governance in budget approval; thus 

new theories should be proposed and later testified and developed in order to explain 

this topic in greater depth in the future.   

 

6.3  Recommendations from the Findings 

 

 In  this  part  of  the  study,  recommendations  for  policy  and  management 

improvement are proposed.  Based on the study, policy recommendations re directed 

at  strengthening  the  parliament  in  improving  accountability in  budget  management.   

Apart  from  existing  reform  to  strengthen  public  financial  management  within  the 

executive branch, reform initiatives which support the legislatures’ intent to recapture 

the influence in the budget process have been suggested.  The government reform plan 

should underscore the role of parliamentary institutions in  the supervision, oversight 

and control of the budget.  Such a plan should encourage political appeal regarding the 

details of public spending.  Within this plan, the legislature should be viewed as the 

appropriate locus of overall financial accountability, since it has a critical role to play 

in bridging the accountability gap in public finance management.  Greater legislature 

involvement in the budget is an opportunity for closer scrutiny, effective checks and 

balances,  and  enforcement  of  accountability,  which  are  critical  for  inter- and  intra-

departmental reprioritization.  In this regard, the legislative budgetary process should 

not come too late to influence decisions, but during the initial phase of the budgetary 

process.    The  legislative  task  is  to  probe  the  realism  of  the  executive’s  assumptions 

and  arguments  and  question  the  effectiveness  of  its  budget  proposals.    A  re-

equilibration of executive-legislative relations in public budgeting is required in order 

to ensure greater government accountability in the management of public finances and 

political accountability between electees and citizens.   
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 In accord with the policy recommendation to increase the parliamentary role in 

the budget process, agendas for improvement in the legislative budgetary process were 

also suggested by this study.  What the  reformers should be concerned about is that 

there nevertheless exist risks, as effective legislative budgeting requires the capacity to 

discharge budgetary functions in an effective and responsible manner (Wehner 2003; 

Krafchick  and  Wehner,  1999;  Santiso,  2005).    The  legacy  of  parliamentary 

indiscipline and irresponsibility in budgetary matters has convinced policy makers that 

the  centralization  of  budgetary  systems  within  the  executive  tends  to  improve 

economic  governance.    As  such,  it  is  feared  that  a  greater  role  for  parliament  in  the 

budget process may endanger attempts at anchoring fiscal discipline.  The proper role 

of parliament in the budget process, thus, is considerable.  Increased legislative budget 

powers  ought  to  enhance  transparency,  accountability,  and  integrity  in  public 

expenditure  management.    Most  important,  a  key  challenge  of  the  reform  of 

governance of the budget resides in the ability to create efficient reforms in an effort 

to  enhance  accountability  in  public  finance  management.    Based  on  the  findings, 

governance  reform  within  the  legislative  branch  should  be  stressed  by  reform 

initiatives  so  as  to  improve  it from  the  existing  level.    At  least,  the  four  aspects  of 

governance  regarding  the  rule  of  law,  allocative  efficiency,  transparency,  and 

responsibility  of  the  legislative  over  budget  approval  should  be  of  concern.    A 

direction for such a reform is proposed as follows. 

1)  Abuse or misuse of constitutional authority and delegated power of budget 

approval  must  not  be  allowed  in  any  step  of  the  legislative  budgetary 

process.  Excessive legislative prerogatives should be closely inspected in 

order  to  ensure  that legislative  direction  in  public  budgeting  will  not 

endanger attempts at anchoring fiscal discipline. 

 2)   The parliament needs to examine expenditure plans and priorities, inspect 

the budget of each individual ministry or agency, and assess whether the 

budget  appropriations  are  consistent  with  budget  allocation  strategy.  

Effective  legislative  budgeting  requires  the  capacity  to  discharge 

budgetary functions effectively.  

3) Legislative  budget  oversight  should  enhance  the  transparency  of  public 

expenditure.    The  nature  of  budget  approval  procedures  must  be 
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transparent and the relevant information must be open to the public so that 

decisions and actions on budget approval are answerable.    

4) Responsibility of those entrusted with power to approve the budget must 

be  clarified  and  kept  in  check  through  oversight  and  constraints  so  that 

they  can  carry  out  their  responsibility.    This  responsibility  must  include 

account  for  actions  or  inactions,  and  medium- and  long- term 

consequences or results. 

 In order to attain governance reform within the legislative budgetary process, 

adequate means should be given to the legislature to review policies and the budget.  

A  reform  blueprint  which  emphasizes  an  improvement  in  related  institution, 

information, participation and individual factors should be considered.  Among other 

things, the following is essential. 

  

 6.3.1  Constitutional Framework  

 The  constitutional  framework  governing  the  legislative  budgetary  power 

should be first reviewed since its significance regarding allocative efficiency and task 

responsibility  sub-scales  of  governance  is  supported  by  the  study.    Regarding  the 

present study it was found that the time allowed for legislative budget review within 

the  constitutional  provision  was  met  at  international  standards.    However,  in  real 

practice the amount of time to consider the budget bill was much more condensed than 

specified by constitutional law since the starting date for the fist deliberation was not 

specified  by  law.    In  order  to  increase  the  legislative  ability  to  deliberate  on  the 

budget,  which  would  then  enhance  governance,  the  actual  time  available  for  the 

budget  deliberation  should  be  of  concern.    Within  the  constitutional  provision, 

specification on the starting date of 105 days available for budget consideration should 

be first counted from the date they begin scrutinizing during the first reading, not the 

date  the  budget  proposal  is  submitted  to  the  parliament.    Otherwise,  it  should  be 

specified by the constitution or its supplementary laws that the parliament has to begin 

making  budget  consideration  promptly  when  the  appropriation  is  submitted.    The 

length of time spent on the preparation process for the first reading should be limited.   

 In  addition  to  the  significance  of  time  availability,  the  legislative  budgetary 

authority or ability to amend the budget should also be reconsidered.  Regarding the 
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constitution,  the  legislature  is  limited  in  its  ability  to  amend  the  budget.    The 

legislature  is  not  allowed  to  increase  appropriation  authority  beyond  the level 

recommended  by  the  government.    Participation  in  the  development  of  the  revenue 

estimate  as  well  as  early  receipt  of  agency  budget  requests  and  formulation  of  an 

independent budget document are not allowed.  The legislature does not have final say 

over  the  revenue  estimate  or  the  amount  used  in  the  Appropriations  Bill  and  cannot 

write the legislative independent budget.  According to the research findings, limited 

participation  of  the  legislature  within  the  budgetary  process  hinders  the  allocative 

efficiency  and  task  responsibility  of  parliamentarians.    Therefore,  the  constitutional 

limits  on  the  power  of  the  legislature  to  amend  the  budget  should  be  resolved, 

although  limits  on  the  power  of  the  legislature  to  amend  the  budget  are  particularly 

needed were legislature debates lead systematically to increased expenditures.  In this 

sense, an appropriate level of limitation within the constitution should be designed so 

that  the  limits  will  never  hamper  legislative  review  of  the  budget.    In  the  short  run, 

where  the  constitution  power  to  increase  a  motion  added  to  items  is  limited  at  the 

approval stage, a participation channel should be opened for the MPs to participate in 

the initial phase of the budgetary process in order to gain inputs from those that have 

close  connection  to  citizens.    With  this  resolution,  the  MPs  would  be  able  to  give 

advice  to  the  executive  body  on  the  proposed  appropriation  before  it  is  completely 

drafted.  The provision of this participation channel has the advantage of allowing the 

legislature to discuss the need for any increase in the estimate explicitly.  As the new 

participation  channel  becomes  available,  the  constitution  restriction  on  direct  or 

indirect  involvement  of  the  MPs  in  a  motion  adding  to  the  items  is  much  more 

practicable  in  real  action.    In  this  way,  no  increase,  even  issued  by  the  executive  or 

legislative  sides,  should  be  allowed  after  the  decrease  in  the  amount  in  the  bill  is 

resolved.    However,  it  should  be  noted  that  these  limits  should  never  hamper 

legislative  review  of  the  budget.    In  the  long  run,  when  internal  or  external 

mechanisms are completely set up to assure legislative oversight, the budgetary role of 

the legislature needs to be increased rather than limited. 
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 6.3.2  Setting the Structure of the Budget Scrutiny Committee 

 Although  the  quantitative  analysis  found  no  relationship  between  the  setting 

organization  of  the  parliamentary  Budget  Scrutiny  Committee,  in-depth  interviews 

with key informants revealed that the organization of committee work lacks the kind 

of institution that would allow specialized committee to effectively  contribute to the 

budgetary  process.  According  to  the  study,  the  informants  agreed  that  a  strong  and 

capable committee would help enable the legislature to develop its expertise and play 

a  greater  role  in  budget  decision  making.    However,  an  ad  hoc  parliamentary 

committee  has  neither  work  continuity,  knowledge,  or  experience  accumulation.       

Thus, the priority should be to build the capacity of the budget-related parliamentary 

committee.    Narong  Sajjapharojana  (1999:  164)  proposed  four  alternatives  for  the 

improvement of the efficiency of the annual Budget Scrutiny Committee of the House 

of Representative in Thailand, including the following;  

1)  Setting up an ad hoc Budget Scrutiny Committee and ad hoc sub- 

committees 

2) Setting up an ad hoc Budget Scrutiny Committee to work with other 

standing committees 

3) Setting up a standing Budget Scrutiny Committee and ad hoc or standing 

sub-committees  

4) Modification of the existing Committee on Budget Administration Follow-

up to be the standing Budget Scrutiny Committee to work with ad hoc or 

standing sub-committees 

 Among the proposed alternatives, the setting up of a standing budget scrutiny 

committee is an alternative to be used as in West European parliaments to create work 

continuity  within  the  budget  approval  process.    With  the  creation  of  a  permanent 

institution,  expertise  and  knowledge  accumulation  for  the  best  use  of  budget 

scrutinization  would  be  developed.    In  doing  so,  however,  there  is  a  possibility  that 

new agency problems will be created between committee members and non-members 

or  between  ordinary  backbenchers  and  parliamentary  party  policy  experts.    Without 

sufficient  awareness  of  the  unintended  consequences,  this  permanent  committee 

would  probably  create  another  powerful  institution  that  could  profit  from  the 

government budget for its own interests.  In order to solve this problem, a combination 
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of  old  and  new-coming  committee  members  is  one  suggestion.    In  this  sense,  the 

setting up of an ad hoc committee can be agreed on but requirement for an appropriate 

ratio  between  the  new  committee  members  and  old  experienced  ones  should  be 

determined.  Otherwise, the creating of a standing parliamentary budget committee is 

suggested for enhancing work continuity and knowledge accumulation.  This standing 

committee should work year-round on the Budget Appropriations Bill.  At the stage of 

budget  approval,  however,  an  ad  hoc  committee  should  be  later  set  up  to 

accommodate other outside experts from various sources to partake in the task.  Here, 

some  parts  of  the  standing  committee  members  should  be  combined  into  the  ad  hoc 

committee  for  the  best  benefits  of  making  budget  consideration  since  they  have 

greater  knowledge  and  experience  of  the  topic.    In addition  to  this  combination, 

emphasis  should  be  placed  on  improving  the  arrangement  of  existing  ad  hoc 

committee  in  order  to  increase  the  legislative  role  in  approving  the  budget.    In  this 

regard, detailed composition and placement of the position chairman of the committee 

should be rearranged in order to enhance the work ability of the opposition parties in 

monitoring the government expenditure. 

   

 6.3.3  Independent Budget Analysis and Supporting Staff   

 Based on the study, a capable professional staff and technical expertise within 

the  parliament  itself  are  necessary  conditions  for  legislatures  to  be  able  to  exercise 

their  budget  oversight  functions  responsibly.    It  is  indeed  noticeable  from  the  study 

that  the  parliamentarians  have  limited  access  to  support  from  the  House  of 

Representative’s  staff  and  the  present  support  exclusively  focuses  on  providing 

services  to  the  committee  rather  than  providing  academic  or  research  support.    As 

there is absence of technical staff and limited access to independent budget analysis, 

parliamentary research capacity is limited and access to outside sources of budgetary 

information  from  specialized  policy  think-tanks  is  largely  unavailable.    Input  in  the 

budget review process tends to lack the technical substantiation required for impartial 

evaluation.  Thus, the parliamentarians have to rely  only on the information that the 

Bureau of the Budget and government agencies provide them.   In this study, limited 

support  from  staff  is  a  major  variable  in  increasing  the  task  burden  of 

parliamentarians.  
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 Based on the  findings, suggestion is placed on  the setting up of a permanent 

supporting  unit  in  order  to  develop  both  the  advisory  and  research  capacity  of 

supporting staff for the best input in the budget review process of the Parliament and 

in  order  to  help  parliaments  redress  the  asymmetries  of  budgetary  information  with 

governments.  In this connection, improving the quantity and quality of the technical 

advice available to the legislative budget committee is considerable.  The legislature 

and  its  committee  should  have  access  to  independent  expertise  for  proper  budget 

scrutiny.  In the U.S., for example, congress benefits from the competent staff of the 

appropriations  committees  as  well  as  the  services  of  the  large  and  well-equipped 

Congressional  Budget Office, and  is assisted by  the General Accounting Office with 

audits and information on program compliance and performance (Schiavo-Campo and 

Tommasi,  1999:  22).    Likewise,  in  many  countries,  individual  parliamentarians  or 

political  parties  represented  in  the  legislature  employ  specialized  budget  researchers 

(Krafchik and Wehner, 2004: 9).  In Thailand, the advisers of parliamentarians sitting 

in the budget committee should carry out most  of  the advisory  work, since personal 

advisors of individual parliamentarians have limited ability to carry out the task.   In 

the  short  term,  it  is  possible  for  committees  to  share  research  expertise.    A  skeleton 

staff of three skilled researchers with funds to outsource research where necessary can 

be an adequate beginning (Krafchik and Wehner, 2004: 10).  In the longer term, given 

the  size  and  technical  nature  of  the  budget,  effective  research  services  are  likely  to 

depend on dedicated, specialized personnel.  Reform, thus, should aim at establishing 

up  the  independent  research  capacity  of  the  parliament.    An  independent  legislative 

budget research office should be established with a professional staff to enhance the 

oversight  capacity  and  allow  them  to  acquire  a  more  informed  role  in  the  budget 

process.   To create or strengthen legislative budget offices, the raw numbers of staff 

members per legislator should be considered.  Staff members that are actually devoted 

to budget decisions may be more important than  the total staff.   The study does not 

suggest that the legislature distribute staff across the legislature since staff time may 

be  consumed  with  constituent  services  or  other  work  associated  with  a  particular 

legislator’s  district.    The  staff  should  be  concentrated  in  budget  offices  so  that  it is 

likely to provide better support in making budget decisions.  Based on the experience 

in other countries such as Peru, each legislator sitting on the budget committee could 
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be allowed one adviser exclusively for this task.  Most important, they should be full 

time  employees  of  parliament  and  be  selected  through  a  competitive  examination.   

The  tasks  should  emphasize  the  evaluation  of  past  performances  and  executive-

initiated bills.  Additionally, the staff should be further trained and new legal experts 

should  be  employed  in  order  to  facilitate  the  legislative  phase  of  the  budgetary 

process.  Particular concern should be placed on the separation between the legislative 

budget officers and the Bureau of the Budget officers in supporting the tasks.  As the 

Bureau  of  the  Budget  speaks  for  the  executive  and  government  ministries  and 

agencies,  its  officers  should  not  be  involved  as  technical  advisors  as  is  done  in  the 

present.  With this suggestion, separate power between the executive and legislative is 

greatly  strengthened.    The  parliamentarians  would  receive  independent  budget 

analysis directly from their personal staff.  Likewise, the task burden of the Bureau of 

the Budget officers would be relieved so that they could best support the government 

in the process of budget preparation.   

 

 6.3.4  Individual Knowledge and Expertise 

   As  was  shown  by  the  quantitative  study,  that  the  independent  variable  of 

knowledge  and  understanding  has  a  positive  influence  on  responsibility  and  the 

aggregate  governance  regarding  allocative  efficiency  and  responsibility,  the 

significance of this independent variable over  governance in  budget approval should 

be  considered.    In  this  study,  an  analysis  of  the  level  of  education  of  the  committee 

members has shown that they are mostly graduates; however, only a small percentage 

of them have knowledge of economics, which to some extent must affect their work 

on  budgetary  matters.      In  past  practice,  the  parliamentarians  had  not  been  much 

developed  through  training  programs  to  enhance  the  specific  knowledge  which 

required  for  the  task  of  budget  approval.    Only  when  the  time  for  budget  approval 

approached dud some political parties invite the Bureau  of  the  Budget to informally 

describe  the  principle  outstanding  and  highlight  the  fiscal  year’s  budget  for  their 

members.   Official instructions in the Budget Appropriations  Bill were  proposed to 

the  committee  members  only  during  the  first  committee  meeting.    This  causes 

insufficient  development  of  the  parliamentarians’  knowledge  and  understanding  of 

issues.    For  an  improvement  of  the  legislative  phase  in  the  budgetary  process,  there 
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should be additional education for the parliamentarians concerning budgetary issues.  

The  members  of  parliaments  should  be  educated  in  a  particular  kind  of  knowledge 

regarding economics and budgetary issues, including the relevant legal framework of 

each  issue.    In  this  regard,  education  should  continue  throughout  the  year.    The 

parliamentarians should be kept informed of budgetary progress and even after the bill 

has passed by the parliament so that they know well about commitment projects and 

are  able  to  work  more  qualitatively  in  monitoring  and  evaluating  them  in  the  next 

year.    In  this  present  situation,  where  the  Committee  is  temporarily  set  up  and  it  is 

difficult to know who will be the members in each fiscal  year, educating or training 

programs  should  be  designed  for  all  parliamentarians.    In  case  the  standing  Budget 

Scrutiny  Committee  is  set,  the  emphasis  on  educating  programs  should  target  the 

committee  members since  they  have  major  roles  in  making  the  budget  approval.   

Apart  from  that,  all  other  MPs  should  also  be  educated  so  that  they  have  the 

fundamental background to consider the proposed budget. 

   As  the  study  found  negative  impacts  of  individual  expertise  on  transparency 

and the aggregate governance regarding the rule of law and transparency, in case the 

members have good competence but not enough ethical support, they could possibly 

misbehave  through  the  available  channel.    In  addition  to  the  above  suggestion, 

education  programs  and  especially  an  ethics  advisor  should  also  be  provided  to  the 

MPs.  Ethical conduct for the MPs should be embedded in a more comprehensive and 

proactive  ethical  regime.    In  this  sense,  codes  of  conduct  should  be  effectively 

encouraged  and  ethical  behaviors  enforced,  and  should  be  able  to  assist  the  MPs  to 

resist  the  unethical  pressures  they  face  by  providing  justification  for  rejecting 

improper influences and illegitimate demands.   Moreover, a code of conduct should 

impose  some  kind  of  sanctions  on  representatives,  especially  the  members  of  the 

Budget  Scrutiny  Committee  who  fail  to  attend  the  meetings  of  the  Committee;  this 

would improve the discipline and efficiency of the Committee’s work.   

 

   6.3.5  Information Provision 

 Last, according to this study, not much improvement of governance can occur 

without  complete  information.    As  the  finding  detected  the  significance  of  the 

information  factor  regarding  allocative  efficiency  and  responsibility  for  the 
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consequences  of  decisions  on budget  approval,  the  significance  of  this  independent 

variable  should  be  of  concern.    The  quality  and  contents  of  the  budget  documents 

should be improved so as to make them more familiar to the end users.  While detailed 

information  of  a  line  item  budget is  no  longer  demonstrated  in  budget  documents, 

substitute  information  such  as  information  on  output  costing  of  even  the  single  year 

and  years  forward  should  be  completely  supplemented  so  that  they  it  is capable 

enough to provide for quality analysis.  In case more information is requested by most 

parliamentarians,  all  relevant  information  should  be  systematically  designed  and 

included  within  the  budget  documents.    If  not,  additional  information  is  always 

requested.    In  this  way,  budget  information  is  dispersed  and  is  questioned  for  its 

reliability,  since  budget  documents  are  not  formally  produced  and  approved  by  the 

Bureau  of  the  Budget.    Apart  from  that,  therefore,  the  reliability  of  the  provided 

information  should  be  further  considered.    Quality  and  timely information  on  the 

budget  are  critical  to  help  the  parliament  improve  the  quality  and  effectiveness  of 

expenditures.  All budget documents should be cross-checked with other sources and 

approved by the ministries and line agencies for accuracy.  Additionally, the period of 

information distribution should be long enough for a detailed study of all the numbers 

or their own viewpoints on the budget so that they can put this forward during debates.  

Backward submission of budget information should not be accepted. 

 

6.4  Limitations of the Study 

  

The limitations of this study relate to three major areas.  The first area lies in 

the generalizability of the findings.  This limitation relates to the low response rate of 

the survey.  As already shown, the response rate was 48.98 percent.  Of the total 196 

distributed  questionnaires,  only  96  were  returned.    This  low  return  rate  of 

questionnaires  was  due  to  the  use  of  a  mail  survey  for  the  target  population—past 

MPs.    Here,  only  24  out  of  96  of  mail  surveys  (which  constituted  28  percent)  were 

returned, thus resulting in the low rate of the overall response.  It should be noted that 

the  researcher  realized  that  the  low  response  rate  is  usually  caused  by  the  use  of  the 

mail  survey  method  and  that  it  would  make  the  findings  of  this  study  unable  to  be 

generalized for the budget approval in Thailand.  However, since this population lives 
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in  a  widespread  area,  mail  survey  was  essential  to  help  access  as  many  as  possible 

within  the  limited  time.   The  low  response  rate  of  mail surveys  is  noted  in  this  sub-

section to show readers the limitations of the study.   

   The  second  area  lies  in  the  measurement  of  governance  in  budget  approval 

used in this study.  The research objective, was set to study the real action of budget 

approval of  individual  parliamentarians.    Review  of  the  literature  found  no  prior 

measurement constructed for this same purpose, since most of the studies focused on 

budget  approval  by  the  parliament  at  the  country  level.    In  this  research,  the 

subjectivity  of  measures  at  the  individual  level  was  constructed.    It  should  be  noted 

that  the  subjectivity  of  measures,  asking  the  respondents  to  indicate  “the  extent  to 

which”  each  dimension  of  governance  and  relevant  variables  exists  on  a  Likert-type 

scale may have created problems associated with the validity of the constructs.  Also, 

construction of the new measurement may have created problems associated with the 

reliability of the measures.  In this research, statistical techniques were tested for both 

validity and reliability of the construct.  However, this could be developed in further 

research. 

 The last area of limitation lies in the theoretical framework of the study.   This 

limitation  relates  to  the  lack  of  theory  which  explicitly  explains  the  governance  in 

budget approval.  In this research, some relevant theories were applied to the topic.  It 

should be particularly noted that although the theoretical framework could explain the 

governance issue, the emphasis was on certain aspects of governance only.  As can be 

seen,  pubic  choice  theory  and  political  agency  theory  could  best  explain  the 

accountability  between  the  politicians  and  their  citizens,  but  the  stress  is  on  the   

allocative  efficiency  and  responsibility  the  politicians  should  have  for  the  benefit  of 

their citizens.  In terms of organizational decision-making theory, this theory could be 

applied  only  on  specific  issues  of  efficient  budget  decision  making.    Although  the 

developed  model  of  new  institutional  theory  illustrates  the  overall  picture  of  the 

governance mechanism, the emphasis was targeted on efficacy.  In this connection, the 

rule of law and transparency are rarely of concern in the theories, even though they are 

part of the governance.  As there are limitations in the ability of theories to explain all 

the  aspects  of  governance,  the  proposed  variables  were  limited.    It  thus  should  be 
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noted that there may be other variables for governance in budget approval that are not 

described in this study.    

   

6.5  Suggestions for Future Research 

 

This  study  serves  as  an  essential  starting  point  for  building  a  more  robust 

empirical base that will significantly increase the knowledge of governance in budget 

approval.    For  future  knowledge  accumulation  and  improvement  of  actual  budget 

approval  by  the  parliament,  suggestions  for  future  research  lie  in  three  areas: 

comparative  study  at  the  country  level  of  analysis,  in-depth  studies  of  each  area  of 

governance, and the inclusion of other significant factors.   

            First,  future  study  might  be  conducted  by  a  comparative  study  at  the  cross-

country level.  Although this type of study is more complex, it is more powerful in the 

sense that it is able to capture the good aspects of budget approval by the parliament 

from many selected countries.  The proposed model of governance in budget approval, 

thus,  could  be  developed  with  the  experience  of  other  people.    A  comparison  of 

Thailand budget approval with the proposed model of other experiences would reveal 

the strengths and weaknesses of the Thai parliament.   The use of cross-country studies 

would resolve the problem of a limited theoretical framework of governance in budget 

approval.   

Second, future study might be conducted on each separate area of governance 

in budget approval.  Although this type of study cannot present the overall picture of 

governance as it is proposed in this study, the study of each separate issue would bring 

about an in-depth analysis which would also increase knowledge accumulation in the 

field.    With  this  type  of  study,  the  rule  of  law  and  transparency  sub-scales  of 

governance  would  be  able  to  be  separately  analyzed  by  other  relevant  theories  that 

could  best  explain  them  directly.    The  study  of  each  separate  issue  would  increase 

confidence in the findings since each of them  would be deeply scrutinized under the 

most appropriate theoretical framework. 

Finally,  future  study  of  governance  in  budget  approval  might  include  other 

relevant  factors  of  governance  in  budget  approval.    The  supporting  reason  for  this 

suggestion  is  due  to  the  moderately  low values  of  the  R2 detected  by  the  regression 
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analysis.    Regarding  the  findings,  there  are  other  variables  that  influence  the 

governance dependent variables.   Some of the  interesting  factors derived from prior 

conversations with the key informants and supplementary review of the literature were 

proposed in chapter 4.  For further improvement, these new proposes should be proved 

and other influence factors should be detected by other relevant theories. 

    

6.6  Chapter Summary   

 

 This chapter presents a research summary of the findings from the hypothesis 

testing and in-depth interviews of governance in budget approval.  The results indicate 

that the levels of aggregate governance in budget approval in Thailand have reached a 

relatively moderate level.  The findings revealed the high level of the rule of law and 

responsibility  that  the  committee  members  have,  but  the  moderate  level  of 

transparency and responsibility. The major determinants consist of institutional factors 

of  constitutional  provision,  individual factors  of  knowledge  and  understanding,  and 

information  provision  of  budget  documents  and  completeness  of  information,  and 

these have positive relationships with the governance sub-scale.  As to the findings, the 

independent  factor  of  constitutional  provision  has  a  positive  impact  on  allocative 

efficiency  and  task  responsibility.    Knowledge  and  understanding  have  a  positive 

influence on task responsibility and responsibility for consequences.  The usefulness of 

budget  documents  has  a  positive  impact  on  responsibility  for  consequences.   

Moreover, reliability of information has a positive influence on allocative efficiency.   

   Next, a suggesting on the findings was carried out regarding improvement in 

constitutional provision as well as in the setting of the Budget Scrutiny Committee, an 

independent  budget  research  office,  knowledge  and  competency  of  the  MPs,  and 

supporting information.  Additionally, the limits of the generalizability of the findings 

of  this  study,  measurement  issues,  and  limits  of  the  theoretical  framework  were 

discussed, together with suggestions for future research.  

 
 
 
 



 

 

BIBLIOGRAPHY 
 
  
Abedian. Iraj. (n.d.) Quoted in Fubbs, Joan. 1999. The Budget Process and Good 

Governance.  Retrieved December 12, 2006 from http://undp.org/governance/ 

docspublications/policy_Dialogue/11_BudgetProcess_AWEPA.pdf 

Abney, Glenn and Lauth, Thomas. 1987. Perceptions of the Impact of Governors and 

Legislatures in the State Appropriations Process. The Western Political 

Quarterly. 40 (June): 335-42. 

Asian Development Bank (ADB). 1995. Governance: Sound Development 

Management. Retrieved October 21, 2007 from www.adb.org/documents/ 

policies/governance/govooo.asp  

Ahrens, Joachim. 2001. Governance, Conditionality and Transformation in Post-

Countries. In Good Governance in Central and Eastern Europe. Herman 

Hoen, ed. Cheltenham: Edward Elgar. Pp 54-90. 

Aldons, Malcolm. 2001. Responsible, Representative and Account Government. 

Australian Journal of Public Administration. 60(March): 34-42. 

Alesina, Alberto; Hausmann, Ricardo; Hommes, Rudolf and Stein, Ernesto. 1999. 

Budget Institutions and Fiscal Performance in Latin America. Retrieved 

November 3, 2008 from http://www.iadb.org/research/pub_hits. 

cfm?pub_id=WP-394&pub_file_name= pubWP-394.pdf 

Allison, Graham T. 1971. Essence of Decision: Expanding the Cuban Missile 

Crisis. Boston: Little, Brown and Company. 

Andersen, S.S. and Burns, T.R. 1996. The European Union and the Erosion of 

Parliamentary Democracy: A Study of Post-Parliamentary Governance.     

In The European Union: How Democratic Is It? S.S. Andersen and K.A. 

Eliassen, eds. London: Sage. Pp. 227-251. 

Anonymous 1. Government Officer. 2009 (July, 10). Personal Communication. 

Anonymous 2. Government Officer. 2009 (June, 24). Personal Communication. 

http://undp.org/governance/%20docspublications/policy_Dialogue/11_Budget�
http://undp.org/governance/%20docspublications/policy_Dialogue/11_Budget�
http://www.adb.org/documents/�
http://www.iadb.org/research/pub_hits.%20cfm?pub_id=WP-394&pub_file_name�
http://www.iadb.org/research/pub_hits.%20cfm?pub_id=WP-394&pub_file_name�


 

 

275 

Anonymous 3. Member of the Budget Scrutiny Committee. 2009 (June, 10). Personal 

Communication. 

Anonymous 4. Member of the Budget Scrutiny Committee. 2009 (June, 11). Personal 

Communication. 

Anonymous 5. Member of the Budget Scrutiny Committee. 2009 (June, 17). Personal 

Communication.  

Anonymous 6. Member of the Budget Scrutiny Committee. 2009 (May, 21). Personal 

Communication. 

Anonymous 7. Member of the Budget Scrutiny Committee. 2009 (May, 25). Personal 

Communication. 

Anonymous 8. Member of the Budget Scrutiny Committee. 2009 (May, 26). Personal 

Communication. 

Anonymous 9. Member of the Budget Scrutiny Committee. 2009 (May, 27). Personal 

Communication. 

Anonymous 10. Member of the Budget Scrutiny Committee. 2009 (May, 27). 

Personal Communication. 

Anonymous 11. The House of Representatives’ Officer. 2009 (July, 3). Personal 

Communication. 

Arndt, Christiane and Oman, Charles. 2006. Uses and Abuses of Governance 

Indicators. Retrieved September 16, 2008 from http://www.oecd.org/ 

dataoecd/21/16/40037762.pdf 

Baldes, Lisa and Carey, John. 1999. Quoted in Santiso, Carlos. 2005. Budget 

Institutions and Fiscal Responsibility: Parliaments and Political 

Economy of the Budget Process in Latin America. Retrieved December 

3, 2008 from http://www.parliamentarystrengthening.org/ 

budgetmodule/additional%20resources/supplemental/Budget%20Institution

s%20and%20Fiscal%20Responsibility%20by%20Carlos%20Sant.pdf 

Barber, Benjamin R. 1984. Strong Democracy: Participation Politics for a New 

Age. Berkeley, California: University of California Press. 

 

 

http://www.oecd.org/%20dataoecd/21/16/�
http://www.oecd.org/%20dataoecd/21/16/�
http://www.parliamentarystrengthening.org/�


 

 

276 

Bennett, Cinnamon; Booth, Chris; Yeandle, Sue and Reeves, Dory. 2001. 

Mainstreaming Equality in the Committees of the Scottish Parliament. 

Retrieved 4 October, 2008 from http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/ 

business/committees/historic/equal/reports-03/eo03-mer.pdf 

Bevir, Mark. 2007. Public Governance. Volume 1. Theories of Governance. 

London: SAGE Publications Ltd. 

Bourdeaux, Carolyn. 2006. Do Legislatures Matter in Budgetary Reform? Public 

Budgeting & Finance. 26 (January): 120-142. 

Bratic, Vjekoslav. 2004. The Role of Parliament in the Budgetary Process-the 

Example of the Croatian Parliament (2000-2003). Retrieved October 23, 

2008 from http://ijf.hr/publikacije/indexpub.html 

Breton, Albert and Wintrobe, Ronald. 1975. The Equilibrium Size of a Budget-

maximizing Bureau: A Note on Niskanen's Theory of 

Bureaucracy.  Journal of Political Economy. 83(February): 195-207. 

Budget Procedure Act of  B.E. 2502. Royal Thai Government Gazette. 98, 454 

(October 27, 1959): 454-471. 

Bureau of the Budget. 2008a. Budgeting Process: Budget Approval by the House of 

Representatives.  Personal and Academic Assessment for Civil Official 

Allocation of Jiraporn Tantiwong. (In Thai) 

Bureau of the Budget. 2008b. Budget Document Volume III. Bangkok: Borphit 

Printing . (In Thai) 

Callahan, Kathe. 2007.  Elements of Effective Governance: Measurement, 

Accountability and Participation. New Jersey: Taylor & Francis Group. 

Carmine, E.G. and Zeller, R.A. 1979. Reliability and Validity Assessment. London: 

Sage Publications. 

Chai Anan Samudavanija. 1971.  The Politics and Administration of the Thai 

Budgetary Process. Doctoral Dissertation. University of Wisconsin. 

Chamnong Saisopha. 1972. Legislative Role within the Budgeting Process. 

Bangkok: National Institute of Development Administration. (In Thai) 

 

 

http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/�
http://ijf.hr/publikacije/indexpub.html�
http://ideas.repec.org/a/ucp/jpolec/v83y1975i1p195-207.html�
http://ideas.repec.org/a/ucp/jpolec/v83y1975i1p195-207.html�
http://ideas.repec.org/a/ucp/jpolec/v83y1975i1p195-207.html�
http://ideas.repec.org/s/ucp/jpolec.html�


 

 

277 

Charas Suwanmala. 1985. The House of Representatives’ Budget Approval under 

the Planning Programming Budgeting System (PPBS). Case Study: An 

Approval of Budget Appropriations of Fiscal Year 1985. Bangkok: 

Thammasat University. (In Thai) 

Coase, Ronald H. 1937. The Nature of the Firm. Economica. 4 (November):386-405. 

Coase, Ronald H. 1964. The New Institutional Economics. Journal of Institutional 

and Theoretical Economics. 140 (March): 229-231. 

Coleman, W.D. and Porter, T. 2000. International Institutions, Globalisation and 

Democracy: Assessing the Challenges. Global Society. 14 (April): 377-98. 

Cone, John D. and Foster, Sharon L.  1998.  Dissertations and Theses from Start to 

Finish: Psychology and Related Fields. Washington, D.C.: American 

Psychological Association. 

Constitutional Court’s Decision No. 14/B.E.2546. Royal Thai Government Gazette. 

125, 127A (December 4, 2008): 1-15. 

Constitutional Court’s Decision No. 32/B.E.2543. Royal Thai Government Gazette. 

118, 63A (August 22, 2001): 1-5. 

Constitutional Court’s Decision No. 32/B.E.2546. Royal Thai Government Gazette. 

121, 30A (April 30, 2004): 1-22. 

Constitutions of the Kingdom of Thailand of B.E. 2540. Royal Thai Government 

Gazette. 114, 55A (October 11, 1997):1-99. 

Constitutions of the Kingdom of Thailand of B.E. 2550. Royal Thai Government 

Gazette. 124, 27A (August 24, 2007):1-127. 

Commonwealth Parliament Association (CPA). 2006. Recommended Benchmarks 

for Democratic Legislatures. London: Commonwealth Parliamentary 

Association. 

Crick, B. 1972. Quoted in Velayutham, S. and Perera, M. H. B. 2004. The Influence 

of Emotions and Culture on Accountability and Governance. Corporate 

Governance. 4 (1):52-64. 

Cronbach, L.  1951.  Coefficient Alpha and the Internal Structure of Tests. 

Psychometrical. 16: 297-334. 

De Renzio, Paolo. 2006. Aid, Budgets and Accountability: A Survey Article. 

Development Policy Review. 24 (November): 627-645. 



 

 

278 

Downs, Anthony. 1957. An Economic Theory of Democracy. New York: Hurper & Row.   

Downs, Anthony. 1960. Why the Government Budget is Too Small in a Democracy. 

World Politics. 12 (July): 541-63. 

Drobak, John N. and Nye, John V.C. 1997. The Frontiers of the New Institutional 

Economics. San Diego: Academic Press. 

Dror, Yehezkel. 1968. Quoted in Sombat Thamrongthanyawong. 2003.  Public Policy: 

Concept, Analysis, and Process. 10th

Dubrow, Geoff. 2002. Quoted in Santiso, Carlos. 2005. Parliaments and Budgeting: 

Understanding the Politics of the Budget. Retrieved November 14, 2008 

from 

 ed. Bangkok: Senathama. (In Thai)  

http://papers.ssrn.com/ sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=875858 

Dye, Thomas R. 1995. Understanding Public Policy. 8th

Ebdon, Carol and Franklin, Aimee L. 2006. Citizen Participation in Budgeting 

Theory. Public Administration Review. 66 (May): 437-47. 

 ed. Englewood Cliffs.    

New Jersey: Prentice – Hall, Inc. 

Eyben, Rosalind and Ferguson, Clare. 2004. How Can Donors Become More 

Accountable to Poor People?. In Inclusive Aid: Changing Power and 

Relationships in International Development. Leslie Groves and Rachel 

Hinton, eds.  2004. London: Earth-scan. Pp.163-180. 

Fenno, Richard. 1962. Quoted in Wildavsky, Aaron. 1964. The Politics of the 

Budgetary Process. 3rd

Fesler, James and Kettl, Donald. 1996. The Politics of Administrative Process.              

New Jersey: Chatham House. 

 ed. Boston: Little, Brown and Company (Inc.). 

Finer, S.E. 1970. Quoted in R.A.W. Rhodes. 1996. The New Governance: Governing 

Without Government. Political Studies. 44 (September): 652-67. 

Furubotn, Eirik G. and Richter, Rudolf. 1998. Institutions and Economic Theory. 

The Contribution of the New Institutional Economics. Ann Arbor, 

Michigan: The University of Michigan Press. 

Girishankar, Navin. 2001. Evaluating Public Sector Reform: Guidelines for 

Assessing Country-Level Impact of Structural Reform and Capacity 

Building in the Public Sector. Washington: World Bank. 

Glass, G.V. and Hopkins, K.D. 1996. Statistical Methods in Education and 

Psychology.  Boston: Allyn and Bacon. 

http://papers.ssrn.com/�


 

 

279 

Goetz, A. M. and Jenkins, R. 2001. Hybrid Forms of Accountability: Citizen 

Engagement in Institutions of Public-Sector Oversight. Public 

Management Review. 3 (September): 363-84. 

Goetz, A. M. and Jenkins, R. 2004. Reinventing Accountability. Hamshire: Palgrage 

Macmillan. 

Grizzle, Gloria and Pettijohn, Carole. 2002. Implementing Performance-Based 

Program Budgeting: A System-Dynamics Perspective. Public 

Administration Review. 62 (January): 51-62. 

Gutmann, A. and Thompson, D. 1996. Democracy and disagreement. Cambridge, 

MA: Belknap Press. 

Hair, J. F., Jr.; Anderson, R. E.; Tatham, R. L. and Black, W. C. 1998.  Multivariate 

Data Analysis.  4th

Herz, S. and Ebrahim, A. 2005. A Call for Participatory Decision Making: 

Discussion Paper on World Bank-Civil Society Engagement. Retrieved 

December 4, 2008 from 

 ed.  Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall. 

http://ssitersources.worldbank.org/CSO/Resources/ 

World_Bank_Civil_Society_Discussion_Paper_FINAL_VERSION.pdf 

Hood. Christopher. 1991. A Public Management for All Reasons?. Public 

Administration. 69 (Spring): 652-665. 

International Monetary Fund (IMF). 1997. Good Governance: the IMF's Role 

Washington D.C.: International Monetary Fund. 

International Monetary Fund (IMF). 2007. Manual on Fiscal Transparency. 

Retrieved January 12, 2009 from http://www.imf.org/external/np/pp/2007/ 

eng/101907m.pdf 

Inter-Parliamentary Union. 2008. A self-assessment toolkit for parliament. Geneva: 

SRO-Kundig. 

Jensen, M.C. and Meckling, W.H. 1976. Theory of the Firm: Managerial Behavior, 

Agency Costs and Ownership Structure. Journal of Financial Economics. 

3 (October): 305-60.   

John, Dryzek. 1990. Discursive Democracy. Cambridge: Cambridge University 

Press. 

http://ssitersources.worldbank.org/CSO/Resources/%20World�
http://ssitersources.worldbank.org/CSO/Resources/%20World�
http://www.imf.org/external/np/pp/2007/�


 

 

280 

Johnson, Nevil. 2005. What of Parliament’s Future? In The Future of Parliament:  

Issues for a New Century. Philip Giddings, ed. Hamshire: Palgrave 

Macmillan. 

Jordan, Meagan, and Hackbart, Merl .1999. Performance Budgeting and Performance 

Funding in the States: A Status Assessment. Public Budgeting and 

Finance. 19 (Spring): 68-88. 

Kanlaya Vanichbuncha.  2003.  SPSS for Windows.  6th

Kapur, Devesh and Bhanu Mehta, Pratap. 2006. The Indian Parliament as an 

Institution of Accountability. Retrieved January 11, 2009 

from 

 ed.  Bangkok: Thammasarn.    

(In Thai) 

http://www.unrisd.org/unrisd/website/document.nsf/ab82a6805797760

f80256b4f005da1ab/8e6fc72d6b546696c1257123002fcceb/$FILE/KapMeh

t.pdf 

Kerlinger, Fred N. and Pedhazur, Elazar J. 1973 Quoted in Samrerng Boonruanrutana. 

1983. Technique for Multivariate Data Analysis. Bangkok: Suksaporn 

(In Thai) 

Kiewiet, Roderick D. and McCubbins, Mathew D. 1991. The Logic of Delegation: 

Congressional Parties and the Appropriations Process. Chicago: 

University of Chicago Press. 

Krafchik, Warren and Wehner, Joachim. 1999. The Role of Parliament in the 

Budget Process.  Retrieved January 11, 2009 from http://www.international 

budget. org/resource/ library/parliament/pdf 

Krafchik, Warren and Wehner, Joachim. 2004. Legislatures and Budget Oversight: 

Budget Practices. Retrieved October 23, 2008 from http://www. 

Internationalbudget.org/thems/LEG/Index.htm 

Lavielle, Briseida; Perez, Mariana and Hofbauer, Helena. 2003. Latin America Index 

of Budget Transparency. Washington DC: IBP. 

Leftwich, Adrian. 1994. Governance, the State and the Politics of Development. 

Development and Change. 25 (January): 363-386.  

Lincoln, Yvonna and Guba, Egon.  1985.  Naturalistic Inquiry.  Newbury, CA: Sage. 

Lindblom, Charles E. 1959. The Science of Muddling Through.  Public 

Administrative Review. 19 (Spring): 79-88. 

http://www.unrisd.org/unrisd/website/document.nsf/ab82a6805797760f80256b4f005da1ab/8e6fc72d6b546696c1257123002fcceb/$FILE/KapMeht.pdf�
http://www.unrisd.org/unrisd/website/document.nsf/ab82a6805797760f80256b4f005da1ab/8e6fc72d6b546696c1257123002fcceb/$FILE/KapMeht.pdf�
http://www.unrisd.org/unrisd/website/document.nsf/ab82a6805797760f80256b4f005da1ab/8e6fc72d6b546696c1257123002fcceb/$FILE/KapMeht.pdf�
http://www.international/�
http://www/�


 

 

281 

Lord Sharman. (2001). Quoted in Griffith, Gareth. 2005. Parliament and 

Accountability: The Role of Parliament Oversight Committee.  

Retrieved January 11, 2009 from http://www.parliament. nsw.gov.au/ 

prod/parlment/publications.nsf/key/ParliamentandAccountability:TheRoleof

ParliamentaryOversightCommittees 

Lupia, Arthur. 2003. Delegation and its Perils. In Delegation and Accountability in 

Parliamentary Democracy. Kaare StrØm, Wolfgang C. Muller, and 

Torbjorn Bergman, eds.  New York: Oxford University Press. Pp. 33-54. 

Matthew, R. C. O. 1986. The Economics of Institutions and the Sources of Economic 

Growth. Economic Journal. 96 (December): 903-18. 

Mattson, Ingvar and Strom, Kaare. 1995. Parliamentary Committees. In Parliaments 

and Majority Rule in Western Europe. Herbert Doring, ed. New York:            

St. Martin’s Press. Pp. 249-307. 

McGee, David. 2002. The Overseers: Public Accounts Committees and Public 

Spending. London: Commonwealth Parliamentary Association and Pluto 

Press. 

Messick, Richard. 2002. Strengthening Legislature: Implications from Industrial 

Countries. Washington, DC: World Bank. 

Meyers, Roy. 2000. Legislative Budgeting in Mexico: Aspirations and Choices.  

Retrieved November 3, 2008 from http://userpages.umbc.edu/~meyers/ 

mexico.pdf 

Miles, Matthew B. and Huberman, Michael A.  1984.  Qualitative Data Analysis:    

A Source Book of New Methods.  Beverly Hills, CA: Sage. 

Mucciaroni, Gary, and Quirk, Paul. 2006. Deliberative Choices: Debating Public 

Policy in Congress. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press.  

Mueller, Dennis. 2003. Public Choice III. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Mulgan. R. 2000b. Quoted in Mulgan. R. 2002. Accountability Issues in the New 

Model of Governance. Retrieved November 12, 2006 from http://apseg. 

anu.edu.au/Publish/pub_papers.php 

 

 

http://www.parliament/�
http://userpages.umbc.edu/~meyers/%20mexico.pdf�
http://userpages.umbc.edu/~meyers/%20mexico.pdf�


 

 

282 

Muller, Wolfgang; Bergman, Torbjorn and StrØm, Kaare. 2003. Parliamentary 

Democracy: Promise and Problem. In Delegation and Accountability in 

Parliamentary Democracies. Kaare StrØm, Wolfgang C. Muller, and 

Torbjorn Bergman, eds. New York: Oxford University Press. Pp. 3-32. 

Mwenda, A. and Gachocho, M. 2003. Budget transparency: Kenyan perspective. 

Institute of Economic Affairs.  Retrieved December 5, 2008 

from http://www.internationalbudget.org/ resources/library/Kenyatransp.pdf 

Narong Sajjaphanrojana. 1999. The Efficiency of the Annual Budget Scrutinizing 

Committee of the House of Representatives. Retrieved December 3, 2008 

from http://library2.parliament.go.th/ebook/content-er/29.pdf 

National Conference of State Legislatures. 2005. NCSL Backgrounder: Full and 

Part-Time Legislatures.  Retrieved January 11, 2008 from www.ncsl.org/ 

programs/press/2004/backgrounder_ fullandpart.htm 

National Democratic Institute for International Affairs (NDI). 2006. Toward the 

Development of International Standards for Democratic Legislatures. 

Retrieved October 3, 208 from http://www.ndi.org/files/2113_gov_ 

standards_010107.pdf 

Neher, Clark N. and Bidhya Bowornwathana. 1986. Thai and Western Studies of 

Politics in Thailand. ASIAN Though & Society: An International 

Review. 11 (March): 16-27. 

Niskanen, William A. 1971. Bureaucracy and Representative Government. 

Chicago: Aldine Atherton. 

Niskanen, William A. 1971. Quoted in Blais, Andre and Dion, Stephane. 1991.      

The Budget Maximizing Bureaucrat, Appraisals and Evidence.                 

USA: University of Pittsburgh Press. 

Niskanen, William A. 1971. Quoted in Kraan, D. J. 1996. Budgetary Decisions: A 

Public Choice Approach. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press. 

North, Douglass C. 1981. Structure and Change in Economic History. New York: 

Norton. 

North, Douglass C. 1984. Government and the Cost of Exchange in History.                      

The Journal of Economic History. 44 (June): 225-264. 

 

http://www.internationalbudget.org/%20resources/library/Kenyatransp.pdf�
http://www.ncsl.org/�
http://www.ncsl.org/programs/press/2004/backgrounder_%20fullandpart.htm�
http://www.ndi.org/files/2113_gov_%20standards_010107.pdf�
http://www.ndi.org/files/2113_gov_%20standards_010107.pdf�


 

 

283 

Nunnally, J.  C.  1978.  Psychometric Theory.  2nd

Oakerson, R.J. 1989. Governance structures for Enhancing Accountability and 

Responsiveness. In Handbook of Public Administration. J.L. Perry, ed. 

San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. Pp. 114-130. 

 ed.  New York: McGraw-Hill. 

Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD). 2002. OECD 

Best Practices for Budget Transparency. OECD Journal on Budgeting. 

1(March): 7-14. 

Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD). 2001. OECD 

Best Practices for Budget Transparency. Retrieved May 5, 2008 

from http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/33/13/1905258.pdf 

Ostrom, V. and Ostrom, E. 1971. Public Choice: A Different Approach to the Study of 

Public Administration. Public Administration Review. 13 (March/April): 

203-16. 

Parliamentary Centre. 2008. Indicators of Parliamentary Performance in the 

Budget Process. Retrieved February 2, 2008 from www.wiltonpark.org.uk/ 

documents/934presentations/von%20Trapp.pdf 

Persson, Torsten, and Guido Tabellini. 1999. Political Economics and Public 

Finance. Cambridge: National Bureau of Economic Research. 

Pichit Pitakthepsombat.  2005.  The Sample Survey: Theory and Practice.  3rd

Pierre, Jon and Guy, Peter. 2000. Governance, Politics and the State. New York: 

ST. Martins’s Press, INC. 

 ed. 

Bangkok: Sematham.  (In Thai) 

Pikin, H.F. 1967. The Concept of Representation. California: University of 

California Press. 

Posner, Paul L. 2006. Legislature and Budgeting.  Paper presented at 2006 Asian 

OECD Senior Budget Officials Meeting, Bangkok, Thailand. December  

14-15, 2006. Bangkok: Bureau of the Budget. 

Premchand, Arigapudi. 2001. Public Financial Accountability.  In Governance, 

Corruption and Public Financial Management.  Salvatore Schiavo-

Campo, ed. Manila: Asian Development Bank. 

PRS Legislative Research. 2008. Measuring the Effectiveness of the Indian 

Parliament. Retrieved November 2, 2008 from http://www.prsindia.org 

http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/33/13/1905258.pdf�
http://www.wiltonpark.org.uk/%20documents/934presentations/�
http://www.wiltonpark.org.uk/%20documents/934presentations/�
http://www.prsindia.org/�


 

 

284 

Rawls, John. 1971. A Theory of Justice. Cambridge: Harvard University Press. 

Rhodes, R.A.W. 1996. The New Governance: Governing without Government. 

Political Studies. 44 (Sepetmber): 652-67. 

Robinson, Marc. 1996. Can Fiscal Responsibility Legislation be Made to Work?. 

Agenda. 3(October): 419-430. 

Rules of Procedure of the House of Representatives of B.E. 2540. Royal Thai 

Government Gazette. 114, 70G (August 7, 1997): 6-39.  

Rules of Procedure of the House of Representatives of B.E. 2551. Royal Thai 

Government Gazette. 125, 79D (May 2, 2008): 9-45.  

Rules of Procedure of the Senate of B.E. 2544. Royal Thai Government Gazette. 

118, 49G (May 31, 2001): 5-53.  

Rules of Procedure of the Senate of B.E. 2551. Royal Thai Government Gazette. 

125, 76G (April 25, 2008): 41-86.  

Saalfeld, Thomas. 2000. Member of Parliament and Governments in Western Europe: 

Agency Relations and Problems of Oversight. European Journal of 

Political Research. 37 (May): 353-376. 

Saeigh, Sebastian. 2005. Quoted in Santiso, Carlos. 2005. Parliaments and 

Budgeting: Understanding the Politics of the Budget.  Retrieved 

November 14, 2008 from http://papers.ssrn.com/ sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_ 

id=875858 

Saeigh, Sebastian. 2005. Quoted in Santiso, Carlos. 2005. Parliaments and 

Budgeting: Understanding the politics of the budget. Retrieved 

November 14, 2008 from http://papers.ssrn.com/ sol3/papers.cfm? 

abstract_id=875858 

Saeigh, Sebastian. 2005. The Role of Legislatures in the Policymaking Process. 

Unpublished background paper to the IDB’s 2006 Report on Economic and 

Social Progress in Latin America.  

Santiso, Carlos. 2004. Politics of Budgeting in Peru: Legislative Budget Oversight 

and Public Finance Accountability in Presidential System. Retrieved 

January 11, 2009 from www.cepal.org/ilpes/ noticias/paginas/6/13526/ 

CarlosSantiso.pdf 

http://papers.ssrn.com/�
http://papers.ssrn.com/�
http://www.cepal.org/ilpes/%20noticias/paginas/6/13526/%20CarlosSantiso.pdf�
http://www.cepal.org/ilpes/%20noticias/paginas/6/13526/%20CarlosSantiso.pdf�


 

 

285 

Santiso, Carlos. 2005. Parliaments and Budgeting: Understanding the politics of 

the budget. Retrieved November 14, 2008 from http://papers.ssrn.com/ 

sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=875858 

Sartori, G. 1987. The Theory of Democracy Revisited. London: Cahtham House. 

Schedler, Andreas. 1999. Conceptualizing Accountability. In The Self-Restraining 

State: Power and Accountability in New Democracies. Andreas 

Schedler, Larry Diamond, Marc F. Platter, eds. Colorado: Lynne Rienner 

Publishers, Inc. Pp. 13-28. 

Schiavo-Campo, Salvatore and Tommasi, Daniel. 1999. Managing Government 

Expenditure.  Manila: ADB. 

Schick. Allen. 1999. A Contemporary Approach to Public Expenditure 

Management. Washington D.C.: World Bank. 

Schmitt, Carl. 1969. 1923. Quoted in Wolfgang C. Muller, Torbjorn Bergman, and 

Kaare StrØm 2003. Parliamentary Democracy: Promise and Problem. In 

Delegation and Accountability in Parliamentary Democracies.                  

Kaare StrØm, Wolfgang C. Muller, and Torbjorn Bergman. New York: 

Oxford University Press. Pp 3-32 

Scott, Colin.  2000. Quoted in Mulgan. R. 2002. Accountability Issues in the New 

Model of Governance. Retrieved March 12, 2007 from http://apseg. 

anu.edu.au/publish/pub_papers.php 

Scott, Jame C. 1977. Patron-Client Politics and Political Change in Southeast Asia. In 

Friends, Followers, and Factions. A Reader in Political Clientelism. 

Steffen W. Schmidt, James C. Scott, Carl Lande and Laura Guasti, eds. 

Berkeley: University of California Press, Ltd. 

Scott, Richard W. 1994. Institutions and Organizations: Toward a Theoretical 

Synthesis. In Institutional Environments and Organizations. W. Richard 

Scott and John W. Meyer, eds. Thousand Oaks, Cal: Sage. Pp. 55-80. 

 

 

 

 

http://papers.ssrn.com/�


 

 

286 

SIGMA. 2002. Quoted in Santiso, Carlos. Budget Institutions and Fiscal 

Responsibility: Parliaments and political Economy of the Budget 

Process in Latin America. Retrieved December 3, 2008 

from http://www.parliamentarystrengthening.org/ 

budgetmodule/additional% 

20resources/supplemental/Budget%20Institutions%20and%20Fiscal%20Re

sponsibility%20by%20Carlos%20Sant.pdf 

Simon, Herbert A. 1957. Models of Man: Social and Rational. New York: John 

Wiley & Sons. 

Spragens, Thomas A. 1990. Reason and Democracy. Durhum, NC: Duke University 

Press. 

Squire, Peverill. 1992. Legislative Professionalization and Membership Diversity in 

State Legislatures. Legislative Studies Quarterly. 17 (January): 69-79. 

Staddon, Anthony. (n.d.). Holding the Executive to Account?. The Accountability 

Function of the UK Parliament.  Retrieved June 24, 2008 

from http://siteresources.worldbank.org/PSGLP/Resources/HoldingtheExec

uTheAccountabilityFunctionoftheUKParliament.pdf 

Stein, Ernesto; Talvi, Erneto and Grisanti, Alejandro. 1998. Quoted in Santiso,    

Carlos. 2005. Budget Institutions and Fiscal Responsibility: Parliaments 

and political Economy of the Budget Process in Latin America. Retrieved 

December 3, 2008 from http://www.parliamentarystrengthening. 

org/budgetmodule/additional%20

StrØm, Kaare. 1995. Parliamentary Government and Legislative Organization.           

In Parliaments and Majority Rule in Western Europe. H. Doring, ed. 

New York: St. Martin’s Press. Pp.51-82. 

 resources/supplemental/Budget%20 

Institutions%20and%20Fiscal%20Responsibility%20by%20Carlos%20San.pdf 

StrØm, Kaare. 2000. Delegation and Accountability in Parliamentary Democracies. 

European Journal of Political Research. 37 (May): 261-289. 

StrØm, Kaare; Muller Wolfgang C. and Bergman, Torbjorn. 2003. Challenges to 

Parliamentary Democracy. In Delegation and Accountability in 

Parliamentary Democracies.  Kaare StrØm, Wolfgang C. Muller, and 

Torbjorn Bergman, eds. New York: Oxford University Press. Pp. 707-50. 

http://www.parliamentarystrengthening.org/�
http://siteresources.worldbank.org/PSGLP/Resources/HoldingtheExecuTheAccountabilityFunctionoftheUKParliament.pdf�
http://siteresources.worldbank.org/PSGLP/Resources/HoldingtheExecuTheAccountabilityFunctionoftheUKParliament.pdf�


 

 

287 

Suchart Prasith-Rathsint.  1997.  Technique for Multiple Analysis for Social 

Sciences and Behavioral Research.  Bangkok: National Institute of 

Development Administration. (In Thai) 

Sudman, S.  1976.  Apply Sampling.  New York: Academic Press. 

Sujit Bunbongkarn. 1982. Legislative Role. Bangkok: Chaopraya Printing. (In Thai) 

The House of Representatives. 2008a. Meeting Reports of the Budget Scrutiny 

Committee (No. 1-27).  Bangkok: House of the Representatives. 

The House of Representatives . 2008b. Report of the Equipments, Lands and 

Constructions Budget Scrutiny Sub-Committee, the Budget Scrutiny 

Committee. Bangkok: House of the Representatives. 

The House of Representatives. 2008c. Report of the Information and 

Communication Technology Sub-Committee, the Budget Scrutiny 

Committee. Bangkok: House of the Representatives. 

The House of Representatives. 2008d. Report of the Local Administrations and 

Provinces Budget Scrutiny Sub-Committee, the Budget Scrutiny 

Committee. Bangkok: House of the Representatives.  

The House of Representatives. 2008e. Report of the Training Budget Scrutiny Sub-

Committee, the Budget Scrutiny Committee. Bangkok: House of 

Representatives. 

The House of Representatives. 2008f. Report of the Water Resources Budget 

Scrutiny Sub-Committee, the Budget Scrutiny Committee. Bangkok: 

House of the Representatives 

The House of Representatives. 2008g. Reports of the Budget Scrutiny Committee 

(Volume 1-4).  Bangkok: House of the Representatives. 

Tshitereke, Clarence. (n.d.) Accountability and Oversight: The Role of Parliament 

in Arm

United Nations Economic and Social Commission for Asia and the Pacific 

(UNESCAP). 2000. What is Good Governance?. Retrieved March 10, 

2007 from 

 Transfers. Retrieved October 23, 2008 from 

www.iss.co.za/uploads/ GUARDTSHITEREKE.PDF 

http://www.unescap.org/huset/gg/governance.htm. 

 

http://www.iss.co.za/uploads/%20GUARDTSHITEREKE.PDF�
http://www.unescap.org/huset/gg/governance.htm�


 

 

288 

Unknown. 2005. Latin American Index of Budget Transparency.  Retrieved 

January 11, 2008 

from http://www.fundar.org.mx/indice2005/docs/Regional%20 

Transparency%20Report%202005.pdf 

United State Agency for International Development (USAID). 2000. Handbook on 

Legislative Strengthening. USAID and SUNY-CLD. Retrieved May 5, 

2008 from http://www.usaid.gov/our_work/democracy_and_governance/ 

publications/ pdf/pnacf632.pdf 

Wallen, M.E. 1996. Deliberative Democracy and Authority. American Political 

Science Review. 90 (January): 46-60. 

Wehner, Joachim. 2003. Quoted in Santiso, Carlos. 2004. Politics of Budgeting in 

Peru: Legislative Budget Oversight and Public Finance Accountability 

in Presidential System.  Retrieved January 11, 2009 

from www.cepal.org/ilpes/noticias/paginas/6/13526/CarlosSantiso.pdf 

Wehner, Joachim. 2005. Cross-National Variation in Legislative Budgeting. 

London: London School of Economics. 

Wehner, Joachim. 2006. Assessing the Power of the Purse: An Index of Legislative 

Budget Institutions. Political Studies. 54 (November): 767-85. 

Weingast, Barry and Marshall, William J. 1988. Industrial Organization of Congress: 

or Why Legislature, Like Firms, Are not Organized as Markets. Journal of 

Political Economy. 96 (February): 132-163. 

Wildavsky, Aron. 1964. Quoted in Babunakis, Michael.  1982.  Budget Reform for 

Government: A Comprehensive Allocation and Management System 

(CAMS). Westport CT: Greenwood. 

Wildavsky, Aron. 1964. The Politics of the Budgetary Process. 3rd

Wildavsky, Aron. 1992. Political Implications of Budget Reform: A Retrospective.             

Public Administration Review. 52 (November): 594-599. 

 ed. Boston: 

Little, Brown and Company (Inc.). 

Williamson, Oliver E. 1975. Market and Hierarchies:  Analysis and Anitrust 

Implications. New York: The Free Press. 

Williamson, Oliver E. 1985. The Economic Institutions of Capitalism. Firms, 

Market, Relational Contracting. London and New York: The Free Press. 

http://www.fundar.org.mx/indice2005/docs/Regional%20%20Transparency%20Report%202005.pdf�
http://www.fundar.org.mx/indice2005/docs/Regional%20%20Transparency%20Report%202005.pdf�
http://www.usaid.gov/our_work/democracy_and_governance/%20publications/�
http://www.usaid.gov/our_work/democracy_and_governance/%20publications/�
http://www.cepal.org/ilpes/noticias/paginas/6/13526/CarlosSantiso.pdf�


 

 

289 

Williamson, Oliver. 1994. Transaction Cost Economics and Organization Theory. In 

The Handbook of Economic Sociology. Neil Smelser and Richard 

Swedberg, eds. New York: Russell Sage Foundation. Pp. 77-107. 

Williamson, Oliver E. 1996. The Mechanism of Governance. New York: Oxford 

University Press. 

Woods, Ngaire. 2001. Making the IMF and the World Bank More Accountability. 

International Affairs. 77 (January): 83-100. 

World Bank. 1991. Managing Development: The Governance Dimension. 

Washington D.C.: The World Bank. 

World Bank. 1997. World Development Report 1997: The State in a Changing 

World.  New York: Oxford University. 

World Bank. 2000. Reforming Public Institutions and Strengthening Governance: 

A World Bank Strategy. Retrieved  November 12, 2008 

from http://www.iadb.org/research/pub_ hits.cfm? pub_id=WP-394&pub_ 

file_name=pubWP-394.pdf 

World Bank. 2005. Public Financial Management Performance Measurement 

Framework. Retrieved May 4, 2008 from http://www.pefa.org/pfm_ 

performance_ frameworkmn.php 

http://www.iadb.org/research/pub_%20hits.cfm�
http://www.pefa.org/pfm_%20performance_%20frameworkmn.php�
http://www.pefa.org/pfm_%20performance_%20frameworkmn.php�


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDICES 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX  A 
 

Survey Questionnaire (English Version) 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

292 

Questionnaire on Budget Approval by the Parliament of Thailand 
 

General Instruction  

1.   Questions relate to budget approval by the Budget Scrutiny Committee
2.   The questionnaire is divided into three parts and taken about 30 minutes to finish.  Please  
answer 

.  

all of the questions

3.   Please be assured that your response in this study is 

 by marking X only one response for each question that best 
describes your answer.  For the questions with blank spaces, please fill in the number or 
content that best describes your answer. 

strictly confidential

4.   Please return the questions back via air-mail by using the attached envelop and postage  

 and will be used 
only for this study.  Only aggregate results are reported. 

      stamp.   

 
 
Part 1 General information about yourself                                                

 
For Researcher 

1.  Gender     (    )   1. Male                 (    )  2.  Female                                                        Gender                                            
2.  Age  …………… Years                                                                                                  Age                                                                           
3.  Educational Level                                                                                                             Education 
    (    )  1. High School / Diploma      (     )  3. Master       

    (    )  2. Bachelor                               (    )   4.  Doctorate 
4.  Education Background                                                                                                     Field 
    (    )  1.  Social sciences                   (    )   4.  Engineering/Sciences            

    (    )  2.  Economics/Public Finance(    )  5.  Accounting/Business Administration/ 

    (    )  3.  Political Science/                           Banking and Finance 

                Public Administration        (    )  6.  Others, please specify ……………….. 
5.  You have worked or used to work in the parliament for…………..term(s).           MP Terms 

6.  You have worked or used to work for……………standing committee(s).             Standing Com                                       
7. You used to be member of the Budget Scrutiny Committee for ………….term(s)  BSC Terms                                 
8.  According to item 7, you have ever been to (answer more than one item)              Bloc                                                                                                                                             

     (    )  1.  Government-bloc of committee member  

       (    )  2.  Opposition-bloc of committee member 
9.  According to item 7, you have ever been to (answer more than one item)              Position                                               

     (    )  1.  Chairman/Vice-chairman 

     (    )  2.  Secretariat/Assistance secretariat 

     (    )  3.  Spokesperson 

     (    )  4.  Committee member 
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Part 2 Questions about the determinations of Annual Appropriations Act

 

  Please answer 

by marking × only one response for each question that best describes your answer. 

Item 
 

Statement Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Moderate Agree Strongly 
Agree 

1 Since the government’s strategic budget 
allocation was set incompletely, you did 
not consider the estimates relative to the 
government’s strategic budget 
allocations. 
 

     

2 Since the government’s strategic budget 
allocations were not completely 
prioritized, you did not consider the 
priority of the government’s strategic 
budget allocations. 
 

   

 

  

3 Since the government’s strategic budget 
allocations are not much different from 
the previous years, you did not consider 
the government’s strategic budget 
allocations. 
 

     

4 Since the strategic targets are not 
completely set, you did not consider the 
targets of the government’s strategic 
budget allocation. 
 

     

5 You had a big workload so you could 
not be concerned about prioritization of 
budget allocation plans, outputs, or 
projects relative to setting the strategic 
budget allocation. 
 

     

6 You paid great attention to the 
appropriateness of the line-item 
expenses. 
 

     

7 You are a representative of people in the 
electoral area, and thus have to support 
budget allocation in your area. 
 

     

8 You are a representative of a political 
party, and thus have to support budget 
allocation in areas or ministries/agencies 
your political party is involved in.  
 

     

9 
 
You proposed an increase in the stage of 
the committee’s consideration. 
 

     

For  
Researcher 

  RL 3 

 

  EF  1 

 

  EF  2 

 

  EF  3 

 

  EF 4 

 

EF  6 

 

  EF 5 

 

  RL 2 

 
RL 2 

 

  RL 1 

 

TP 1 
 

  EF 6 
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Item 
 

Statement Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Moderate Agree Strongly 
Agree 

10 
 
You cooperated with the 
ministries/agencies to propose an 
increase in the budget. 

 

     

11 
 
You proposed reduction in the 
expenditure for payment of the principal 
of a loan or interest on a loan. 
 

     

12 You proposed reduction in money 
payable in accordance with the law. 

     

13 To meet with a resolution, you had 
discussions and decision making with 
committee members outside the 
committee meeting. 
  

     

14 
 
To meet with the resolution, you had 
discussions and decision making with 
agents or whips outside the committee 
meeting. 
 

     

15 There was budget negotiation by the 
government ministries or agencies 
besides the committee meeting. 
 

     

16 There was budget negotiation by the 
minister or through the agents outside 
the committee meeting. 
 

     

17 There was budget negotiation by whips 
or agents from either the government or 
opposition party outside the committee 
meeting. 
 

     

18 
 
The committee members should have 
the privilege of securing information 
protection regarding their deliberation. 
 

     

19 Information relating to budget 
deliberation should be disclosed only 
when having permission by each 
speaker. 
 

     

20 You should be able to edit or delete 
some parts of your transcripts regarding 
the budget discussion. 

 
 

     

  RL 4 

  RL 5 

 

  TP 2 

  TP 6 
 

  TP 1 
 

สําหรับ

เจาหนาท่ี 

  TP  3 
 

  TP 4 
 

  TP 5 
 

  TP 7 
 

  TP 8 
 

TP 1 
 

TP 1 
 

  RL 6 

 

For 
Researcher 
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Item 
 

Statement Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Moderate Agree Strongly 
Agree 

21 
 
Only the disclosure should be the 
summarized resolution, not the full 
version of meeting reports. 
  

     

22 
 

Information should be disclosed only if 
it will not make for widespread 
argument. 
  

     

23 You attended every meeting of budget 
consideration. 
 

     

24 You attended the entire day’s meeting. 
 

     

25 You made deliberations or debated to 
amend the estimates. 
 

     

26 You made recommendations on the 
government’s estimates to the cabinet. 
 

     

27 You explained of the committee’ 
resolutions to the National Assembly. 
 

     

28 You made consideration to the principal 
outstanding debt and the debt in 
proportion of the total budget. 
 

     

29 You considered the budget cash 
balances. 
 

     

30 You considered capital expenditure in 
proportion to the total budget. 
 

     

 31 You should have fiscal responsibility 
sharing with the government in the event 
that the budget is approved. 
 

     

32 You should have fiscal responsibility 
sharing with other MPs in the event of 
change in the estimates proposed by the 
parliament. 
 

     

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  TP 9 
 

  TP 10 
 
 

 

  RP 3 
 

 

 
 

 
  
 
 
  
 
 
   
 

  RP 4 
 

  RP 5 
 

  RP 2 
 

  RP 6 
 

  RP7 
 

  RP 10 
 

  RP 8 
 

  RP 9 
 

TP 1 
 

RP 8 
 

  RP 1 
 

For 
Researcher 
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Part 3 Questions about other factors relating to budget approval  

1) Knowledge and understanding about the issues, that used for budget approval   

Please answer by marking × only one response that best describes your knowledge or 
understanding in each issue. 
 
Item 
 

Statement Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Moderate Agree Strongly 
Agree 

1 You have good understanding of the 
government’s setting of fiscal 
discipline and sustainability 
framework. 
 

     

2 You have good understanding of the 
sources of budget and extrabudgetary 
or non-budgetary funds. 
  

     

3 
 

You have good understanding of the 
application of the logical framework to 
cascade the strategic budget allocation 
to target outputs and the budget. 
  

     

4 
 

You have good understanding of the 
output measurement and setting of 
the output indicator. 
  

     

5 
 

You have good understanding of the 
setting of medium-term expenditure 
framework to estimate the future 
budget. 
 

     

6 You have good understanding of 
related laws and regulations on the 
reimbursement of the treasury 
balance. 
  

     

7 You have good understanding of 
related laws and regulations on 
budget modification and transfer of 
budget. 
 

     

8 
 

You have good understanding of the 
Budget Procedure Act which allows 
the executive to approve the 
committed budget in addition to the 
Appropriations Act.  
 

     

9 
 

You have good understanding of the 
criteria for allocating the committed 
budget. 
 

     

  ID 3 
 

  ID 4 
 
  
 
   
 
  
 
 
  
 
 
  
 

  ID 5 
 

  
 
  
 
   
 
  
 
 
  
 
 
  
 

  ID 6 
 

  ID 7 
 
  
 
   
 
  
 
 
  
 
 
  
 

  ID 8 
 
  
 

  ID 9 
 

  ID 2 
 

  ID 1 
 

For  
Researcher 

 

 
  
 

TP 1 
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Item 
 

Statement Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Moderate Agree Strongly 
Agree 

10 
 

You have good understanding of past 
performances of commitment 
projects. 
 

     

11 
 

You have good understanding of 
actual budget modification of the past 
committed budget. 
 

     

 
2) Other factors supporting to budget approval   

Please answer by marking × only one response for each question that best describes your 
answer. 

                     
Item 
 

Statement Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Moderate Agree Strongly 
Agree 

1 
 
You have enough constitutional 
power to amend the budget 
appropriations. 
  

     

2 
 
You have enough constitutional 
power to reject the budget 
appropriations. 
  

     

3 
 
There is enough time allowing for 
budget consideration. 
  

     

4 
 
There is a well-designed committee 
structure to enable consideration of 
the budget appropriation. 
  

     

5 An internal arrangement of 
specialized sub-committees enables 
consideration of the budget 
appropriation. 
  

     

6 
 
The committee’s criteria setting for 
considering of the estimates are clear 
and beneficial. 
  

     

7 You received technical advice 
supported by the Secretariat of the 
House of Representatives’ staff. 
  

     

8 You received academic advice or 
budget research supported by the 
Secretariat of the House of 
Representatives’ staff. 
 

     

  ID 10 
 

  ID 11 
 

  IS 4 
 

  IS 3 
 

  IS 2 
 

  IS 5 
 

  IS 6 
 

  IS 7 
 

  IS 8 

 

  IS 1 
 

For  
Researcher 

 

TP 1 
 

TP 1 
 

For  
Researcher 
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Item 
 

Statement Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Moderate Agree Strongly 
Agree 

9 You received technical advice 
provided by the Bureau of the 
Budget. 
  

     

10 You received academic advice or 
budget research supported by the 
Bureau of the Budget. 
 

     

11 You received information supported 
by the Office of the National 
Economic and Social Development 
Board. 
 

     

12 You received information supported 
by the Comptroller General’s 
Department. 
 

     

13 You received information supported 
by the Office of the Auditor General. 
 

     

14 You received information on 
economic assumption, such as 
economic growth rate, inflation rate, 
exchange rate. 
 

     

15 
 
You received information on budget 
deposit. 
 

     

16 You received information on the 
principle outstanding debt. 
 

     

17 You received information supported 
by the ministries and line agencies. 
 

     

18 You received information on the 
actual budget spending in the past 
fiscal years. 
 

     

 

19 You received information on the 
details of the receipts and 
expenditures in the past and present 
years. 
 

     

20 Budget documents are clear and easy 
to understand. 

 
 
 
 

     

IS 1 
 

  IS 9 
 

ID 15 
 

  IS 10 
 

  IF 1 
 

  IF 5 
 

  IF 7 
 

  IF 8 
 

  IF 9 
 

  IF 10 
 

  IF 2 
 

  IF 3 
 

  IF 4 
 

  IF  6 
 

For 
Researcher 

 

TP 1 
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Item 
 

Statement Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Moderate Agree Strongly 
Agree 

21 Budget documents have explanatory 
power to clearly display the 
relationship between the government 
strategic budget allocation and the 
estimates of outputs or projects. 
 

     

 

 

 

22 Budget documents have sufficient 
analytical power to make further 
analysis. 
 

     

23 You received timely information 
provision on budget documents. 
 

     

24 You received timely information on 
supplementary budget information. 
 

     

25 The budget information provided you 
was precise and accurate. 
 

     

26 You received up-to-date of budget 
information. 
 

     

27 The provided budget information 
from various sources was consistent. 
 

     

28 There was a composition of 
committee seats between the 
government parties and opposition 
parties. 
  

     

29 
 
There was good alternation of the 
acting committee chairpersons 
between the members from 
government parties and opposition 
parties. 
  

     

30 
 
There was equal information access 
among the government and 
opposition committee members. 
  

     

31 
 
There was equal power to amend the 
proposed budget by the government 
and the opposition bloc committee. 
 

     

32 There was citizen involvement in 
budget approval process via air mail 
or internet protocol. 
     
 

     

 

  IF 11 
 

  IF 12 
 

  IF 13 
 

  IF 14 
 

  IF 15 
 

  IF 16 
 

  IF 17 
 

  PT 1 
 

  PT 2 
 

  PT 3 
 

  PT 4 
 

  PT 5 
 

TP 1 
 

For 
Researcher 
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Item 
 

Statement Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Moderate Agree Strongly 
Agree 

33 
 
There was citizen involvement 
though public hearing during the 
budget approval process. 
 

     

34 There was citizen participation in the 
committee meetings. 
 

     

35 A large number of citizens 
participated in the budget approval 
process. 
 

     

36 Various groups of people participated 
in the budget approval process. 
 

     

37 People’s participations was evenly of 
concern by the committee. 
  

     

  
 
 
  
 

  PT 6 
 

  PT 7 
 

  PT 8 
 

  PT 9 
 

  PT 10 
 

TP 1 
 

For 
Researcher 
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แบบสอบถามการวิจัยเกี่ยวกับการอนุมัติงบประมาณของรัฐสภา 
 

คําอธิบาย  

1. คําถามในแบบสอบถามน้ีเกี่ยวของกับการพิจารณาอนุมัติงบประมาณ

    

ของคณะกรรมาธิการ 

2. แบบสอบถามน้ีประกอบดวย 3 กลุมคําถาม ซึ่งจะใชเวลาในการตอบคําถามท้ังส้ินประมาณ 30 นาที กรุณา     

วิสามัญพิจารณารางพระราชบัญญัติงบประมาณรายจาย 

    ตอบทุกขอคําถามโดยทําเคร่ืองหมาย X ในชองท่ีเลือก หรือ กรอกขอความ หรือ ตัวเลข สําหรับขอคําถามท่ีเวนไว 

3. คําตอบทุกขอจะถูกเก็บ เปนความลับ

     การวิเคราะหและรายงานผลจะแสดงเฉพาะภาพรวมของการพิจารณาอนุมัติงบประมาณของรัฐสภาไทย 

 และจะนําไปใชในการวิจัยคร้ังน้ีเพ่ือประโยชนในทางวิชาการเทาน้ัน  

4. ขอความกรุณาทานโปรดสงแบบสอบถามกลับ

    หรือติดตอผูวิจัยเพ่ือมารับแบบสอบถามคืนตอไป 

ทางไปรษณียโดยใชซองจดหมายท่ีแนบมากับแบบสอบถาม  

 

สวนท่ี 1 ขอมูลสวนบุคคล

1.  เพศ             (    )   1. ชาย                   (    )  2.  หญิง                                                       เพศ                                            

                สําหรับเจาหนาที่ 

2.  อายุ    ................. ป                                                                                            อายุ                                                                           

3.  ระดับการศึกษา                                                                                                                           วุฒิ 

    (    )  1.  ตํ่ากวาปริญญาตรี                   (     )  3.   ปริญญาโท         

    (    )  2.  ปริญญาตรี                 (    )  4.  ปริญญาเอก 

4.  สาขาวิชาท่ีจบ                                                                                                                             สาขา 

    (    )  1.  มนุษยศาสตร/สังคมศาสตร      (    )  4.  วิทยาศาสตร/วิศวกรรมศาสตร             

    (    )  2.  เศรษฐศาสตร/การคลัง             (    )  5.  บัญชี/บริหารธุรกิจ/การเงิน ธนาคาร 

    (    )  3.  รัฐศาสตร/บริหารรัฐกิจ             (    )  6.  อ่ืน ๆ ระบุ…………………………… 

5.  ทานไดรับคัดเลือกใหเปนสมาชิกสภาผูแทนราษฎรมาแลวท้ังส้ิน.....................สมัย                          สมัย 

6.  ทานเคยรวมเปนกรรมาธิการในคณะกรรมาธิการสามัญของสภาผูแทนราษฎร                                  กมธ.

สามัญจํานวนท้ังส้ิน..............................คณะ 

7.  ทานเคยรวมเปนกรรมาธิการวิสามัญพิจารณารางพระราชบัญญัติงบประมาณรายจาย                     กมธ.งปม.

จํานวนท้ังส้ิน.............................คร้ัง   

8.  ทานเคยเปน (ตอบไดมากกวา 1 ขอ)                                                                                             ฝาย   

     (    )  1.  กรรมาธิการฝายรัฐบาล        (    )  2.  กรรมาธิการฝายคาน 

9.  ทานเคยดํารงตําแหนงเปน (ตอบไดมากกวา 1 ขอ)                                                                        ตําแหนง 

     (    )  1.  ประธาน / รองประธานคณะกรรมาธิการวิสามัญพิจารณารางพ.ร.บ.งบประมาณฯ 

     (    )  2.  เลขานุการ / ผูชวยเลขานุการคณะกรรมาธิการวิสามัญพิจารณารางพ.ร.บ.งบประมาณฯ 

     (    )  3.  โฆษกคณะกรรมาธิการวิสามัญพิจารณารางพ.ร.บ.งบประมาณฯ 

    (    )  4.  อ่ืนๆ ระบุ................................................................ 
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สวนที่ 2 คําถามเกี่ยวกับการพิจารณาอนุมัติงบประมาณของคณะกรรมาธิการวิสามัญพิจารณาราง

พระราชบัญญัติงบประมาณรายจาย กรุณาทําเคร่ืองหมาย X ในชองที่ทานเห็นดวย

 

 (เพียงคําตอบเดียว)              

ขอ 

 

ประเด็นคําถาม นอย

ท่ีสุด 

นอย ปาน

กลาง 

มาก มาก

ท่ีสุด 

1 เน่ืองจากมีขอจํากัด เชน ยุทธศาสตรการจัดสรรงบประมาณ

กําหนดไวกวางๆ ครอบคลุมภารกิจโดยรวมเกือบท้ังหมด ทาน

จึงไมไดปรับลดงบประมาณโดยพิจารณาจากความสอดคลอง

กับยุทธศาสตรฯ  

     

2 เน่ืองจากมีขอจํากัด เชน การจัดลําดับความสําคัญของ

ยุทธศาสตรการจัดสรรงบประมาณไมชัดเจน ทานจึงไมได

ปรับลดงบประมาณของผลผลิต / โครงการโดยวิเคราะห

จากลําดับความสําคัญของยุทธศาสตรฯ  

     

3 เน่ืองจากยุทธศาสตรการจัดสรรงบประมาณในแตละปไม

ตางกันมากนัก ทานจึงไมไดใหความสําคัญกับการ

พิจารณาปรับลดงบประมาณของแผนงาน / ผลผลิต / 

โครงการใหสอดคลองกับยุทธศาสตรท่ีเปล่ียนไปในแตละป 

     

4 เน่ืองจากมีขอจํากัด เชน เปาหมายเชิงยุทธศาสตรยังไม

ชัดเจน และไมเปนรูปธรรม ทานจึงไมไดปรับลด

งบประมาณโดยพิจารณาจากเปาหมายเชิงยุทธศาสตรท่ี

กําหนดไว 

     

5 เน่ืองจากมีขอจํากัด เชน ปริมาณงานมีมาก ทานจึงไมได

จัดลําดับความสําคัญของทุกๆ แผนงาน / ผลผลิต / 

โครงการ ตามความสอดคลองกับยุทธศาสตรการจัดสรร

งบประมาณได 

     

6 กรรมาธิการตองเปนผูแทนของประชาชนในพ้ืนท่ีเลือกตั้งทํา

หนาท่ีดูแลงบประมาณใหกับพ้ืนท่ีของตน 

     

7 กรรมาธิการตองเปนผูแทนของพรรคทําหนาท่ีดูแล

งบประมาณใหกับพ้ืนท่ีหรือกระทรวงท่ีพรรคดูแลรับผิดชอบ 

     

8 

 

ทานไดเสนอขอเพ่ิมงบประมาณในข้ันตอนการพิจารณา

งบประมาณของกรรมาธิการ 

     

9 

 

ทานไดแจงหรือประสานกับสวนราชการใหขอเพ่ิม

งบประมาณรายการท่ีมีความจําเปน เรงดวน 

     

สําหรับ

เจาหนาท่ี 

  RL 3 

 

  RL 4 

  EF  1 

 

  EF  2 

 

  EF  3 

 

  EF 4 

 

EF  6 

 

  EF 5 

 

  RL 2 

 
RL 2 

 

  RL 1 

 

TP 1 
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ขอ 

 

ประเด็นคําถาม นอย

ท่ีสุด 

นอย ปาน

กลาง 

มาก มาก

ท่ีสุด 

10 

 

ทานไดเสนอหรือใหความเห็นชอบการปรับลดเงินสงใชตน

เงินกูหรือดอกเบ้ียเงินกูบางรายการ 

     

11 ทานไดเสนอหรือใหความเห็นชอบการปรับลดเงินท่ีกําหนดให

จายตามกฎหมาย เชน คาสาธารณูปโภค รายจายผูกพันตาม

สัญญา ฯลฯ 

     

12 เพ่ือใหไดขอตกลงรวมกัน ทานใชวิธีการหารืออยางไมเปน

ทางการกับกรรมาธิการทานอ่ืนกอนการประชุม 

     

13 

 

เพ่ือใหไดขอตกลงรวมกัน ทานใชวิธีการหารืออยางไมเปน

ทางการผานผูแทน หรือผูประสานงานกอนการประชุม 

     

14 มีการประสานจากเจาหนาท่ีสวนราชการเพ่ือชี้แจงถึง

เหตุผล ความจําเปน เพ่ือขอใหสนับสนุนงบประมาณ

ใหกับผลผลิต / โครงการ กอนการประชุม 

     

15 มีการประสานจากรัฐมนตรี หรือผูแทนเพ่ือชี้แจงถึงเหตุผล 

ความจําเปน เพ่ือขอใหสนับสนุนงบประมาณใหกับ

ผลผลิต / โครงการ กอนการประชุม 

     

16 มีการประสานจากวิป หรือผูแทนพรรคการเมืองเพ่ือชี้แจง

ถึงเหตุผล ความจําเปน เพ่ือขอใหสนับสนุนงบประมาณ

ใหกับผลผลิต / โครงการ กอนการประชุม 

     

17 

 

รายละเอียดคําอภิปรายของทานควรไดรับการคุมครองให

เปนความลับ เพ่ือใหสามารถแสดงความคิดเห็นไดอยาง

เต็มท่ี 

     

18 การเผยแพรคําอภิปรายของทานควรทําไดเฉพาะในกรณีท่ี

ทานใหความยินยอมแลวเทาน้ัน 

     

19 กรณีท่ีเห็นวาคําอภิปรายของทานไมเหมาะสมท่ีจะนําไป

เผยแพร ทานสามารถขอแกไข / ตัดทอนออกกอน 

เผยแพรได 

     

20 

 

เอกสารรายงานการประชุมท่ีเผยแพรสูสาธารณะควร

แสดงเฉพาะมติของท่ีประชุมโดยสรุปเทาน้ัน 

     

21 

 

เอกสารสรุปผลการประชุมท่ีเผยแพรสูสาธารณะควรแสดง

เฉพาะขอมูลในสวนท่ีจะไมกอใหเกิดประเด็นโตแยง 

 

     

  RL 5 

 

  TP 2 

  TP 6 
 

  TP 9 
 

  TP 10 
 

  TP 1 
 

สําหรับ

เจาหนาท่ี 

  TP  3 
 

  TP 4 
 

  TP 5 
 

  TP 7 
 

  TP 8 
 

TP 1 
 

TP 1 
 

  RL 6 

 

สําหรับ

เจาหนาท่ี 
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ขอ 

 

ประเด็นคําถาม นอย

ท่ีสุด 

นอย ปาน

กลาง 

มาก มาก

ท่ีสุด 

22 ทานเขารวมการประชุมพิจารณารางพระราชบัญญัติ

งบประมาณทุกคร้ัง 

     

23 ทานอยูรวมการประชุมโดยตลอดตั้งแตตนจนจบการ

ประชุมในแตละวัน 

     

24 ทานไดรวมอภิปรายและเสนอใหตัดทอน หรือแปรญัตติ

เพ่ือลดรายจายงบประมาณในรายการตางๆ ลง   

     

25 ทานไดรวมจัดทําขอสังเกตของคณะกรรมาธิการเพ่ือแจง

ใหคณะรัฐมนตรีทราบ 

     

26 ทานไดรวมชี้แจงเกี่ยวกับกิจการท่ีคณะกรรมาธิการได

กระทําไปตอท่ีประชุมสภาผูแทนราษฎร 

     

27 ในการพิจารณางบประมาณ ทานไดศึกษาวิเคราะหความ

เหมาะสมของยอดหน้ีสาธารณะคงคาง และยอดหน้ีตอ

งบประมาณ 

     

28 ในการพิจารณางบประมาณ ทานไดศึกษาวิเคราะหความ

เหมาะสมของดุลงบประมาณ 

     

29 ในการพิจารณางบประมาณ ทานไดศึกษาวิเคราะหความ

เหมาะสมของรายจายลงทุนตองบประมาณ 

     

30 ควรกําหนดบทบัญญัติวาดวยความรับผิดชอบรวมกัน

ระหวางรัฐบาลกับรัฐสภาตอผลของการใชจาย

งบประมาณตามพระราชบัญญัติงบประมาณรายจาย

ประจําป 

     

31 ควรกําหนดบทบัญญัติวาดวยความรับผิดชอบรวมกันของ

สมาชิกสภาผูแทนราษฎรตอผลของการปรับเปล่ียน

งบประมาณในข้ันตอนการพิจารณาของสภาผูแทนราษฎร 

     

  
  
 
 
 
 
 
 

  RP 3 
 

  RP 4 
 

  RP 5 
 

  RP 2 
 

  RP 6 
 

  RP 7 
 

  RP 10 
 

  RP 8 
 

  RP 9 
 

TP 1 
 

RP 1 
 

  RP 1 
 

สําหรับ

เจาหนาท่ี 
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สวนที่ 3 คําถามเกี่ยวกับปจจัยตางๆ ที่เกี่ยวของกับการพิจารณาอนุมัติงบประมาณ  

1)  ทานมีความรู ความเขาใจ ในประเด็นตางๆ เหลานี้เพื่อนํามาใชประกอบการพิจารณาอนุมัติ

งบประมาณมากนอยเพียงใด กรุณาทําเคร่ืองหมาย X ในชองที่เห็นวาสอดคลองกับความรู ความเขาใจ

ของทา

ขอ 

น (เพียงคําตอบเดียว)  

ประเด็นคําถาม นอย

ท่ีสุด 

นอย ปาน

กลาง 

มาก มาก

ท่ีสุด 

1 กรอบความย่ังยืนและวินัยทางการคลังของรัฐบาล      

2 ท่ีมาของเงินงบประมาณ และเงินนอกงบประมาณประเภทตางๆ      

3 

 

การใชหลักเหตุผลสัมพันธเพ่ือแปลงยุทธศาสตรการจัดสรร

งบประมาณ สูเปาหมายกลยุทธ ผลผลิต และงบประมาณ 

     

4 

 

การวัดปริมาณผลผลิตและการวิเคราะหความเหมาะสมของ

ตัวชี้วัดผลผลิตในมิติตางๆ 

     

5 

 

การจัดทํากรอบการจัดสรรงบประมาณรายจายลวงหนาระยะ

ปานกลางเพื่อคาดการณกรอบวงเงินของนโยบายรัฐบาล  

แผนยุทธศาสตร ผลผลิตและโครงการตางๆ  

     

6 กฎหมายวาดวยเงินคงคลัง  บัญชีเงินคงคลังประเภทตางๆ 

และการตั้งเงินรายจายเพ่ือชดใชเงินคงคลัง 

     

7 กฎหมายวาดวยการโอน เปล่ียนแปลงงบประมาณท่ีกําหนดอํานาจ

การโอน เปล่ียนแปลงรายการงบประมาณรายจายแกบุคคลตางๆ 

     

8 

 

กฎหมายวาดวยวิธีการงบประมาณท่ีกําหนดใหคณะรัฐมนตรี

มีอํานาจอนุมัติใหกอนหน้ีผูกพันเกินกวาหรือนอกเหนือไปจาก

ท่ีกําหนดไวใน พ.ร.บ.งบประมาณรายจายฯ ได 

     

9 

 

หลักเกณฑการกอหน้ีผูกพันขามปงบประมาณท่ีกําหนด

สัดสวนการจัดสรรงบประมาณข้ันต่ําในปแรก และสัดสวนของ

รายจายลงทุนท่ีตองจัดสรรในแตละป 

     

10 

 

ผลการดําเนินงานของโครงการตอเน่ืองท่ีเคยไดรับการอนุมัติ

งบประมาณ 

     

11 

 

การโอนเปล่ียนแปลงงบประมาณของโครงการตอเน่ืองท่ีเคย

ไดรับการอนุมัติงบประมาณ 

     

 
  
 

สําหรับ

เจาหนาท่ี 

  ID  3 
 

สําหรับ

เจาหนาท่ี 

  ID 4 
 

  ID 5 
 

  ID 6 
 

  ID 7 
 

  ID 8 
 

  ID 9 
 

  ID 2 
 

  ID 1 
 

  ID 10 
 

  ID 11 
 

สําหรับ

เจาหนาท่ี 
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2) ทานมีความคิดเห็นในประเด็นตางๆ เหลานี้อยางไร กรุณาทําเคร่ืองหมาย X ในชองที่ทานเห็นดวย

ขอ 

 

(เพียงคําตอบเดียว)                     

ประเด็นคําถาม นอย

ท่ีสุด 

นอย ปาน

กลาง 

มาก มาก

ท่ีสุด 

1 

 

ทานมีอํานาจปรับเปล่ียนงบประมาณของรายการในราง

พระราชบัญญัติงบประมาณฯ ได 

     

2 

 

ทานมีอํานาจปฏิเสธ หรือไมผานงบประมาณใหกับ

ผลผลิต / โครงการได 

     

3 

 

ระยะเวลาการพิจารณาอนุมัติงบประมาณท่ีกําหนดไว

เพียงพอสําหรับการวิเคราะห พิจารณา 

     

4 

 

การจัดโครงสรางคณะกรรมาธิการในรูปแบบวิสามัญข้ึน

มีความเหมาะสมตอการพิจารณาอนุมัติงบประมาณ 

     

5 การตั้งอนุกรรมาธิการเพ่ือพิจารณาศึกษารางพ.ร.บ.ฯ ใน

รายละเอียดแตละดานมีความเหมาะสม  

     

6 

 

หลักเกณฑและวิธีการพิจารณาอนุมัติงบประมาณของ

กรรมาธิการมีความชัดเจน 

     

7 ทานไดรับคําปรึกษาแนะนําจากเจาหนาท่ีรัฐสภา      

8 ทานไดรับการสนับสนุนขอมูลการศึกษาวิจัยจากเจาหนาท่ี

รัฐสภา 

     

9 ทานไดรับคําปรึกษาแนะนําจากเจาหนาท่ีสํานัก

งบประมาณ 

     

10 ทานไดรับการสนับสนุนขอมูลการศึกษาวิจัยจาก

เจาหนาท่ีสํานักงบประมาณ 

     

11 ทานไดรับขอมูลสนับสนุนจากสภาพัฒนฯ      

12 ทานไดรับขอมูลสนับสนุนจากกรมบัญชีกลาง      

13 ทานไดรับขอมูลสนับสนุนจากสํานักงานตรวจเงินแผนดิน      

14 ทานไดรับขอมูลสมมติฐานทางเศรษฐกิจ ไดแก ประมาณ

การการเจริญเติบโตทางเศรษฐกิจ อัตราเงินเฟอ และ

อัตราแลกเปล่ียนเพ่ือประกอบการพิจารณา 

     

15 

 

ทานไดรับขอมูลการขาดดุลทางการคลังเพ่ือประกอบการ

พิจารณา 

     

16 ทานไดรับขอมูลหน้ีสาธารณะคงคางเพ่ือประกอบการ

พิจารณา 

     

สําหรับ

เจาหนาท่ี 

สําหรับ

เจาหนาท่ี 

  IS 4 
 

  IS 3 
 

  IS 2 
 

  IS 5 
 

  IS 6 
 

  IS 7 
 

  IS 8 

 

IS 1 
 

  IS 9 
 

  IS 10 
 

  IS 1 
 

สําหรับ

เจาหนาท่ี 

ID 15 
 

  IF 1 
 

  IF 5 
 

  IF 2 
 

  IF 3 
 

  IF 4 
 

  IF  6 
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ขอ ประเด็นคําถาม นอย

ท่ีสุด 

นอย ปาน

กลาง 

มาก มาก

ท่ีสุด 

17 ทานไดรับขอมูลสนับสนุนจากสวนราชการเจาของเร่ือง      

18 ทานไดรับขอมูลผลการใชจายงบประมาณใน

ปงบประมาณท่ีผานมาเพ่ือประกอบการพิจารณา 

     

 

19 ทานไดรับขอมูลสรุปงบประมาณรายรับและรายจายของ

ปงบประมาณปจจุบันและปท่ีผานมาเพ่ือประกอบการ

พิจารณา 

     

20 เอกสารงบประมาณมีรูปแบบท่ีเขาใจงาย มีคําอธิบาย

และสรุปผลอยางชัดเจน 

     

21 เอกสารงบประมาณไดแสดงความเชื่อมโยงระหวาง

ยุทธศาสตรและแนวนโยบายงบประมาณกับเปาหมาย             

กลยุทธและผลผลิต / โครงการของหนวยงานไวอยาง

ชัดเจน 

     

22 ขอมูลท่ีแสดงในเอกสารงบประมาณแสดงรายละเอียด

เอ้ือตอการนําไปใชเพ่ือวิเคราะหและพิจารณาอนุมัติ

งบประมาณ 

     

23 ทานไดรับเอกสารงบประมาณและเอกสารประกอบทุก

ฉบับลวงหนากอนการประชุม 

     

24 ทานไดรับเอกสารท่ีรองขอเพ่ิมเติมเพ่ือประกอบการ

พิจารณาตามเวลาท่ีไดกําหนดไว 

     

25 ขอมูลท่ีไดรับจากแหลงตางๆ มีความถูกตอง      

26 ขอมูลท่ีไดรับจากแหลงตางๆ มีความทันสมัย เปน

ปจจุบัน 

     

27 ขอมูลจากแหลงตางๆ มีความสอดคลอง  ไมขัดหรือแยงกัน      

28 สัดสวนของกรรมาธิการฝายคานเมื่อเทียบกับฝายรัฐบาล

มีความเหมาะสม 

     

29 

 

สัดสวนผูทําหนาท่ีประธานการประชุมท่ีมาจาก

กรรมาธิการฝายรัฐบาลเทียบกับกรรมาธิการฝายคานมี

ความเหมาะสม 

     

30 

 

กรรมาธิการฝายคานไดรับขอมูลชุดเดียวกับกรรมาธิการ

ฝายรัฐบาล 

 

     

สําหรับ

เจาหนาท่ี 
  IF 7 
 

  IF 8 
 

  IF 9 
 

  IF 10 
 

  IF 11 
 

  IF 12 
 

  IF 13 
 

  IF 14 
 

  IF 15 
 

  IF 16 
 

  IF 17 
 

  PT 1 
 

  PT 2 
 

  PT 3 
 

สําหรับ

เจาหนาท่ี 
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ขอ ประเด็นคําถาม นอย

ท่ีสุด 

นอย ปาน

กลาง 

มาก มาก

ท่ีสุด 

31 

 

ขอเสนอการปรับลดงบประมาณจากกรรมาธิการฝาย

คานไดรับการพิจารณาจากท่ีประชุม 

     

32 ในข้ันตอนการพิจารณาอนุมัติงบประมาณ มีการเปด

ชองทางรับฟงความคิดเห็นจากประชาชนทางไปรษณีย

หรืออินเทอรเน็ต 

     

 

 

33 

 

ในข้ันตอนการพิจารณาอนุมัติงบประมาณ มีการเปดเวที

รับฟงความคิดเห็นจากประชาชนภายนอก 

     

34 มีการเชิญกลุมบุคคลภายนอกท่ีเกี่ยวของเขารวมชี้แจง

หรือแสดงความคิดเห็นในระหวางการประชุมเพ่ือ

พิจารณาอนุมัติงบประมาณของคณะกรรมาธิการ 

     

35 มีประชาชน หรือกลุมบุคคลภายนอกท่ีรวมนําเสนอขอคิดเห็น

ทางชองทางตางๆ ระหวางการพิจารณาอนุมัติงบประมาณ

จํานวนมาก 

     

36 กลุมตางๆ ท่ีเขารวมแสดงความคิดเห็นในข้ันตอนการ

พิจารณาอนุมัติงบประมาณมีความหลากหลาย 

     

37 ความคิดเห็นจากกลุมตางๆ ไดรับการพิจารณาจาก

คณะกรรมาธิการอยางเทาเทียม 

     

 

************************************************************************** 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

สําหรับ

เจาหนาท่ี 
  PT 4 
 

  PT 5 
 

  PT 6 
 

  PT 7 
 

  PT 8 
 

  PT 9 
 

  PT 10 
 

สําหรับ

เจาหนาท่ี 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX  C 
 

Interview Questionnaire (English Version) 
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Interview Questions for the Study of   

 

Budget Approval by the Parliament of Thailand 

Name…………...............................................Political Party...................................................................................... 

Location……………....................................Interview Date…………………………………………... 

  

   

        I would like to obtain information related to the House of Representatives’ Budget 

Approval as follows:  

 

1.   How many times you have been elected as a House of Representatives member and have 

been appointed to the Budget Scrutiny Committee, when, and when was the most recent 

year in which you were appointed to be a member of the Budget Scrutiny Committee?  

2.   What are the criteria for the selection of a Budget Scrutiny Committee member from the  

      political party? Any procedure?  

3.   What is the authority of the House of Representatives’ members and of the Budget 

Scrutiny Committee related to Budget Approval? Would you consider that authority is 

sufficient or not, and how would you adjust it?   

4.   What is the essential House of Representatives’ Budget Approval Process for each  

      agenda briefly?  

5.   What are the Budget Scrutiny Committee’s rules and measures regarding Budget 

Approval?  

6.   What are Budget Scrutiny Committee’s criteria for Budget Determination Amendment?  

7.   Would you explain how the budget is suspended or how a reduction in the budget is 

submitted? Are there any special procedures?  Is it determined by vote or not?  

8.   Would you explain how to submit an increase in the budget? Are there any procedures, 

and why does the Budget Scrutiny Committee usually determine the increase in private? 

9.   Do you agree that the Budget Scrutiny Committee’s discussion from the opposite side of  

      government affects the reduction of the budget?  

10. In your terms, was the Sub-Committee of the Budget Scrutiny Committee appointed to  

      assist consideration of the draft of the Annual Appropriations Act, and what is your 

opinion?  
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11. In  the  past,  there were often  complaints  that the  members  of  the  Budget  Scrutiny 

Committee attempted to  allocate  a  budget to  their  province. Do  you  consider  that  the 

problem still exists in the present or not, and how can it be adjusted?  

12.  In your terms, can the people participate in the Budget Approval Process? Do you have 

any suggestions for improving the public’s participation? 

13. What  do  you  consider  to  be the  main  obstacle  to  the  function of  the  Budget  Scrutiny 

Committee and the House of Representatives’ members regarding budget approval (such 

as time, documents, etc.), and how can this be adjusted?  

14.  What is your opinion of the operational support of the Parliament’s staff and Bureau of the 

Budget and  how can  it  be  adjusted?   What  is  your  comment  on  the  appointment of  the 

Budget Scrutiny Committee as it functions as an ac hoc committee?  

15.  Are there any responsibilities of the House of Representatives’ members and the Budget 

Scrutiny Committee related to budget approval?  In your opinion, what should be the 

responsibilities of the House of Representatives’ members and committee members 

regarding the task of budget approval?  

 

 
 
 
 

 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX  D 
 

Interview Questionnaire (Thai Version) 
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แนวคําถามในการสัมภาษณเพื่อศึกษา 

ชื่อผูใหสัมภาษณ.............................................สังกัดพรรค................................................................... 

เร่ือง การวิเคราะหธรรมาภิบาลในการอนุมัติงบประมาณของรัฐสภา 

สถานท่ีสัมภาษณ............................................วันท่ี................เดือน...................................พ.ศ............. 
  

 ดิฉันขอเรียนถามทานเก่ียวกับการพิจารณาอนุมัติงบประมาณของสภาผูแทนราษฎร ดังน้ี :- 

1. ทานเคยไดรับเลือกตั้งเปนผูแทนราษฎร และเปนกรรมาธิการวิสามัญพิจารณางบประมาณกี่คร้ัง เมื่อไหร 

และเปนกรรมาธิการวิสามัญชุดสุดทายเมื่อไหร 

2. ขอเรียนถามถึงการคัดเลือกผูมาเปนกรรมมาธิการวิสามัญพิจารณางบประมาณของพรรคการเมืองวามี

หลักเกณฑ วิธีการอยางไร 

3. อํานาจหนาท่ีของผูแทนราษฎรและกรรมาธิการเก่ียวกับการพิจารณางบประมาณมีอะไรบาง ทานคิดวา

อํานาจหนาท่ีมีเพียงพอหรือไม ควรแกไขอยางไร 

4. กระบวนการพิจารณางบประมาณของสภาผูแทนราษฎรท้ัง 3 วาระมีสาระสําคัญโดยสังเขปเปนอยางไร 

5. คณะกรรมาธิการไดกําหนดระเบียบ และวิธีการทํางานเพ่ือพิจารณางบประมาณไวอยางไร 

6. คณะกรรมาธิการมีหลักเกณฑในการพิจารณาเปล่ียนแปลงงบประมาณรายจายอยางไร 

7. ขอเรียนถามถึงวิธีการแขวนงบประมาณ และการตัดลดงบประมาณวามีข้ันตอนและวิธีดําเนินการอยางไร                

ใชวิธีการออกเสียงลงมติหรือไม 

8. ขอเรียนถามถึงวิธีการในการพิจารณาการแปรเพ่ิมงบประมาณวามีข้ันตอนและวิธีดําเนินการอยางไร เหตุใด

จึงมักใชการประชุมลับในข้ันตอนดังกลาว 

9. ทานเห็นวา การอภิปรายของคณะกรรมาธิการฝายคานมีผลตอการพิจารณาปรับลดงบประมาณไดหรือไม 

10. ในสมัยของทาน มีการตั้งคณะอนุกรรมาธิการข้ึนเพ่ือชวยพิจารณาศึกษาราง พ.ร.บ.ฯ หรือไม ทานมี

ความคิดเห็นในประเด็นดังกลาวอยางไร 

11. ในอดีต มักมีขอรองเรียนวากรรมาธิการพยายามจัดสรรงบประมาณไปบํารุงจังหวัดของตนและสมาชิกพรรค

ท่ีตนสังกัด ทานคิดวาปญหาดังกลาวยังมีอยูในปจจุบันหรือไม ควรแกไขอยางไร 

12. ในสมัยของทาน ประชาชนสามารถมีสวนรวมในข้ันตอนการพิจารณางบประมาณไดอยางไรบาง ทานมี

ขอแนะนําตอการเพ่ิมการมีสวนรวมของประชาชาชนอยางไร 

13. ทานคิดวา ปจจัยหลักท่ีเปนอุปสรรคตอการทําหนาท่ีพิจารณาอนุมัติงบประมาณของคณะกรรมาธิการและ

สมาชิกสภาผูแทนราษฎร (เชน ระยะเวลา เอกสารงบประมาณ ฯลฯ) มีอะไรบาง และควรแกไขอยางไร 

14. ทานมีความเห็นตอการสนับสนุนการดําเนินงานของทานโดยเจาหนาท่ีรัฐสภา และสํานักงบประมาณ

อยางไร ควรใหแกไขอยางไร และการจัดตั้งกรรมาธิการในรูปแบบวิสามัญทําหนาท่ีเปนการเฉพาะกิจอยางไร 

15. มีการกําหนดความรับผิดชอบของผูแทนราษฎรและกรรมาธิการเก่ียวกับการพิจารณางบประมาณไวหรือไม         

ทานคิดวาควรมีการกําหนดความรับผิดชอบองผูแทนราษฎรไวอยางไร



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix  E 
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BIOGHRAPHY 

 

NAME Niphaphen Smerasuta 

 

ACADEMIC BACKGROUND             Master of Public Administration 

                                                                  Chulalongkorn University (2000-2002) 

   

 Bachelor of Arts in Economics 

 Sukhothai Thammathirat University  

 (1996-2002) 

                                                                            

                                                             Bachelor of Political Science (1st 

 Major: Government 

Class Honors) 

                                                                  Chulalongkorn University (1996-2000) 

 

PRESENT POSITION                         Budget Analyst 

Budget Policy and Planning Office 

The Bureau of the Budget  

 

EXPERIENCE Received a scholarship from the Office of the 

National Economic and Social Development 

to attend on-the-job training at the World 

Bank, Washington D.C., USA and Mongolia 

 (May-August, 2007) 

 
 Received a research scholarship from King 

Prajadhipok’s Institution for doctoral 

dissertation 

                                                                

 
 


	บทรวม.pdf
	1_COVER
	2_APPROVAL
	3_ABSTRACT
	4_ACKNOWLEDGEMENT
	5_TABLE OF CONTENTS
	6_ABBREVIATIONS
	7_CHAPTER
	Governance in
	Budget Approval
	Participation Mechanisms
	Information Provision
	Individual Factors
	Institutional Factors

	Based on the conceptual framework, several hypotheses have been developed on the basis of the theoretical development discussed in the previous sections.  These hypotheses propose variables that predict the level of governance in the budget approval ...
	This chapter reviews the theoretical and empirical literature relevant to governance in budget approval in order to construct an analytical model for further analysis.
	First, the chapter presents the underlying concept of governance and governance of the budget in order to better understand its roots for further construction of the applied concept of governance in budget approval.  Second, this chapter reviews the t...
	Next, drawn from the theoretical and empirical literature, four determinants including the institutional-related factors, individual factors, information provision, and participation mechanisms, were proposed as the factors affecting governance in bud...
	This chapter presents the qualitative analysis of governance in budget approval.  The first part presents the legal framework of budget approval.  The second part demonstrates the budget approval process in the parliament.  The third part presents the...
	Tables 5.33 presents the alignment of the results from the hypothesis testing and the qualitative study of governance in budget approval, respectively.  Most of the results from the qualitative analysis support the findings from the hypothesis testing...
	Furthermore, the results from the in-depth interviews provide a coherent picture of the negative relationships among variables, which the hypothesis testing in this study does not provide.  The in-depth interviews provide greater depth of understandin...
	Regarding Table 5.33, although the quantitative analysis found no statistical relationship between citizen participation and governance, the finding is supported by the interview results.  As to the informants, people’s participation directly through ...
	One quantitative result is not coherent with the other qualitative result.  Where the qualitative analysis showed limits from the present structure of the Budget Scrutiny Committee as one variable obstructing allocative efficiency and responsibility, ...
	In this chapter, statistical methods were applied to confirm the stated equations and to depict their correlation and multiple regressions.  Upon testing the determinant factors and governance, the findings indicated that the institutional factors of ...
	However, as revealed in this chapter, some of the results contradicted the hypothesis that that the determinant factors were to have a positive relationship with governance.  According to the statistical findings, the institutional factors of supporti...
	This study aimed at examining governance in budget approval by the parliament of Thailand.  To summarize the findings with regard to answering the research questions, a movement to improve governance in budget approval in Thailand is not evident compa...
	Since there has been no universal definition of governance, especially governance in budget approval, in this study the term governance in budget approval is proposed in four fundamental dimensions: the rule of law, allocative efficiency, transparency...
	Further, the four hypotheses were tested by using the quantitative method.  Upon testing the determinant factors and the governance, the findings indicated that the institutional factors of constitutional provision, individual factors of knowledge and...
	In this study, some of the results contradicted the hypothesis that proposed that the determinant factors were to have a positive relationship with governance.  According to the statistical findings, the institutional factors of supporting staff, know...
	To conclude the common theme that emerged from the quantitative and qualitative results, the findings support the new institutional economics theory, the organizational decision making theory, and empirical research used in the development of the conc...
	BIBLIOGRAPHY
	NAME Niphaphen Smerasuta
	ACADEMIC BACKGROUND             Master of Public Administration
	Chulalongkorn University (2000-2002)
	Bachelor of Arts in Economics
	Sukhothai Thammathirat University
	(1996-2002)
	Bachelor of Political Science (1Pst PClass Honors)
	Major: Government
	Chulalongkorn University (1996-2000)
	PRESENT POSITION                         Budget Analyst
	Budget Policy and Planning Office The Bureau of the Budget
	EXPERIENCE Received a scholarship from the Office of the National Economic and Social Development to attend on-the-job training at the World Bank, Washington D.C., USA and Mongolia
	(May-August, 2007)
	Received a research scholarship from King Prajadhipok’s Institution for doctoral dissertation

	8_สัญญาอนุญาตให้เผยแพร่วิทยานิพนธ์

	2_APPROVAL



