
 

PERFORMANCE BASED BUDGETING SYSTEM: 

A STUDY OF POVERTY REDUCTION POLICY 

IMPLEMENTATION IN THAILAND 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  Buddhima  Trakarnvanich 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A Dissertation Submitted in Partial 

Fulfillment of the Requirements for the Degree of 

Doctor of Philosophy (Development Administration) 

School of Public Administration 

National Institute of Development Administration 

2010 





ABSTRACT 

 

Title of Dissertation   Performance Based Budgeting System: 

A Study of Poverty Reduction Policy Implementation  

in Thailand  

Author     Mrs. Buddhima Trakarnvanich 

Degree      Doctoral of Philosophy (Development Administration) 

Year       2010 

 

 

The  objectives  of  this  study  are  to  first,  to  identify  the  development  trends  of  the  budget 

preparation  and  execution of  the  PBBS  in  poverty  reduction  program  implementation  at  the 

provincial level; second, to define the characteristics of the budget preparation and execution of the 

PBBS in poverty reduction program implementation at the provincial level; and last, to investigate 

the  major  factors  affecting  the success  of  the  budget  preparation  and  execution  of  the  PBBS  in 

poverty  reduction  program  implementation  at  the  provincial  level.  In  order  to  achieve  these 

objectives,  adopting  the  concept  from  two  different  areas,  which  are  policy  implementation  and 

theories  of  public  expenditures  in  relation  to  the  success  of  budget  preparation  and  execution  in 

poverty  reduction  programs,  was  used  to  develop  a  research  model.    The  proposed  variables 

constituting  the  research  were  systematically defined  and  operationalized.    The  main  proposed 

determinants that affect the success of budget preparation and execution related to poverty reduction 

programs include: procedural guidance and information factors, the characteristics of implementing 

provinces,  and  external  factors.    Based  on  this  framework,  eight  hypotheses  were  proposed.    The 

variables  that  were  hypothesized  to  have  an  effect  on  the  dependent  variable  are:  (1)  precision  of 

poverty  reduction  policy  and  procedural  guidance;  (2)  adequacy  and  quality  of  information;             

(3) executives’ support in adopting the PBBS in poverty reduction program implementation at the 

provincial level; (4) the capacity of provinces in adopting the PBBS in poverty reduction program 

implementation  at  the  provincial  level;  (5)  provincial  officials’  disposition  toward  adopting  the 

PBBS  in  poverty  reduction  program  implementation  at  the  provincial  level;  (6)  the  ability  of  the 

province  to  induce  people’s  participation  in  the  process  of  the  PBBS  related  to  poverty  reduction 



iv 

program implementation at the provincial level; (7) the facilitations of the Bureau of the Budget and 

other  central  agencies;  and  (8)  inter-organizational  communications  and  incorporations  among 

related parties.  

A  survey  questionnaire was  conducted  to  identify  the  primary  determinants  of  the 

success  of  budget  preparation  and  execution of  the  Performance-Based  Budgeting  System 

(PBBS)  related  to  poverty  reduction  program  implementation  at  the  provincial  level.    In 

particularly,  there  were two  sets  of  questionnaires.  The  questionnaires  were sent  to  sixteen 

agencies in 75 provinces. The response rate of this study was 64.62 percent (824 respondents 

from  a  set  of  1,275  distributed questionnaires).  Then,  quantitative  analysis was  conducted 

through  Multiple  Regression  Analysis.  Additionally,  data from  in-depth interviews  and 

documentary research enhanced the understanding of the research findings.   

The  results  from  empirical  analysis  indicated  that  provinces  are more  likely  to  have 

successful budget preparation and execution of the PBBS related to poverty reduction program 

implementation when they had sufficient information and appropriate facilitation provided by 

Bureau of the Budget and other central agencies. However, the more precise poverty reduction 

policy could cause a lower level of success with budget preparation and execution of the PBBS 

related  to  poverty  reduction  program  implementation.  An  explanation  for  the negative  results 

can  be  found  in  the  following:  first,  budget preparation  and  execution  of  the  PBBS  are 

conducted by plural actors and at multiple levels.  Although the precision of policy is presented, 

implementation  is  viewed  as  an  evolution.   The  policies  are  changed  whenever  it  is 

implemented.    Second,  top-down policies  are  imposed  from  the  centre,  without  awareness  of 

perception  at  the  local  level.    And  last,  strong  community  cultures  resist  top-down  operation 

plans.  Further, the high capacity of a province in adopting the PBBS could lead to unsuccessful 

budget  preparation  and  execution  of  the  PBBS related  to  poverty  reduction  program 

implementation.    An  explanation  is  that  transparency  is  a  cause  of  this  negative  relationship.  

The lack of a transparent set of outcomes and less supervision lead to a broad interpretation of 

goals,  whereby  bureaucrats have  the  chance  to  take  advantage in  order  to  create  policies  that 

meet their own interests. 

Therefore, in order to have successful budget preparation and execution in the PBBS 

related to poverty reduction program implementation, the recommendations have been placed 

into three groups, which are policy makers/government, provincial executives and officials, and 

the Bureau of the Budget.   
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CHAPTER 1 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1  Background of the Problem  

 

The Thai budget system has undergone continuous development even prior to 

the economic crisis of 1997. In 1982, the line item budgeting system was integrated 

with the Plan Program Budgeting System, also known as the Planning Programming 

Budgeting  System  (PPBS).  But  the  economic  crisis  of  1997  and  the  constitution, 

promulgated  in  1997,  gave  new  priorities  to  the  reform  effort  as  a  whole.  The 

economic crisis highlighted the importance of fiscal transparency, sustainability, and 

medium-term  planning  in  bolstering  the  overall  competitiveness  of  the  country,  and 

fostered  sustainable  socio-economic  development.    It  is  common  knowledge  that 

excessive  current  expenditures,  as  a  proportion  of  overall  expenditures, are  a  long-

term problem and can be considered as a fixed cost of government over the medium 

term, the reduction of which requires long-term policy initiatives and commitment. In 

the medium term, it became apparent that a reform effort was therefore needed so that 

the  productivity,  efficiency,  and  effectiveness  of  such  expenditures  could  be 

improved.  

The  1997  constitution,  which  became  effective,  also  had  many  explicit 

stipulations  requiring  the  public  sector  to  change  the  way  in  which  it  did  business, 

such  as  people’s  participation,  transparency  of  government  operations,  and  clear 

accountability by all parties. The government also made clear its policy objective of 

public sector reform in order to improve public services, targeting, and the access and 

timeliness  of  programs  for  the  poor  and  underprivileged  to  bring  about  equity  of 

development.  The  containment  of  rising  current  expenditures  also  came  under  the 

spotlight.  

Collectively, these factors, as well as increased public awareness of the day to 

day  operations  of  the  government, made  reform  inevitable  and  thus  became  a  top 



 

 

priority policy.  In response to these developments, in 1997 the government issued a 

comprehensive  public  sector  management  reform  plan,  consisting  of  5  areas                    

(1) revisions  of  role  functions  and  management  of  the  public  sector;  (2)  budget, 

finance,  and  procurement  management  reform;  (3) personnel  management  reform;  

(4)  legal  reform;  and  (5)  reform  of  cultural  and  public  values.  These  aimed  at 

improving  the  performance  of  government  in  all  aspects.  The  public  sector  was 

compelled to adjust effectively to new responsibilities and accountabilities within the 

new political context of citizen participation and activism in demanding their rights as 

taxpayers, and ultimately, employers of all public officials. 

With budget reform, the Bureau of the Budget chose to employ the conditional 

financial devolution approach. An input-based budgeting system transformed into an 

output-based system. Agencies and provinces were granted more freedom to manage 

the  budget.  Control shifted from  input  to  output  control,  with  emphasis  on 

performance,  or  attainment  of  agreed  outputs  by  agencies/provinces.  The  primary 

accountability  for  achievement  rested with  the  agency  director  general  or  the 

provincial governor. Thus, the new budgeting system is called the Performance-Based 

Budgeting System (PBBS).  

Then  in  2001,  the  Thai  Prime  Minister  at  that time stated  the  following  on             

February 26: 

Expedite  the  budget  reform  process  so  that  budgeting  becomes  an 

effective  and  efficient  tool  for  the  executive  branch  in  translating 

policies  into  tangible  results,  while  empowering  ministers,  ministries, 

and departments to manage with greater accountability and transparency 

coupled with comprehensive performance monitoring and evaluation. 

(Bureau of the Budget, 2003: 3) 

 

From  this  government  mandate,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  had  developed  a 

budget  system  from Performance  Based  Budgeting  (PBB)  to  Strategic  Performance 

Based Budgeting (SPBB) by considering the achievement of the government strategic 

delivery  target  together  with  decentralization,  which  allowed ministers,  ministries, 

departments, and provinces to manage their own budget for results. 

2 
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For the current fiscal year, in managing expenditures, the Thai government has 

adopted  His  Majesty’s  philosophy  on  the  sufficiency  economy  as  a  framework  for 

operations.    The  budget  considerations  have  been made  to be  consistent  with 

sufficient economy in order to provide immunity for stability of the economic system.   

In  preparing  the  fiscal  year  budget  expenditures,  the government  has  set 

strategies in allocating  a  budget  which relates to  its  policy  and which was used  by 

government  agencies,  state  enterprises,  other  public  agencies,  and  provinces  as  a 

framework in submitting budget proposals. The budget allocation strategies were set 

to be in harmony with the guidelines in developing the country according to the 10th 

National Economic and Social Development Plan (2007 – 2011) and the government 

policies.    These  strategies  and  budget  plans linked  the  budget  allocating  strategies 

with  the  agencies’  responsibilities  on  the  basis  of  principles,  transparency,  fairness, 

thrift, and efficiency.  

Poverty reduction, which is one of the crucial strategies, is the main theme of 

this  study.  The  government  has  allocated a budget  for  eradicating  poverty  in  the 

country  by  setting  up  a  system  to  manage  water  resources  and  land,  and by 

developing  mechanisms  to  manage the economic  and  social  services  necessary  for 

creating occupations and increasing revenue for the poor. Infrastructure is developed 

along  with  the  provision  of  accessibility  of  sources  of  funds  for  solving  community 

problems. Poor people are given the opportunity to access funds for their  livelihood 

and to develop their knowledge to improve their potential in their occupations.  

The  poverty  reduction  budget  amount  is  used  to  promote  learning  processes 

and  to  apply  the  sufficiency  economy  through  the  main  mechanisms.    Farmers’  and 

poor  people’s  debt  problems  are  solved  along  with  the  acceleration  of  rural 

development  through  the  creation  of a body  knowledge  and  local  wisdom.   

Communities’ potentials and readiness are strengthened in order to create values and 

products  for  the  communities.    Primary  data  and  information systems  of  the 

communities  are  developed  in  order  to  enhance  accessibility  to  sources  of  funds  for 

the  production  and  sustainable  economic  development  of  the  communities.    In 

addition,  emphasis  is  made  on  improving  the  efficiency  of  the  asset  capitalization 

system  and  on  providing  continued  support  to  the  village  and  for  urban  community 

funds.    Support  is  also  provided  regarding  repayment  of  mutual  funds  in  order  to 
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assist the  farmers.    The  formation  of  co-operatives and farmer groups is encouraged 

along  with  improvement  of  the  co-operatives  and  fair  distribution  of  returns  to  the 

farmers.    Distribution  of  land  ownership  and  provision  of  land  utilization  and  basic 

farm mechanizations will be accelerated along with the support for royal rain making 

operations.    People  are  given  opportunities  and  options  in  earning  their  livelihood 

through skill improvement training.  Attention is also given to the system in order to 

solve poverty problems, to raise household income, and to improve the quality of life 

of the people. 

 

1.2  Significance of the Problem 

 

Because  of  emerging  government  mandates,  public  demands,  professional 

recognition,  and  Budget  Execution  Regulation,  Thai  public  agencies,  including 

provinces,  now  implement  the  Performance-Based  Budgeting  System  (PBBS) 

nationwide.    Not  only  the  financial  and  accounting  divisions  in  line  agencies  and 

provinces,  but  also  the  top  management  and  practitioners  in  the  agencies/provinces 

recognize the importance of this new budgeting system.  A limited number of studies 

have  been carried  out  on  the factors determining  the  success of  budget  preparation 

and execution of the PBBS; in addition, most of the studies have been conducted on 

specific  issues,  for  example,  educational  or the  health sector,  not on the  national 

policy/strategy,  such  as the poverty  reduction  policy.    In  particular  from  fiscal  year 

2007  to  the  current  fiscal  year,  the  strategy  for  budget  allocation  was  set  to  be  in 

harmony with the guidelines in developing the country according to the 10th National 

Economic  and  Social  Development Plan  (2007 – 2011) and this government  policy. 

The budget allocation strategy linked the budget allocating strategy with the agency’s 

responsibilities on the basis of principles, transparency, fairness, thrift, and efficiency. 

It  was  found  that  both  the  PBBS  and  the  poverty  reduction  policy  were 

relatively  new  schemes  for  the  budget  officials  in  the  provinces.    The  PBBS  was 

developed through the acquisition of western countries’ experiences, and it might be 

conducted without adequate understanding of the Thai context.  In some institutional 

conditions,  such  as  low  resource  mobilization,  low-level  accountability,  and  lack  of 

administrative  control,  the  pattern  of  budgeting  may  be  quite  different,  and  also  its 
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outcomes  will  be  dispersed.  It  was  found  that  since  budget  officials  had inadequate 

information, skills, tools, and  equipment, or even  support  from their  super-ordinates 

(Provincial  Governor,  Chiefs  of  Governor’s  Office,  senior  budget  officers,  or  the 

Chief Budgeting Officers (CBO)), they are struggling to conduct the PBBS. 

In  addition,  the  poverty  reduction  policy  was  probably  launched  top-down 

from  the  government,  neglecting  participatory  policy  formation  and  analysis.  The 

citizens’  demands  and  community  problems  have  not  been  realized  and  budget 

officials  in  the  province  might have exhibited  ambiguous or very  subjective  policy 

statements, targets, and objectives. Coordination among related organizations has not 

worked,  communication  technology  was  insufficient,  and  there  were  other 

inadequacies.  Such limitations made it difficult to understand the factors affecting the 

success  of  budget  preparation  and  execution  of  the  Performance-Based  Budgeting 

System regarding the poverty reduction policy.  

The above-mentioned issues are those that this research wishes to tackle.  The 

concern  for  the  success  of  budget  preparation  and  execution  of  the  PBBS  related  to 

reduction  policy  lies  in  two  different  areas  of  study:  (1)  Theories  of  Public 

Expenditures, and (2) Policy Implementation Theories. 

The  following  research  therefore  will  attempt  to,  first,  identify  the 

development trends of the budget preparation and execution of the PBBS in poverty 

reduction  program  implementation  at  the  provincial  level;  secondly,  to  define  the 

characteristics  of  the  budget  preparation  and  execution  of  the  PBBS  in  poverty 

reduction program implementation at the provincial level; and lastly, to investigate the 

major  factors  affecting  the  success  of  the  budget  preparation  and  execution  of  the 

PBBS in poverty reduction program implementation at the provincial level.  By doing 

so, it is hoped that an understanding of the causes and consequences of the proposed 

framework  with  regard  to  revision  of  the  related  theories  and  empirical  evidence 

might  enhance  further  development  of  the  PBBS  in  poverty  reduction  program 

implementation at the provincial level. 

In addition, it is hoped that the research will provide a broad framework which 

future  research can use  in  studying  the  PBBS and which  may  focus  on  poverty 

reduction policy or other related policies. 
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1.3  Research Questions 

 

1)  What are the development trends of the budget preparation and execution 

of  the  PBBS  related  to  poverty  reduction  program  implementation  at  the  provincial 

level? 

2)  What are the characteristics of the budget preparation and execution of the 

PBBS related to poverty reduction program implementation at the provincial level? 

3)  What are major factors affecting the success of the budget preparation and 

execution  of  the  PBBS  related  to  poverty  reduction  program  implementation  at  the 

provincial level? 

4)    How  can  further  development  of  the  PBBS  related  to  poverty  reduction 

program implementation at the provincial level be enhanced? 

 

1.4  Objectives of the Study 

 

This study has four objectives, as follows: 

1)  To study the development trends of the budget preparation and execution 

of  the  PBBS  related  to  poverty  reduction  program  implementation  at  the  provincial 

level  

2)  To examine the characteristics of the budget preparation and execution of 

the PBBS related to poverty reduction program implementation at the provincial level  

3)  To  identify  and  analyze  the  factors  affecting  the  success  of  the  budget 

preparation  and  execution  of  the  PBBS  related  to  poverty  reduction  program 

implementation at the provincial level 

4)  To suggest recommendations for further development of the PBBS related 

to poverty reduction program implementation at the provincial level 

 

1.5  Scope of the Study 

 

Several past studies of the new budget allocation process have emphasized the 

PBBS implementation of different functions of the government, such as public health 
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and  education.    Most  of  these  studies  covered  either  the  entire  budget  allocation 

process  or  only  the  budget  evaluation  process.    On  the  other  hand,  this  study  will 

focus only on budget preparation and execution of the PBBS.  

The  Performance-Based  Budgeting  System began  to  be implemented  by  the 

government  in  the  year  2001,  but  the  budget  preparation  process  had  to  begin  ten 

months  earlier.  As  a  result,  the  true  budgeting  process  with  adoption of  “national 

strategies” began to  be implemented  in fiscal  year  2003;  the government  announced 

key  national  strategies,  such  as  the  enhancement  of  the  country’s competitiveness 

strategy,  the  strengthening  of  the  social  capital  strategy,  and  the  poverty  reduction 

strategy. Furthermore, the CEO governors idea, according to which the governors of 

provinces  should  supervise  the  management  of  the  overall  development  of  the 

provinces, was introduced in 2001.  Since fiscal year 2004, the governors have begun 

to have power in terms of both budget allocation and management of public services.  

As a result, this research will limit the scope of the PBBS to only budget preparation 

and  execution  of  poverty  reduction  program  implementation  at  the  provincial  level 

from fiscal year 2004 to fiscal year 2008.   

More specifically, all 75 provinces (excluding Bangkok) will be examined in 

different areas: (1) the development trend of budget preparation and execution of the 

PBBS related to poverty reduction program implementation; (2) the characteristics of 

budget preparation and  execution of the  PBBS related  to  poverty reduction  program 

implementation; (3)  all  possible  factors  affecting  the  success  of  budget  preparation 

and  execution  of  the  PBBS  related  to  poverty  reduction  program  implementation  at 

the provincial level. 

Due  to  limited  existing  knowledge  on  budget  preparation  and  execution  of 

poverty reduction program implementation at the provincial level, an exploratory field 

study  during  the  beginning  stage  was  necessary  for  this  dissertation  so  that  it  could 

lead to a better understanding of current circumstances.  As a result, at this stage, the 

experienced persons,  such  as  senior  budget  officials,  provincial  governors,  and  the 

Bureau  of  the  Budget  senior  consultants,  were  interviewed  on  related  topics.    In 

addition  to  the  data  obtained  from  the  exploratory  research,  a  survey  research  was 

developed  in  order  to  test  a  conceptual  framework  that  could  explain  the  different 

factors affecting the success of budget preparation and execution of the PBBS related 
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to  poverty  reduction  program  implementation  at  the  provincial  level  based  on  the 

concepts  derived  from  two  different  areas:  (1)  Theories  of  Public  Expenditures  and 

(2) Policy Implementation Theories.  

 

1.6  Benefits of the Study 

 

Under the notions of theoretical contributions, this dissertation is an attempt to 

advance  understanding  of  the  underlying  factors  affecting  the  success  of  budget 

preparation  and  execution  of  the  PBBS  related  to  poverty  reduction  program 

implementation at the provincial level.  The results of this study may provide a richer 

body  of  knowledge  of  policy  implementation  models,  public  expenditure 

management, and poverty reduction strategy. 

The  conceptual  framework  derived  from  this  dissertation  can  also  be 

replicated  regarding  other  government  policies,  such  as  the  quality  development  of 

society  and  human  resources, competitive economic  structure,  or  the  administration 

and  management  of  natural  resources  and  of  the  environment.  The  use  of  different 

policy  implementation  models  and  public  expenditure  management  to  derive  the 

conceptual model for  this study can  be used  to  extend the explanatory  ability of  the 

theories  to  other  study  contexts.  The  theories  may  then  become  richer  through 

additional evidence supporting their claims and notions. 

This  dissertation  is  also  expected  to  contribute  to  public  policy  making,  the 

Bureau of the Budget, and the provinces. Obstacles that cause the provinces to fail in 

their  effort  in  budget  preparation  and  execution  related  to  poverty  reduction  policy 

implementation  will  be  identified.  Both  public  policy  makers  and  the  Bureau  of  the 

Budget  would  then  learn  about  these  factors  so  that  any  measure,  guidance, 

management, or assistance to the provinces can be provided.   

Finally,  the  provinces  will  then  begin  to  pay  more  attention  to  budget 

preparation  and  execution  of  the  PBBS  related  to  poverty  reduction  program 

implementation.    They  will  also  provide better responses  to  the  problems  and  in  a 

more  proactive  manner.    Performance-Based  Budgeting  in  Thailand  as  a  whole  will 

also perhaps approach world-standard best practices.   



 

 

CHAPTER 2 

 

THAILAND’S BUDGETING SYSTEM 

 

The  main  purposes  of  this  chapter  are,  first,  to  review  Thailand’s  budgeting 

system,  which  begins  with  its  background.    Then,  its  transformation  processes  in 

relation  to  the  Performance-Based  Budgeting  System  will  be described.  Last, 

Thailand’s current budget process will be discussed.  

 

2.1  Background of the Thai Budgeting System 

 

Prior  to  1956,  the  Thai  budget  function  was  a  division  of  the  Comptroller 

General Department,  Ministry  of  Finance.   In  that  year, the  United  States  Operation 

Mission (USOM), which  is a  large-scale organization focusing on capacity building, 

provided  Thailand  with  a  modernizing  fiscal  administration  project,  serving  as 

technical  advisers.    Activities  included  administrative  reorganization,  installation  of 

new procedures and systems, and adoption of improved budget classification. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  was  established  in  1959.    As  mentioned  in  the 

“Bureau  of  the  Budget,  Past  and  Present,”  written  by Decha Deepadung  and Surat 

Srisuwanpatha (1979: 76-77) in “20 years of the Bureau of the Budget,” the Bureau of 

the Budget was a management mechanism for assisting the Prime Minister in making 

choices  concerning  government  budget  allocation.    In  short,  the  Bureau  of  the 

Budget’s official primary responsibilities were: 

1)   to develop macro-fiscal projections and to set medium-term budget ceilings; 

2)  to help budget department agencies prepare their annual budget; 

3)  to provide consultation and suggestions for creating strategic budgets for 

government services; 

4)  to assist the executive branch during the parliamentary budget approval 

process; 



 

 

5)  to execute the annual budget with responsibilities shared with the Ministry 

of Finance; and  

6)  to monitor and evaluate government programs. 

Also,  in 1959,  the  Budget  Act  (B.E.  2502)  was  promulgated.    At  the 

beginning,  the  traditional  budgeting  system  was line-item  budgeting,  which 

emphasized  mainly  individual  items.  It was an  input-controlled  system.    Each  line 

agency  showed individual  expenditure  items  in  the  budget  document  item  by  item. 

When the budget for the entire country is small and uncomplicated, such a system is 

suitable; however, the analysis and review of the effectiveness of services provided to 

the  citizens  were  highly  restricted. The  budgeting  system,  which  focuses  inputs, 

inhibits program  analysis  and  performance  measurements.    In  order  to  solve  such 

limitations,  in  1982,  the  Planning  Programming  Budgeting  System  (PPBS)  was 

adopted by the Bureau of the Budget on the advice of an American consultant (Public 

Administration Service: PAS). This system emphasized to a greater extent the linkage 

between budgeting and  planning.   In order  to  make  the national  budget rational,  the 

budget  document  showed  both  the  program/work  plan/project  and  the  object  of 

expenditures. Although there was a change from line-item budgeting to the PPBS, in 

practice, the Thai budget system was more or less an integration of these two systems, 

which was strongly centralized. Such centralization ensured effective achievement of 

overall fiscal targets; however, it imposed inflexibility and distortion on government 

agencies (Tippawan Lorsuwannarat, 2002).   

In  addition, Norachai Sripimol (2001 quoted  in  Chaisit Chaluemmeeprasert, 

2001: 9-10) added important problems related to the PPBS, which are: 

1)  It focuses more on input control rather than the achievement of output or 

outcomes; 

2)  It lacks planning linkages at every level; 

3)  It lacks planning linkages between action plans and budget allocation; 

4)  It lacks foresight estimation; 

5)  The budget coverage is not comprehensive; 

6)  It lacks flexibility in budget administration; and 

7)  It lacks awareness of government asset management. 

10 
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As  a  result,  there  were  several  attempts  to  improve  the  administration.    For 

example, in order to relax the government budget control, in 1981, the Regulation of 

the Office of the Prime Minister was created in order to improve budget execution in 

the  province.  This  led  the  provincial  governors  to  have  more  authority  in  managing 

budget  spending.    Furthermore,  during  1990-1995,  budget  execution  was  more 

decentralized  to  the  heads  of  government  agencies  and  state  enterprises.   However, 

there  are  some  difficulties  and  weakness  related  to  budget  process.    In  practice, 

budget control role and function were emphasized.  The Bureau of the Budget put too 

much  effort  and  time  into  budget  execution  where  there  was  insufficient  time  for 

budget  preparation.    Furthermore,  the  results  of  monitoring  and  evaluation  were  not 

well integrated into the budget process (Tippawan  Lorsuwannarat, 2002: 4). 

Besides the inappropriate existing budget system, in 1997, Thailand has faced 

different  kinds  of  difficulties,  such  as:  the  sudden  end  of  the  economic  boom,  the 

rising  cost  of  government  services,  weak  coalition  governments,  traditional  lack  of 

coordination  among  public  agencies,  etc.    Moreover,  the  1997  Constitution  was 

promulgated,  its  passage  highly  focused  on  the  participatory  process  and  enhanced 

transparency and decentralization.  Thus, the year 1997 represents the starting point of 

the reform.  The Royal Thai Government (RTG) has responded to such pressures by 

implementing  a  coherent  and  integrated  management  system  in  five  different  key 

areas,  aimed  at  improving  the  performance  of  the  government  in  all  aspects.  The 

public sector,  comprising almost  three million  officials whose  salary consumes  over 

40 percent of the aggregate annual budget, has been compelled to adjust effectively to 

the new responsibilities and accountabilities within the new political context of citizen 

participation  and  activism  in  demanding  their  rights  as  taxpayers,  and  ultimately 

employers of all public officials. 

The objectives of the reform are: (1) to  provide high-quality  service  delivery 

to  the  people;  (2)  to  meet  international  standards  of  work  systems  and  efficiency  in 

the  public  workforce;  (3)  to  make  effective  and  efficient  use  of  resources;  (4)  to 

respond  to  people’s  needs  and  be  flexible  enough  to  respond  to  changes  in  Thai 

society and the global community; and (5) to gain the respect and trust of the public.  

The public sector management reform plan consists of 5 areas: 
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1) Revisions of Roles, Functions, and Management of the public sector: aimed 

at creating a smaller and more functionally-focused public sector. 

2) Budget, Finance, and Procurement Management Reform: aimed at creating 

a performance system by maximizing efficiency and effectiveness, and by promoting 

transparency.  

3) Personnel Management Reform: aimed at creating a human resource  

management system that is suitable for compact organizations, and such organizations 

are staffed with politically neutral, accountable, and disciplined officials.  

4) Legal Reform:  aimed at simplifying the content and procedures in enacting 

laws, while involving people’s participation.  

5)  Reform of Cultural and  Public Values: aimed at instilling  professionalism 

within the public sector, with the mindset to serve the public for the benefit of all. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  was  responsible  for  the  second  area  of  the  public 

sector management reform plan in improving the budgeting process from the previous 

budgeting system, which focused on input based on the new budgeting system; this is 

called “Performance-Based Budgeting.” Performance-Based Budgeting concentrated 

on the achievement of outputs and outcomes, service delivery targets, strategic plans, 

performance  indicators,  and  performance  evaluation.  The  new  budgeting  system  has 

enough  flexibility  to  accommodate  the  agency’s  working  process,  along  with  the 

current  situation,  and  focuses  on  the  accountability  of  an  agency’s  executives  rather 

than seriously emphasizing regulation control of an agency’s disbursement process. 

In  order  to  promote  better  performance  and  transparency,  the  Bureau  of  the 

Budget has introduced budget reform and has also set up guidelines for budget reform 

in  order  to  be  compatible  with  government  policy.  According  to Tippawan 

Lorsuwannarat  (2002:  5-6), the  reform  involves  considerable  changes  in  the  budget 

processes.  The following table shows the principles of budget reform: 

 

 

 

 

 

 



13 
 

 

Table 2.1  The Principles of Budget Reform 

 

 PPBS PBBS 

Input oriented to  output 

oriented 

- Emphasizing inputs 

- Detailed controls 

- Emphasizing  outputs  and 

outcomes 

- Greater integration of 

performance issues into 

budget process, which led to 

improved resource allocation 

and overall performance 

One year to multi-year 

budgeting 

- Weak link between 

planning and budgeting, 

since the National Plan is a 

five-year plan, where as 

the budget is an annual 

plan 

- Decisions on resource 

allocation were made on 

an ad hoc or piecemeal 

basis.  

- To facilitate the link between 

policy, planning, and 

budgeting 

- There are implications of 

foresight estimation. 

Decentralization - The budget process 

became too detailed, rigid, 

and was counter-efficient 

and ineffective  

- To provide government 

agencies with greater freedom 

in operational decisions and 

removing unnecessary 

constraints in resource 

management 

Transparency and 

accountability 

- Budget coverage is 

incomplete. 

- Quasi-fiscal activities are 

not disclosed. 

- Government agencies need to 

inform all the sources of their 

revenue to the BOB so that 

can reflect the real fiscal 

status of the public sector 

(both performance and 

financial reports are requested 

to be submitted.) 

 

Source:  Tippawan Lorsuwannarat, 2002: 5–6. 
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2.2  The Transformation Process to a Strategic Performance-Based  

       Budgeting System 

 

According  to  the  previously-mentioned  circumstance,  political  intervention 

was  carried  out  by  the  government,  and  a  deadline  to  finally  restore  momentum  for 

Thai budget reform was specified. The government initiative to reform the budgeting 

system was  set.  The initiative  mainly  focused  on  reforming  budget  preparation  by 

creating  more  formal  links  between  budget  allocation  to  agencies  and  government 

strategies (Dixon,  2005: 362).  From  this  policy,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  had 

developed  a  budget  system  from Performance-Based  Budgeting  to Strategic 

Performance-Based  Budgeting  (SPBB) by  considering  the  achievement  of  the 

government  strategic  delivery  target  together  with  decentralization,  which allowed 

ministers, ministries, and departments to manage their own budget for results.  

Strategy  was  originally  a  military  expression  and  the  original  meaning, 

according to The Random House dictionary of the English language, is the following:  

“The science or art of combining and employing the means of war in planning 

and directing large military movements and operations.”  

Besides  the  military  expression,  Jauch  and  Gluench  also  defy  strategy in  the 

following way:  

Strategy is a unified, comprehensive and integrated plan that relates the 

strategic  advantage  of  the  firm  to  challenges  of  the  environment.  It  is 

designed  to  ensure  that  the  basic  objectives  of  the  enterprise  are 

achieved  through  proper  execution  by  organization.    (Jauch  &  Gluech, 

1988: 11).  

 

Hence,  in  Strategic  Performance-Based  Budgeting,  close  attention  is  paid  to 

linking service delivery targets to government policy strategies.  The government was 

responsible  for  strategic  delivery  targets.    Ministries  were  held  responsible  for 

meeting the service delivery targets, and agencies for delivering the outputs.  After the 

agencies  translated  their  ministry’s  service  delivery  targets  into  outputs,  output 

costing  was  negotiated,  and  then  the  necessary  budget  allocations  were  determined.   
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Figure 2.1 presents the linkage of responsibilities in the Strategic Performance-Based 

Budgeting System. 
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Figure 2.1 The Linkage of Responsibilities in the SPBBS 

Source: Somnuk Phimolsathian, 2005: 20. 

 

In  short,  the  Strategic  Performance-Based  Budget  System  (SPBBS)  has  been 

implemented  by  taking  into  account  the  national  targets,  the  devolution  of  power  in 

decision making, planning, implementing, and executing the budget to ministries and 

agencies  under  a  clear  administration  structure  and  accountability.    This  led  to  the 

greatest utilization of the budget. 
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The  Performance-Based  Budgeting  framework  is  illustrated  in  the  following 

figure: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2.2  The Performance Based Budgeting Framework 

Source:  The Bureau of the Budget, 1999: 39. 
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Mikesell  (2007: 215-219)  has  also  described entailment  of  the  PBBS  as 

follows: 

1) Objective/strategic plan: the agency needs to state what the agency is trying  

to accomplish, and also develop its strategic plan. 

2)  Performance measures: measures that will gauge progress toward meeting  

objectives must be developed. These measures are to focus on the agencies’ broader 

societal consequences (outcomes). 

3)  Flexible  execution:  after  appropriations  are  granted,  agencies  are responsible 

for service delivery.  Their accountability focuses on outcomes, not expenditures. 

4) Reporting:  audit  and  evaluation  must  emphasize  service  outcomes  with 

their financial reports. 

At  the  beginning  stages  of  Thai  budget  reform,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 

initiated  pilot  projects  rather  than  introducing  the  PBBS  comprehensively  as  a  new 

overall budget process.  It was conducted in this way in order to reduce the potential 

risks  that  might  occur  in  the  reform  process.    The  pilot  projects  consisted  of  seven 

agencies  which  had  adequate  ability  and  which  were  ready  to  become  involved  in 

budget  reform.  All  seven  agencies  in  the  pilot  project  had  to  follow  the  financial 

management  standards  which  were  set  up  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.    These 

financial  management  standards  were  initiated  by  the  Australian  government, 

consisting of seven areas of financial management standards. They were called by the 

Bureau of the Budget as the “seven hurdles” (Chaisit Chaluemmeeprasert, 2001: 22).  

According  to  the  Australian  experience,  even  though  more  than  two  decades  of 

reform have passed, the Australian Department of Finance and Administration is still 

concerned about the ability of key line agencies to provide results-based information 

in a meaningful and timely manner (Dixon, 2005: 368).  Therefore, the criteria were 

set at high levels, and it is difficult for organizations to be able to fulfill them. Indeed, 

most OECD countries would have found it difficult to meet them (Blondal and Kim, 

2006:  10-11).  To  be  more  specific,  the  primary  accountability  for  achievement  rests 

with  the  agency  director  general.    The  seven  financial  management standards  are 

shown in the following table. 
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Table 2.2  The Seven Financial Management Standards  

 

Hurdles Requested Characteristics 

Budget 

Planning 

- to have a long-term resource allocation plan 

- to support fiscal discipline 

- to encourage strategic prioritization 

Thus, the agencies are required to prepare: 

- strategic  planning  which  is  consistent  with  government 

policies,  

- both  top-down  and  bottom-up  medium-term  expenditure 

frameworks (MTEF), and  

- rational allocation rules. 

Costing and 

Output 

Specification 

(Activity 

Costing) 

- to  have  a  financial  management  system  which  enables  costs 

to be clearly assigned to key activities 

- to identify output which can be associated with activities 

- to assign direct and indirect costs to activities 

- to calculate costs per unit of output 

- to  have  a  cost  monitoring  arrangement  and  an  internal 

reporting system 

- to compare movements in cost over time 

- to  assess  whether  there  are  lower  cost  options  for  obtaining 

the benefits 

Budget and 

Fund Control 

This intends to provide increased flexibility to managers to spend 

funds in the most productive way. However, it may also increase 

the scope for wasteful or inappropriate realignment of funds at the 

department level. Thus, it requires: 

- integrated  financial  management  software  for  the  agency  in 

order  to  provide  a  powerful  template  for  implementing 

financial control, 
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Table 2.2  (Continued) 

 

Hurdles Requested Characteristics 

 - the establishment of standard practices regarding purchasing and 

accounts payable, which have separate duty control, and the 

creation of robust audit trails, reconciliation with central agency 

accounts, and delegation of authorizing roles for purchasing and 

payment.   

Performance 

and 

Financial 

Reports  

With financial devolution and block granting, there is high risk of a 

lack in transparency.  Thus, the financial management and reporting 

system must be provided.  

Adequate financial reporting requires: 

- a chart of accounts, 

- a schedule of financial reports at each level of the organization, 

- a reporting timetable with follow-up procedures, 

- and procedures for ensuring consistency of reports across the 

agency process for reviewing and acting upon the information 

contained in the reports. 

Adequate performance reporting requires: 

- performance indicators which are identified for tracking the 

outputs and outcomes, 

- financial information related to output information to provide 

measures of the unit cost of key outputs, 

- processes for monitoring cost, output, and unit costs in order to 

assist fund allocation decisions within the department, 

- and periodic in-depth evaluation of the cost effectiveness of key 

outputs.  

Performance information for programs is made available on a timely 

and comprehensive basis and is used in preparing the department’s 

budget bid. 
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Table 2.2  (Continued) 

 

Hurdles Requested Characteristics 

Procurement 

Management 

Increased flexibility must be exercised in order to achieve best value 

for money.  This requires: 

- disciplined and transparent procurement of goods and services, 

including  processes  for  open  and  competitive  tendering  for 

high-value purchases, 

- existence  of  a  set  of  internal  procurement  procedures  and 

directions, 

- sound internal control practices for procurement procedures, 

- and  the  existence  of  a  departmental  procurement  management  unit 

with  responsibility  for  the  quality  of  the  departmental  procurement 

process.         

Asset 

Management 

With  reduced  financial  control  by  central  agencies  through  the 

budget  process,  each  department  must  be  able  to  account  for  the 

assets.  This requires: 

- awareness  of  asset  management  as  a  management  issue  by 

senior executives, 

- and central control over key assets and devolution of control of 

other  assets  at the  service  delivery  level,  accompanied  by  a 

clear assignment of responsibilities. 

Existence of an asset register which is comprehensive and regularly 

maintained: 

- procedures to ensure optimization of the use of assets across all 

areas of the department 

- awareness  of  the  issues  associated  with  leasing  rather  than 

purchasing assets 

- forward planning for asset acquisition and replacement within 

a medium-term expenditure framework 
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Table 2.2  (Continued) 

 

Hurdles Requested Characteristics 

Internal Audit With the Bureau of the Budget relinquishing oversight of spending 

details,  each  agency  must  substitute  its  own  internal  systems  for 

controlling misappropriation and waste.  This requires: 

- audit planning to ensure accountability for resources consumed 

and for determining the efficiency and effectiveness of outputs 

being implemented to meet government priorities. 

- Three  different  areas  of    auditing are performance  auditing, 

financial auditing, and rules and regulation auditing. 

 

Source:  Bureau of the Budget, 1999a. 

 

These  seven  financial  management  standards  cover  the  core  financial  and 

performance management competencies.  Dixon (2005: 359) added that a line agency 

needs them in order to transform itself from an administrator of hurdles to a manager 

of  result-based  blocks  of  budget  resources.    This  helps to  ensure  that  whenever  the 

spending agencies managed in seven respects well, they were able to deliver value for 

money  through  their  own  management  controls  without  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 

dictating budget allocation details. 

 In  the  implementation  of  the  seven  financial  management  standards, the 

agencies in the seven ministries (the Ministry of Education, the Ministry of University 

Affairs, the Ministry of Public Health, the Ministry of Commerce, Ministry of Foreign 

Affairs, and the Office of the Prime Minister) were piloted in order to ensure that the 

reform design was suited to Thai conditions.  The agencies were expected to achieve 

earlier  results  and to provide  a  demonstration  effect  that  could  be  replicated across 

other agencies.  The readiness of each pilot agency was determined in the seven areas 

of  financial  management  standards.    They  signed  a  Memorandum  of  Understanding 

(MOU)  with  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  which declared  the  intention  to  become 

engaged  in  the  success  of  budget  reform.    The  pilot  agencies  were  required  to:                

(1)  identify  gaps  in their financial  control  and  performance  reporting  system,  and              
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(2) implement gap-filling actions.  Then, they signed a Resource Agreement with the 

Bureau of the Budget.  This resource agreement formalized the increased flexibility in 

budget  funding  (more  fiscal  autonomy  for  the  pilot  agencies  by  allowing  block 

granted  for  the  budget  allocation  at  the  program  level);  also,  a  medium-term 

expenditure  framework,  financial  control  standards,  and  performance  and  financial 

reporting standards were emphasized. 

By  2002,  Thailand’s  implementing-hurdles-approach  encountered  problems.  

Many advisers reported that it was too ambitious.  The World Bank (2002 quoted in 

Dixon, 2005: 357)  reported  that  the  hurdles approach  was  impracticable  in  terms  of 

trying to build an elaborate and advanced system,  for example, fully converted New 

Public Management countries struggling to adopt accrual accounting.  Moreover, even 

the Bureau of the Budget was not ready to fund technical assistance for line agencies 

to  upgrade  their  management standards  (Dixon,  2005: 361).    Dixon  (2005: 362) 

described  the major  problems  encountered  in  the  implementation  of  the  hurdles 

approach: the absence of any limit on the time available to agencies to upgrade their 

management  standards  was  among  these  problems.    In  short,  the  implementation 

progress has  proceeded  at  a  snail’s  pace  because  of the lack of time-frame  pressure, 

an  overly  complex set  of  standards,  limited  technical  assistance,  and the absence  of 

strong leadership from the Bureau of the Budget.  

 

2.3  Current Budget Process  

 

2.3.1  Annual Budget-Preparation Process 

The  fiscal  year  of  the  Thai annual  budget  preparation  process  begins  on                   

1 October. The annual budget preparation process begins ten months earlier. It usually 

starts in January. To determine the economic assumptions applicable for the budget is 

the  first  step.  It  is  carried  out  jointly  by  four  key  central  economic  agencies,  called 

“the  Gang  of  Four.”    They  are  the  Bank  of  Thailand,  the  Ministry  of  Finance,  the 

National  Economic  and  Social  Development  Board,  and  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.   

Each  of  them  makes  its  own  estimates  of  key  macroeconomic  variables,  with  the 

Ministry of Finance having the principal information on tax revenue.  Then, after two 

to three weeks of informal dialogue, a consensus forecast is established.   Thus, by the 
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end  of  February,  the  heads  of  the  four  agencies  formally  endorse  the  consensus 

forecast and submit it to the Prime Minister for final approval. 

At  the  same  time,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  updates  the  Medium-Term 

Expenditures  Framework,  its  baseline  estimate,  for  the  continuation  of  current 

government  policies.  It  includes  the financial  impact  of  prior  decisions, whose  full 

expenditure impacts only materialize in subsequent budgets.  This involves a review 

of  the  previous  year’s  operational  and  financial  performance  with  frequent  yet 

informal  contacts  between  analysts  at  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and  officials  at  the 

spending ministries.   

Parallel  to  this,  the  spending  ministries  work  on  their  budget  submissions  in 

February.    The  ministries  submit  their  initial  bids,  and  at  the  same  time  the  four 

central agencies will have arrived at their conclusion.  At this stage, the Bureau of the 

Budget  is  in  a  position  to  formulate  the  budget  framework  for  the  following  year.   

According  to  the  work  of  the  Gang  of  Four,  the  total  resources  available  for  the 

following year’s budget are known.  The update of the baselines for current activities 

will have been completed; thus, the money remaining for new initiatives is revealed. 

Specifically,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  evaluates  each  bid  for  new  funding 

against  three  dimensions;  first,  to  make  sure  that  it  is  in  line  with  government 

priorities; secondly, the agency that makes the bid is the correct administrative unit to 

be  carrying  it  out;  and  lastly,  it  contributes  to  empowering  lower  levels  of 

government. 

Government  priorities  are  formally  enunciated  in  the  four  year  Government 

Administration  Plans,  and  these  plans  are  meant  to  translate  the  political  manifesto, 

upon  which  the  government  was  elected,  into  administrative  actions  that  must  be 

carried out in order to fulfill the political manifesto. All bids must demonstrate their 

alignment  with  the  four-year  plans.    However,  the  plans  encompass  all  activities  of 

the  government  and  also  specific  policies  are  highlighted.  Additionally,  the  Cabinet 

generally designates a number of areas separately as priorities.  These are referred to 

as  the  “National  Agenda,”  which  may  consist  of  large-scale  activities,  such  as 

supporting  the  reconstruction  and  development  efforts  following  the  tsunami,  or 

smaller activities such as campaigns to reduce smoking. 
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In  addition,  the  parliament  authorizes  a  comparatively  large  discretionary 

fund—the central fund—to the Prime Minister for emergency projects or to meet new 

priorities  (such  as  enhancing  the  national’s  competitiveness  and  sustainable 

development) during the fiscal year.  This amounts to 20 percent of total government 

outlays  and serves  to  create  additional  flexibility  in  budget  implementation.  In 

essence,  the  existence  of  this  fund  does  not  appear  to  have  undermined  fiscal 

discipline,  as  the  fund  is  generally  not  used  to  supplement  appropriations  for 

government entities. 

After  the  Prime  Minister  approves  expenditure  the  ceilings  proposed  by  the 

Bureau of the Budget, by the end of April each minister is required to submit a new 

spending request. 

In  the  budget  preparation  process,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  establishes  an 

internal  budget  committee  headed  by  the  budget  director  and  five  internal  sub-

committees.    Each  sub-committee  is  headed  by  the  respective  deputy  director 

responsible  for  the  specific  area.    Representatives from  the budget policy office,  the 

performance  evaluation  office,  and  the  budget  system  development  office  are  also 

members.  Following the review of the sub-committees, the internal budget committee 

reviews its conclusions, makes any amendments, and submits the conclusions  to the 

Prime Minister for approval.  The cabinet then formally approves them. 

The parliamentary budget process begins as the Prime Minister introduces the 

government’s  budget  in  the  House  of  Representatives  in  May.  Then,  the  leaders of 

opposition political parties counter with their different economic and social outlooks 

and how those will be reflected in the budget.  After the first reading of the budget, 

which  is  a  macro  debate, a vote  is  taken.  Normally,  the  government  wins  this  vote. 

Then,  the  Scrutiny  Committee  is  selected  to  examine  the  government’s  budget 

proposal.  This  committee  is  a  joint  legislative  executive  committee,  with  the 

government  nominating  approximately  one-fourth  of  the  total  membership.    Within 

105  days,  the  committee  has  to  finish  considering  the  budget.    The  committee  is 

normally  divided  into  several  sub-committees  (which  is  different  from  the 

subcommittee established in the Bureau of the Budget during the budget formulation) 

in order to address the different sectors of the budget. The committee meets in plenary 

at the  beginning  of  the  process,  and  the  overall  work  program  of  the  government’s 
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budget proposal is considered. Then, it ends when it makes its final recommendations 

to the House of Representatives 

Following the amendments, the budget goes to a plenary session of the House 

of Representatives for its second reading. This will take several full days, and then an 

individual vote is taken on all separate amendments.  The final, third reading is a pro-

forma event and an up-or-down vote is taken on the budget as a whole, incorporating 

the amendments made during the second reading.  After its approval in the House of 

Representatives, the budget is transmitted to the senate, which can only make an up-

or-down  vote on  the  budget  in  total.  Once  the  House  of  Representatives  and  the 

Senate have approved the budget, it is submitted  to His Majesty the King for  Royal 

Assent. 

The following figure shows the key steps of the budget process.  

Budget Process

Details of budget and 
revision criteria

Budget Committee

Subcommittee 

Budget Preparation 
Analyst

Cabinet
Annual 
Expenditure 
Budget Act

Parliament

Details of 
budget request

Deputy PM

Ministry

Agency Agency Agency Agency

MinistryMinistry

The Bureau of the BudgetThe Bureau of the Budget
consistency check with 

government administrative plan 
and medium term plan

verification and feasibility

draft annual 
expenditure act

  

Figure 2.3  Key Steps of the Budget Process 

Source: Applied from United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural  

  Organization Asia and Pacific Regional Bureau for Education, 2009: 9. 

 

2.3.2  Budget Appropriation and Financial Management 

In the Thai budget, there are five types of appropriation: personnel expenses, 

operation expenses, subsidies, investments, and other expenses. 
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1) Personnel  expenses  refer  to  the  standard  costs  of  personnel  classified  as 

civil  servants  whose  posts  are  approved  by  the  Civil  Service  Commission  or  other 

equivalent bodies. 

2)  Operating expenses refer to day-to-day operating costs and running costs, 

including special personnel allowances in addition to the standard costs of posts.  This 

category is further divided into several sub-categories. It is now merged into a flexible 

pool  of  funds.  However,  there  are  still  some  restrictions;  for  example,  the  agencies 

cannot  transfer  utilities  expenses  until  they  can  demonstrate  to  the  Bureau  of  the 

Budget that they have paid all their bills in full. 

3)  Subsidies can either be of a general or specific nature.  In all cases, there 

would be separate  laws or regulations  in place to  govern their use.   Each subsidy  is 

listed individually in the budget.  The possibility of shifting funds between individual 

subsidies  varies,  but  all  cases  must  have the prior  approval  of  the  Bureau  of  the 

Budget. 

4)  Investment refers to either the purchase of equipment or the acquisition or 

construction of capital projects.  Equipment must be listed individually in the budget 

if  it  exceeds  one  million  baht.  Capital  projects  must  be  listed  individually  if  they 

exceed  ten  million  baht.    However,  transfer  between  individually-listed  items  is 

possible with prior approval of the Bureau of the Budget. 

5) Other  expenses are  a  unique  category.    Such  appropriations  can  be  for 

personnel  expenses,  operating  expenses,  subsidies,  or  investments.    These 

appropriations  are  however  subject  to  special  reporting  on  their  uses.    The  amounts 

involved  are  generally  not  large  but  are  sensitive  from  a  political  point  of  view.  

Examples  include  the  hiring  of  consultants  and  foreign  travel  of  government 

officials—i.e. areas which may be perceived as susceptible to abuse.  Thus, the use of 

such funds must be reported specifically. 

The Bureau of the Budget may authorize government bodies to transfer funds 

between the above categories and within them. In general, the Bureau of the Budget is 

receptive to such requests.  There are four guiding principles for such transfers. First, 

the transfer should not be for new personnel.  Second, the transfer should not change 

the  output  targets  nor  change  the  core  objective  of  the  budget.  Third,  the  transfer 
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should  not  tie  up  funds  in  a  future  budget.    And  last,  the  transfer  should  not  be  for 

unplanned overseas trips. 

The  National  Assembly  has  entrusted  the  executives  with  great  flexibility  in 

the implementation of the budget, and the Bureau of the Budget has taken a cautious 

approach in delegating this flexibility to individual spending units. 

After  the Bureau  of  the  Budget’s  approval  of  the  spending  of  the  ministries 

and  agencies,  the  budget  implementation  plan  is  forwarded  to  the  Comptroller-

General’s  Department  of  the  Ministry  of  Finance,  which  is  responsible  for  the 

government’s  cash  management  function.  The  Comptroller-General  maintains 

accounts for all government ministries, departments, and their regional offices in the 

state-owned  Krung  Thai  Bank.    The  central  bank  account  for  the  government  is 

maintained at the Bank of Thailand. 

Agencies  send  their  payment  requests  to  the  Comptroller-General’s 

Department; then it verifies that the agency has pre-audited the payment request and 

also  verifies  that  the  money  for  this  item  is  authorized  in  the  agency’s  budget 

implementation  plan  for  the  month  requested.    The  Comptroller-General’s 

Department then forwards the pay directly from its  account in the Bank of Thailand 

into the recipient’s bank account electronically.  In cases where the amount is small or 

there  is  no  bank  account  available  for  the  recipient,  the  money  is  paid  from  the 

account  in  the  Bank  of  Thailand  to  the  bank  account  of  the  agency  in  Krung  Thai 

Bank; the latter bank in turn immediately disburses it directly to the recipient. 

Traditionally,  payment  requests  have  been  made  by  paper  but  they  are  now 

being made electronically.  The Comptroller-General’s  Department takes  one  to  two 

days to process a payment request that is in order.  The process for the pre-audit in the 

agency  generally takes  one  to  two  weeks  for  smaller  items  and  up  to  one  to  two 

months for larger projects. 

Monthly statements of government receipts and expenditures are prepared by 

the Comptroller-General’s Department.  These statements are not audited separately.  

The  annual  financial  statements  are  prepared  by  the  Comptroller-General’s 

Department within  three  months  of  the  close  of  the  fiscal  year  and  are  submitted  to 

the Auditor-General for certification. 
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The  above  mentioned  process  ensures  that  agencies  will  improve  their 

outputs/outcomes,  and  also  encourages  them  to  use  resources  more  flexibly.  The 

spending  agencies  have  freedom  to  transfer  funds  between  line  items,  expenditure 

objects are combined, and work plan/projects are “block granted.”  From the spending 

agencies’  perspective,  they  benefit  from  more  flexibility  in  budget  allocation  and 

greater certainty in future funding.  From the Bureau of the Budget’s perspective, this 

provides reasonably  quick  financial  devolution  to  qualifying  agencies  with  minimal 

loss of control from overspending of budget allocations or ineffective or wasteful use 

of funds under the developed financing arrangements. 
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CHAPTER 3 

 

POVERTY REDUCTION STRATEGY IN THAILAND 

 

3.1  Defining and Measuring “Poverty” 

 

Poverty incidence can be measured either in absolute or in relative terms; the 

official poverty line, which is widely used to analyze the poverty profiles in Thailand, 

uses  an  absolute  concept.    According to  the  World  Bank  (2001:  1),  the  notion  of 

absolute poverty is most commonly used; it is the ability of an individual to attain a 

minimal standard of living typically defined in terms of a food basket that delivers a 

biological calorie minimum and a small allowance for non-food consumption, such as 

clothing and shelter. It is based on the cost of basic needs—the sum of food and non-

food  consumption.  The  food  poverty  line  is  arrived  at  by  calculating  the  cost  of 

obtaining  the  calorie  requirements  of  food  baskets.  The  non-food  poverty  line  is 

calculated by using the estimated food to total expenditure ratio, adjusted for regional 

price  differences.  Hence,  it  allows  for  comparison  across  regions  and  areas. 

Meanwhile, the country also measures well-being at the village level by using basic 

minimum needs and selected development indicators.  

Poverty  can  also  be  relative.    Even  though  an  individual  is  able  to  attain  a 

minimal standard of living, he or she may feel deprived relative to others in society. 

The  World  Bank  (2001:  1)  reports  that although  poverty  is  commonly  perceived  in 

terms  of  absolute  and  relative  deprivation  figures,  the  absolute  figures  tend  to 

dominate  in  developing  countries.    However,  Sen  (1976:  219-231)  has  argued  that 

relative deprivation could be combined with absolute deprivation in order to measure 

poverty. 
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According to the TDRI poverty workshop, conducted on 22 December, 2000 

in Thailand,  income  is  not  a  genuine  poverty-measuring  tool  because  income  from 

farming  fluctuates  considerably.    Assets  or  consumption  capacity  should  be  better 

tools.    Additionally,  happiness,  social acceptance,  political  choice,  and  spiritual 

aspects should be considered. 

Measurement of poverty involves different steps (World Bank, 2001: 1-2): 

1) defining a minimal standard of living,  

2)  establishing an absolute poverty line or threshold that accurately reflects  

the minimal living standard across disparate areas and regions, 

3)  choosing  between  individual  consumption  and  income  as  a  metric  of 

welfare measurement, and 

4)  then, aggregating poverty across individuals in some fashion. 

Each  of  these  involves  different  choices,  which  are  not  always  agreed  upon.  

Thus, among different countries, including Thailand, there are many different poverty 

rates at the same point in time. 

Thailand measures poverty incidence at the household level by comparing per 

capital  household  income  against the  poverty line.    The  poverty  line  is  the  income 

level that is sufficient for an individual to enjoy the society’s minimum standards of 

living.    An  individual  is  classified  as  poor  if  he  or  she  has  an  income  less  than  the 

respected  poverty  line.    After  that  the  approach  for  aggregating  poverty  is  by  using 

particular  indices.    They  are  commonly known  as  the  head  count  ratio,  the  poverty 

gap ratio, and severity of poverty. 

The  simplest  and  most  commonly-used  method  of  measuring  poverty  is  the 

head-count ratio. It is arrived at by determining the percentage of the population that 

is below the poverty line. However, the head-count ratio does not reflect the depth or 

severity of poverty suffered by the poor; how poor the poor are cannot be answered.  

They may have incomes that approximate the poverty line or incomes of almost zero. 

If the deviation of a poor person’s income from the poverty line is proportional to the 

degree of misery suffered by the person, the sum total of these deviations divided by 

the  total  population  may  be  considered  a desirable  measure  of  poverty.  This  index, 

called the poverty gap ratio, can measure the depth of poverty. The poverty gap ratio 

measures  the  fall  between  the  incomes  or  consumption  expenditures  of  poor 
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households and the poverty line.  The sum of all individual poverty gaps in a sample 

can be interpreted as the minimum amount of income transfers needed to bring all of 

the poor up to the poverty line.  

The poverty gap index still has problems; it is not sensitive to the distribution 

of  income among  the  poor  and  hence  to  the severity  of  poverty.    The  severity  of 

poverty  or  the  poverty  gap  squared  index  is  sensitive  to  the  distribution  of  income 

among the poor, since it weights the shortfall between an individual’s income and the 

poverty  line  more  heavily  the  further  below  the  poverty  line  that  an  individual’s 

income  falls.    The  shortcoming  of  this  index  is  that  it  is  unable  to  be  interpreted 

easily.    Therefore,  it  lies  mainly  in  comparing  the  severity  of  poverty  over  time  or 

across different subgroups in the population.   

 

3.2  Characteristics of the Poor in Thailand 

 

According to an article presented by Somchai Jitsuchon at the 2001 year-end 

conference  on  poverty  reduction  strategies, in  order  to  reconcile  the  different 

definitions of poverty in Thailand, there are three distinct groups of stakeholders: the 

poor, academics, and policy makers. 

In order to identify the characteristics of poverty, the poor tend to emphasize 

factors close to their everyday lives and which are easy to understand.  Examples are: 

not having enough to eat, low income, no land for agriculture, indebtedness, illness, 

and  poor  general  health  or  disability.    Furthermore,  most  of  the  characteristics  that 

they mentioned are classified as “causes,” “effects,” or both of poverty.  For instance, 

low  education  and  poor  health  can  be  both a  cause  and  effect  of  poverty;  thus  a 

vicious circle is created. 

According to the field surveys of the TDRI, the rural poor are less at risk of 

not having enough to eat.  The reasons are that there is help from other members of 

the community and relatives and also still-abundant natural resources. 

For  academics  and  experts,  poverty  involves  more dimensions  and  goes  far 

beyond the factors close to the everyday life of the poor.  They tend to focus more on 

the “cause” of poverty and relative poverty.  Somchai Jitsuchon (2001: 9) confirmed 

that Thai people over the past 40 years have experienced rapid improvement in their 
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standard  of  living;  however,  some  people  still  feel  poor  or  are  perceived  as  poor  if 

their  living  standard  is  much  below  the  social  norm.    Therefore,  the  distribution  of 

income and asset capital should also be a crucial concern. In short, he also identified 

aspects of poverty from academics’ and activists’ views, which he summarized from 

the TDRI seminar in 2002, as follows: 

1)  income and expenditure 

2)  distribution of capital and income 

3)  assets and capability to consume 

4)  indebtedness 

5)  basic needs, such as health and education 

6)  basic services, such as electricity, clean water, basic health, life and asset  

security 

7)  social capital 

8)  living standard relative to expectation 

9)  acceptance and respect from the society 

10)  choices and opportunities in personal life and for the family 

11)  voice to be heard 

For the policy maker, the official definition of poverty merely concentrates on 

understanding  and  measuring  its  incidence.   When  policy  makers  construct  poverty 

lines,  they  tend  to  use  household  income instead  of  household  consumption  as  a 

welfare measure.  Now, the measurement covers new concepts: the ultra poor, almost 

poor,  vulnerable  groups,  and  chronic  versus transient  poverty.    Poverty  lines  have 

been  continuously  constructed  and  updated in  order  to  reflect  new  aspects  of 

contemporary life 

Table  3.1  presents  three  measures  of poverty  incidence,  headcount  measure, 

the  poverty gap  ratio,  the  severity  of poverty  index,  and  the  number  of  poor  (in 

millions), covering the years 1988 to 2002.  The measures capture different aspects of 

poverty but they move in exactly the same direction over time.  The data reveal a very 

considerable decline in poverty incidence up to 1996 and a further increase during the 

following  two  years.    Over  the  eight  years  ending  in  1996,  the  absolute  number  of 

persons in poverty declined by 11.1 million (from 17.9 million to 6.8 million); over 
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the  following  two  years  the  number  increased  by  1  million  (from  7.9  million  to  8.9 

million). 

 

Table 3.1 Poverty Incidence by Different Measures in Thailand 

 

Period Headcount 

Measure 

Poverty Gap 

Ratio 

Severity of 

Poverty Index 

Number of 

Poor           

(in millions) 

1988 32.6 10.4 4.6 17.9 

1990 27.2 8.0 3.3 15.3 

1992 23.2 6.8 2.8 13.5 

1994 16.3 4.3 1.7 9.7 

1996 11.4 2.8 1.1 6.8 

1998 12.9 3.2 1.2 7.9 

2000 14.2 4.1 1.7 8.9 

2002 9.8 2.4 1.4 6.2 

 

Source:  Warr, 2004: 7.  

 

The National  Economic  and  Social  Development  Board (NESDB)  (2004:  6) 

described  the  characteristics  of  the  poor in  Thailand  in  terms  of  the  following. 

Households  with  an  average  income  per  capita  below  the  poverty  line  in  such 

corresponding  period  have  low  education attainment.  Their  job  opportunities  are 

limited, and their earning abilities are low.  Half of them are in the agricultural sector, 

and  they  are  farm  workers  with  no  land. Understanding  these  characteristics  of  the 

poor helps to design interventions to address poverty problems. While some of these 

characteristics  indicate  symptoms  of  poverty, at  the  same  time,  some  also  reflect 

causes  or  structural  problems  that  entrap the  poor  as  well  as  their  children  into  a 

vicious  cycle  of  poverty.  There  are  various crucial  factors  that  have  an  impact  on 

poverty in Thailand: 
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1) The household size is an important demographic variable that has an impact 

on  poverty.  It  was  found  that  poverty  increases  monotonically  with  household  size. 

Warr  (2004:  6)  also  supports  the  idea  that  poverty  incidence  is  highest  among 

households with larger numbers of members. 

2)  The  age  of  heads  of  households  is also  one  of  the  important  factors. 

Although the percentages of poor among households are distributed somewhat equally 

among  the  30  to  59  age  group,  with  the  heads  of  household  aged  70  or  higher,  the 

incidence  of  poverty  rises  perceptibly.  This general  trend  is  true  for  both  rural  and 

urban households, indicating a growing concern about the welfare of persons living in 

households  headed  by  the  elderly  in  the present  economic  and  social  conditions. 

Furthermore,  Warr  (2004:  6)  found  that  household  heads  in  their  twenties  are  least 

likely to be poor.  

3)  Education  has  a  strong  impact on  poverty.  In  general  in  Thailand, 

household heads are the main earners of the household, and the education of the heads 

is the crucial determining factor for household welfare and poverty. It is evident that 

the heads of poor households have a much lower level of education than that of non-

poor  households.  On  average,  poor  household heads  with  lower  educational  levels 

face serious problems concerning being poor. This shows that the education of heads 

is closely related to poverty. This observation supports the commonly-held view that 

the  enhancement  of  education  in  the  population  can  be  an  important  policy  in 

alleviating  poverty.    According  to  the  NESDB’s  data,  of  the  total  number  of  poor 

people in 2002, 94.7 percent had only received primary or less education.  A further 

2.8  percent  had  lowered  than  a  secondary  education,  1.7  percent  upper  a  secondary 

one, 0.48 percent had vocational qualifications, and 0.31 percent had graduated from 

university.  

4)  The  agriculturalists  have  the  highest  poverty  incidence.  Agriculturalist 

households  contribute  most to  the  poverty in  Thailand.  This  strongly  supports  the 

traditional  view  that  poverty  in  Thailand is  mainly  a  rural  phenomenon.  However, 

Warr’s  2004  study  focuses  on  farmland-owning  households.    He  found  that  poor 

people  were  not  necessarily  landless,  or  even  had  very  small  landholdings.    He 

explained  that  those  with  very  small landholdings  obtained  significant  off-farm 

incomes as well as on-farm incomes.  
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In  short,  Thailand’s  poor  are  overwhelmingly  uneducated,  rural,  and  live  in 

large families; however, they are not necessarily landless. 

 

3.3  Targeting the Poor 

 

How to target or locate the poor is also a crucial problem for the analysis of 

poverty  in  order  to  alleviate  the  poverty  problem  in  Thailand  mentioned  by  the 

NESDB  (2004:  9).    To  tackle  the  problem of  targeting  the  poor  is  to  identify  the 

geographic areas where the poor population is concentrated. The area-based approach 

is  currently  employed  by  the  government;  it  has  long  identified  regions  where 

resources are poured into in order to reduce the level of poverty. However, geographic 

targeting is not good enough, as seen by the fact that there are often communities or 

localities that remain poor even though their immediate neighbors have long escaped 

poverty.  Therefore, geographic targeting needs to be narrowed to smaller localities.  

The critical approaches are the Community Information System and the Poverty Map. 

The Community Information System consists of two sets of data: Basic Minimum Needs and 

National  Rural  Development.  Both  data  are  developed  by  the  Community  Development 

Department (CDD), the Ministry of Interior (MOI). Basic Minimum Needs (BMN) consists of 

household information that presents the life quality of household members in different aspects 

during a specific period. Those aspects are altogether defined as the living standard of people 

according to which one can live happily in society. The BMN indicators are revised every five 

year and are matched to a period of the national development plan. The BMN data are collected 

at the household level every year. The collection of BMN is a bottom-up process. The method 

of  collecting  the  data  is  the  interviewing method,  by  which  a  village  committee  and  village 

volunteers  are  those  who  conduct  the  interviews  through  a  questionnaire.  The  data  are 

processed  at  the  Tambon  (sub-district)  Administration  Office  (TAO). Then  the  district, 

provincial, and CDD board check, compile, and process the data into district, provincial, and 

national levels respectively, and then the Life Quality Development Facilitation Board approves 

the data. The BMN exhibited both urban and rural areas (covering around 50% of the urban 

areas  and  fully  covered  around  the  end  of  FY2006).  The  CDD  claims  that  this  data  set  can 

generate  a  poverty  map  at  the  individual  level.  The  BMN  consists  of  6  groups,  with  37 

indicators, as shown in table 3.2. 
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Table 3.2  Basic Minimum Needs Indicators (2005)  

 

Basic Minimum Needs Indicators (2005) 

3. Education  

20) 3-5 year old children obtain proper care 
services.  

21) 6-15 year old children obtain compulsory 
education.  

22) Those that have completed compulsory 
education continue to high school level.  

23) Students that have not continued their study 
receive occupational training.  

24) Fifteen to sixty year olds in a household can 
read and write Thai.  

25) A household receives advantageous 
information at least 5 times a week.  

1. Health  

1) Pregnant women obtain health care before 
delivery.  

2) Pregnant women obtain delivery service and 
health check after delivery.  

3) Birth weight of newborn babies is not less than 
2,500 grams.  

4) Infants under 1 year old are given all necessary 
vaccines.  

5) Infants are exclusively breast fed at least during 
the first four months.  

6) New-born 5 year old children grow up at standard 
rate.  

7) 6-15 year old children grow up at a  standard rate.  

8) 6-12 year olds are given vaccines.  

9) Everybody in the household has good-quality and 
standard food.  

10) A household correctly knows about medicine 
usage.  

11) Thirty-five year olds and up have an annual 
health check.  

4. Economy  

26) Household income is on the subsistence 
level (at least 20,000 baht per head per year).  

27) Eighteen to sixty year old people are fully 
employed.  

28) A household has regular savings.    

5. Ways of Living  

29) Household members are not alcoholics.  

30) Household members do not smoke 
cigarettes.  

31) A household does religious activities at least 
once a week.  

32) The elderly receive care..  

33) The disabled receive care.  

2. Housing  

12) Housing is durable for at least for 5 years and 
has tenure security.  

13) The household has sufficient water to 
consume.  

14) The household has safe water sufficient to 
drink.  

15) The household area is healthily managed.  

16) The household does not have pollution.  

17) The household knows how to prevent 
accidents.  

18) The household does no harm to lives or 
property.  

19) A warm family.  

6. Participation  

34) The household belongs to at least one 
community group.  

35) The household participates and shares 
members’ thoughts in community meetings.  

36) The household participates in community 
activities.  

37) Qualified members voted in the last election.  

 

Source:  Community Development Department, 2003 quoted in NESDB, 2004: 10. 
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Additionally,  the  National  Rural  Development  (NRD)  has  collected  baseline 

data at the village level during a two-year time frame. Six groups, 30 indicators, were 

collected  in  the  village  from  the  data collection  working  groups:  village  committee, 

village  heads,  local  government  officers,  and  7-10  key  informants.  The  groups 

examine the questionnaire together and then fill in and recheck it. Then, the district, 

provincial,  and  CDD  board  check,  compile and  process  the  data  at  the  district, 

provincial, and national level. The data are aggregated and computed into indicators, 

using a scorecard system to rank the villages. For each development dimension, the 

villages are given a score of 1 to 3 (least developed to most developed), indicating the 

development level in that dimension. The villages receiving a score of 1 in more than 

10  dimensions  are  given  an  overall  score of  1,  those  getting  a  score  of  1  in  6-10 

dimensions  are  given  an  overall  score  of  2,  and the  rest  are  given  an  overall  score      

of 3.  

At  the  provincial  and  district  level,  the  BMN  and  NRD  have  a  role  in 

formulating strategy, in particular being the Key Performance Indicator (KPI) of the 

government  agencies  in  the  area,  especially  the  Ministry  of  Interior,  which  has  the 

main  responsibility  of  dealing  with  poverty  in  rural  areas.  The  government  also 

encourages the district administration to combine all data at the district level to be one 

set of all data that can represent the situation of each local area.  

According to the NESDB (2004: 11-12), Thailand has also developed poverty 

maps since 2001, its first draft released in 2002.  In addition, the government also has 

a plan to adopt a geographic information system (GIS) and a management information 

system (MIS) as new administrative tools. The government would produce a map at 

the  scale  of  1:4,000  from  aerial  photos.  The  map  would  show  past  and  present 

conditions  and  it  would  also  enable  the government  to  predict  the  future  more 

accurately.  These  tools  could  be  linked  with  various  databases  and  they  would 

provide  officials  with  a  bird’s  eye  view  of  all  information.  These  tools  will  be 

installed  at  various  ministries,  provinces,  and  districts,  providing  them  with 

knowledge and useful information.  
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3.4  Poverty-Reduction Strategies/Policies  

 

According to Warr (2004: 11-14), there are three perceived dimensions of both 

strategies  and  policies  related  to  Thai  government  poverty  reduction;  they  are 

opportunity,  security,  and  community.    Opportunity  refers  to  the  capacity  to 

participate  in  economically-rewarding  activities.    It  is  believed  that  improving 

opportunity  will  increase  average  incomes  and  the  economic  well-being  of  poor 

people.    Security  refers  to  the  existence of  mechanisms  to  maintain  well-being  in 

terms  of  pension  programs,  health  insurance,  unemployment  welfare,  etc.  

Community refers to social capital.  The government has attempted to strengthen the 

capacity  of  local  communities  to  assist  the poor  and  to  develop  local  self-reliance.  

Furthermore, systems of local accountability have also been developed.  

According to the NESDB’s documents, the revision of government policy and 

the  Ninth  Development  Plan, which  was  formulated  in  2002,  has  three  fundamental 

targets:  

1)  to reduce the incidence of poverty to be less than 12 percent of the  

population in 2006;  

2)  to redistribute and extend the provision of economic and social services so  

that both urban and rural poor will have more equitable access to basic services; and  

3)  to reduce inequality among the poor and others by readjusting structural  

mechanisms that have been obstructive to poverty reduction.  

The strategy consists of five main aspects:  

1)  The macro-economic strategy is drawn up to construct fair and equitable 

economic  growth, contributing  to  more  employment  in  the  agricultural  sector.    It  is 

the main source of income for the poor. This strategy also emphasizes the necessity of 

an  enactment  of  the  following  policies  in  order  to  advocate  a  just  and  equitable 

economy. These policies aim to (1) set up a suitable inflation rate to support economic 

expansion, (2) urge progressive taxation, especially regarding land taxes (to distribute 

land holdings), general property taxes and inheritance taxes, (3) advance a legislative 

system to cover protection for micro-enterprises, and (4) provide equitable access for 

the poor to information and technical assistance so that they can effectively cope with 

risks.  
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2)  The  strategy  for  capability  building is  drawn  up  in  order  to  provide 

education  and  career-related  knowledge,  which  are  fundamental  requirements  for 

refining the capabilities and analytical skills of the poor. Training activities should be 

held  for  the  purpose  of  preparing  the  poor to  deal  with  adverse  risks  and  shocks. 

Furthermore, as the majority of the poor are those that work in micro-enterprises with 

less or unequal access to basic services and legal lending institutions, low interest rate 

loans  are  provided  by  these  institutions. Community  empowerment  regarding  self-

reliance is another essential practice, enhancing the collective process to solve poverty 

and  vulnerability  through  empowering  local communities,  its  functions  a  means  of 

demanding  public  services  and  organizing people’s voices in designing policies and 

national development plans.  

3)  The strategy of a social safety net improvement is a kind of capability  

building  strategy.    This  creates  equitable  access  to  education  and  professional 

training, which should be diversified and adjusted in accordance with the needs and 

skills  of  the  poor  and  the  underprivileged.  There  is  also  a  need  for  improving 

regulations regarding loan programs so that education can be more open to the poor 

and underprivileged. Another means to provide the poor and the underprivileged with 

income-generating  assets  is  micro-credit  from  lending  institutions  run  by  the 

government.  Also,  establishment  of  community-managed  social  fund  programs  with 

support  from  the  public  sector  are  required  so  that  people  in  the  community  can 

manage their money in order to cope with adverse shocks.  

4)  The Natural Resources Management Strategy has also been drawn up to  

reduce  poverty.    The  most  effective  natural  resource  management, with  the  main 

focus on land and water management for poor farmers, should grant the community 

the  possibility  of  dramatically  participating  at  every  level  of  planning  and 

implementation.  Consequently,  local  organizations  have  been  established  that  are 

responsible  for  running  community-managed funds  for  natural  resource  restoration. 

These local organizations can also operate as a community stage for expressing local 

residents’  opinions.  In  order  to  make natural  resource  management  successful,  a 

legislative  act  related  to  this  issue,  for  example  in  relation  to  forestry,  fisheries  and 

also land and water, needs to be drawn up and brought into practice soon.  
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5)    A  public  sector  restructuring  strategy  has  been  drawn  up.  The  role  of  the 

central  government  has  been  changed from  designing  policies  and  controlling 

implementation  processes  to  facilitating  and  supporting  local  institutions/organizations 

to  work  and  participate  in  analyzing  and  solving  problems  alongside  other  actors. 

These  local  institutions  and  organizations previously  were  objects.  They  adopted 

policies  from  the  central  government  and implemented  the  policies  by  themselves. 

Then,  they  became  subjects  as  they  motivated  changes  in  the  policy-designing  and 

implementation process and worked as coordinators between the central government 

and local people. The local people are presently required to be aware of their power in 

bringing  positive  changes  to  their  communities  through  their  active  participation  in 

the  application  of  local  wisdom  in  the  process  of  the  design  and  implementation  of 

plans.  

 

3.5  Intervention of the Government 

 

The NESDB (2004: 12) revealed poverty reduction strategies during the Ninth 

National  Development  Plan  (2002-2006).  This  plan  focuses  on  macroeconomic 

management  that  strengthens  the  grass  roots  economy—pro-poor  growth  policy, 

building  capacity  as  well  as  enhancing  the  employment  ability  of  the  poor,  prudent 

natural  resource  management,  providing  social  protection  and  a  safety  net  for 

vulnerable  groups,  and  constructively  engaging  community  organizations  and  local 

authorities in poverty reduction. In order to improve management, responsibilities are 

gradually  transferred  from  public  agencies  to  community,  civil  society,  and  local 

authorities.  Table  3.2  depicts  key  interventions  corresponding  to  each  poverty 

reduction strategy.  

There have been shifts in the paradigm of poverty reduction. They are: 

1)  from general policy to target areas and the poor,  

2)  from government-led interventions to community, civil society, community 

and  people’s  participation  (community  plan),  and  from  segment  solution  to  the 

holistic approach (integrated budget and administration plan).  

One important thing about strategy in Thailand is that it needs to be translated 

into action. Therefore, these strategies are translated into three essential frameworks: 
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(1) income generation, (2) expense reduction, and (3) opportunity enhancement. Key 

government initiatives are comprised of the following:  

 

Table 3.3  Poverty Reduction Strategies and Selected Interventions 

 

Strategies Selected Interventions 

Macro and micro economic 

management 

 

1. Village and Urban Revolving fund 

2. People’s bank 

3. Debt moratorium for small farmers and agriculture 

4. One tambon - one product 

5. Soft loans with interest subsidies for housing 

6. Changing assets (of the poor) to capital 

7.  Long-term credit facility to refinance loans from informal  

sources  

Capital building and 

enhancing employment 

ability 

8. School bicycle program 

9. Ensuring completion of 9 years of compulsory education and 12 

years of basic education of school-aged children from poor 

households 

Social  protection  and  social 

safety net 

10. Universal health insurance coverage (30 Baht treat all scheme) 

11. Cash transfer for indigent elderly 

12. Benchmarking living standard 

Natural resource 

management 

13. Water resource management 

14. Land settlement 

15. Land reform scheme 

Streaming public 

administration 

16. Devolution of public resource management and responsibilities 

17. Community action plan for poverty reduction 

 

Source:  NESDB, 2004: 13-14. 

  

The  three-year  debt  suspension  program  is  one  of  the  government’s  urgent 

policies to ease farmers’ debt burden and to reduce their poverty. It was launched on 

April  1,  2001  and  ended  on  March  31,  2004.  Under  the  program,  small  farmers, 

owing the Bank of Agriculture and Agricultural Cooperatives (BAAC) not more than 

100,000 Baht each, were entitled to benefits from the debt restructuring and interest 
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suspension  scheme.  The  program  was  carried  out  together  with  occupational 

development  and  rehabilitation  for  farmers  to  become  self-reliant  and  to  better  help 

themselves. More than 1.9 million farm families joining the debt suspension program 

were provided with assistance in career rehabilitation, thus enabling them to save over 

13  billion  baht  with  the  BAAC.  As  of  March  31,  2004,  more  than  878,000  farmers 

still owed the BAAC about 41 billion baht. According to an assessment made by the 

BAAC after its inspection of the farmer customers, 89 percent of them were expected 

to  have  no  problem  with  debt  repayment.  As  for  those  that  did  have  a  problem, 

numbering 111,000, the government will offer a helping hand in debt restructuring so 

that they will be able to repay their debts with the BAAC.  

The One Tambon, One Product (OTOP) scheme sought to draw upon the local 

knowledge and ingenuity of Thai villages, regions, and the entire nation at large. The 

government  encourages  people  to  produce  local  products  using  their  home-grown 

skills  and  expertise,  in  addition  to  providing  the  villagers  with  technical  assistance 

and  advice  to  enable  them  to  produce  their  goods  more  efficiently  and  of  higher 

quality. Once the people improved the quality of their products, the government then 

assisted them in marketing their goods throughout the country and around the world. 

From a social point of view, OTOP literally prevents the emigration of people to large 

cities  such  as  Bangkok.  It  provides  local  people  with  jobs  and  income  in  their  own 

localities,  thus  making  it  unnecessary  for  them  to  leave  their  homes  and  families 

instead of searching for employment elsewhere.  

The  national  village  and  urban  community  fund  program  was established  in 

July  of  2001.    It  is  a  micro-credit  scheme  that  provides  a  revolving  fund  of  one 

million baht to each of more than 70,000 villages in Thailand. This one million baht is 

utilized  as  start-up  capital  for  each  village  to  develop  occupations  and  to  create 

economic activities that will generate income. The money may also be used for public 

services  in  each  rural  village  or  urban  community,  which  forms  a  committee  to 

manage  the  revolving  fund.  This  micro-credit  scheme  is  linked  with  other  major 

government projects, such as the “One Tambon, One Product” program, the People’s 

Bank, and the debt suspension program for small farmers. The government wanted to 

use  these  schemes  as  a  mechanism  to  tackle  poverty  and  to  enable  the  poor  to  help 

themselves.  Out  of  more  than  70,000  village  funds  nationwide,  it  was  found  that 
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24,745  were  rated  as  excellent  in  terms  of their  management  without  a  problem  of 

debt repayment. More than 40,000 villages were rated fairly good, while only about 

1,800  villages,  representing  2  percent,  faced  non-performing  loan  problems.  As  for 

the villages rated as excellent, the Bank for Agricultures and Cooperatives upgraded 

their  Village  Fund  program  to  a  village  bank  and  this  village  bank,  based  on  the 

general banking system, will offer loans and accept deposits.  

“Opportunity  Loans,”  whereby  low-income earners  offered  “opportunity 

loans”  as  part  of  the  government’s  asset  capitalization  program,  are  part  of  the 

government’s  Asset  Capitalization  Program. Documents  are  issued  to  guarantee  the 

assets of the poor so that they are able to use them as collateral to secure opportunity 

loans  from  banks.  The  details  of  projects  to  spend  the  loans  must  be  described  to 

credit extension officers. The scheme has already lent more than 200 million baht to 

the people, accounting for one percent of the set target.  

It is noted that numbers of interventions, in particular village and community 

funds  and  people’s  banks,  are  of  a  microfinance nature.  For  example,  village  and 

urban  revolving  funds  are  a  scheme  with  which  the  government  has  granted  one 

million baht to each village and urban community to be used as microfinance. It also 

requires  each  village  to  set  up  its  own  committee  to  manage  this  credit  facility  by 

itself.  In  addition,  the  village’s  performance  is  also  monitored  by  external 

development  partners.  A  benefit  incidence  analysis  from  a  2002  Household  Socio-

Economic  Survey  showed  that  limited  numbers  of  the  poorest  income  quintile  have 

direct access to this credit facility. Initial rapid assessment, using a social accounting 

matrix of 1998 developed by the NESDB, indicated that the scheme could help reduce 

poverty incidence by 1.6 percent. It would have yielded greater impact if the poor had 

had more access to the scheme.  

The  “SML”  (small,  medium,  and  large)  was  officially  launched  by  the 

government on July15, 2005. The main objective of the policy was to urge villagers to 

take  part  in  solving  community  problems  in  response  to  local  needs.  The  “SML” 

funds were intended to provide national funds directly to villages of various sizes so 

that local villagers could use them to tackle their own problems. Prior to spending the 

SML funds, local villagers must hold a community meeting to discuss their problems 

and make decisions on how to use the funds.  The funds had three categories:  
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1)  A small village with at least 100 people but not over 500 people would  

receive 200,000 baht.  

2)  A medium-sized village, comprising between 500 and 1,000 people, would  

get 250,000 baht.  

3)  A large village with more than 1,000 people would receive 300,000 baht.  

The  distribution  of  funds  to  various  villages  was  considered  a  democratic 

principle that would complement the decentralization of administrative power to the 

regional areas of the country. The SML project differs from the National Village and 

Urban Community Fund Program despite some similarities. The National Village and 

Urban Community Fund Program offers a revolving fund for each villager to borrow 

money  in  order  to  create  economic  activities  that  will  generate  income,  but  the 

villager  must  repay  the  loan.  As  for  the  SML  fund,  it  would  be  allocated  for  each 

village to solve the common problems of the village, not the problems of individuals. 

This would create unity among the villagers and enhance knowledge at the grassroots 

level.  The  government  would  allocate  SML  funds  each  year  without  asking  for 

repayment.  Citing  the  SML  project  as  the  first  budgeting  for  the  civic  sector,  the 

government  believes  that  the  development  of  the  SML  project  will  help  ease  the 

poverty  problem  as  a  whole  in  the  future.  As  of  July  15,  2005,  the  government  has 

transferred 20 billion baht to SML villages.  

The "Special Purpose Vehicle" (SPV) company was established.  It was one of 

important programs for Poverty Eradication and was approved by the cabinet during 

its meeting on March 29, 2005. It aimed to promote agricultural business, as proposed 

by the Ministry of Finance. The new company served as a major financial mechanism 

to  secure  capital  resources  for  farmers  in  the  form  of  a  production  factor.  It  also 

helped in management to enhance farmers’ capability so that they were equipped with 

knowledge of appropriate production techniques, processing, and marketing. The SPV 

firm also helped farmers in risk management. Since the Ministry of Finance was the 

sole shareholder of the company during the initial stage, the SPV firm had the status 

of a state enterprise, with registered capital of one billion baht. The paid-up capital, 

which came from the national budget, was about 250 million baht. Then, the company 

mobilized funds through entities for use to carry out various projects in support of the 

agricultural business. First, the firm went into the livestock business, which provided 
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opportunities for farmers to earn more income from raising five million head of cattle 

within a period of five years. It was expected that cattle producers would earn an extra 

33,000 to 44,000 baht per family each year. Thailand also reduced its dependence on 

imported  beef  cattle,  which  was  presently  worth  3.13  billion  baht  each  year.  The 

Department  of  Insurance  coordinated  with  insurance  companies  in  arranging  an 

insurance  system  for  the  program  since  they  were  likely  to  face  risks  of 

communicable diseases or natural disasters. The risks also involved price fluctuation 

and quality control.  

The “Fix-It Center” was launched and aimed at reducing people’s expenses as 

a  way  of  eradicating  poverty.  The  project  was  operated  jointly  by  the  Office  of  the 

Vocational  Education  Commission  and  the Office  of  Knowledge  Management  and 

Development,  the  Office  of  the  National Economic  and  Social  Development  Board, 

the Community Development Department, the Department of Skill Development, and 

the Bureau of the Budget. The center was responsible for providing technical know-

how on the maintenance of engines, tools, and other machinery used in daily life or 

for  making  a  living.  Apart  from  reducing  people’s  expenses  in  both  the  agricultural 

and  non-agricultural  sectors  by  making  their machines  and  instruments  durable,  the 

project  is  also  intended  to  increase  production  in  various  communities.  As  a  result, 

local occupational groups and households were able to create greater value for their 

products and provide more employment opportunities. The Fix-It Center also serves 

as a venue for students to develop their skills and provides jobs for needy students to 

earn  money  for  their  education.  A  Fix-It  Center  committee  was  formed  at  national, 

provincial,  and  operation  levels,  linked  with  all  related  networks.  The  government 

believes  that  the  center  would  save  the  country’s  foreign  currency  by  reducing 

imports. The project was divided into two phases, covering altogether 20,000 villages 

nationwide.  The  first  phase,  from August  15  to  October  14,  2005,  involved  2,000 

villages.  The  second  phase,  from  October  15,  2005  to  February  14,  2006,  involved 

18,000 villages.  

The Poverty and Social Problems’ Registration was put into practice in 2004.               

The government launched a nationwide poverty registration program to allow people 

all  over  the  country  to  register  their  grievances.  According  to  the  outcome  of  the 

registration  program,  more  than  eight  million  people  registered  for  a  total  of  12 
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million  problems.  The  people  in  the  program  were  divided  into  seven  categories: 

landless  people,  the  homeless,  illegal  business  operators,  needy  schoolchildren  and 

students, those that have been fallen victim to dishonest schemes, debt-ridden people, 

and  those  wishing  to  have  their  own  houses.  Under  the  registration  program,  a 

detailed  re-checking  of  all  villages  and  communities  has  been  carried  out.  The 

participation approach, which has government officers, local government officers, and 

community members take part in the processes, has been utilized in order to re-check 

the  activities.    A  “Family  Folder”  has  been  generated  that  contains  all  basic 

information  about  the  registered  household, such  as  family  size,  household  income, 

the capacity/educational level/skill of each member of the registered household, etc., 

and  their  problems.  However,  the  registration  is  not  targeted  only  on  the  poor;  it 

concerns the problems of the registration. It invited any Thais to register in the seven 

categories, whether they were poor or not. As a result, it would be misleading if all of 

the  registered  people  were  counted  as poor.  Accordingly,  the  NESDB  has  reported 

that around 36 percent of registered persons can be considered as poor according to 

the national poverty line.  

The  National  Poverty  Eradication  Center  was  established  by  the  cabinet  in 

order to coordinate efforts in fighting poverty. This center serves as the core agency to 

integrate the plans, projects, activities, and funds of all related government units, local 

administrative organizations, private-organizations, and people’s organizations in the 

fight  against  poverty.  Mobile  units  were established,  known  as  “poverty  eradication 

caravans;”  they  were  sent  across  the  country  to  help  solve  poverty  problems  by 

providing  advice  and  services  for  occupational  development  and  skill  training.  The 

poverty eradication caravan project came into existence after the nationwide poverty 

registration program. The first batch of caravans of poverty eradication was launched 

on November 5, 2004. Under the caravan project, a detailed checking of all villages 

and  communities  was  carried  out.  People’s  demands  were  classified  so  that  suitable 

and immediate assistance would be able to be prepared. Needy people were provided 

with occupational training and extra-jobs, and additional services were also arranged. 

They included medical check-ups, various types of registration, mobile libraries, and 

short-term  training  in  certain  courses,  such  as  cooking  and  preparation  of  herbal 

medicine.  Other  activities  were  arranged  as well  in  order  to  prevent  the  poor  from 
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returning  to  the  poverty  cycle  and  to make  the  solving  of  poverty  problems 

sustainable. The strategies for poverty eradication had the major objective to balance 

income  and  expenditure  based  on  the  “Sufficiency  Economy”  concept.  In  this 

concern,  household  accounts  were  urged  to  be  prepared  by  local  people;  their  exact 

earnings  and  expenses  helped  them  to  plan  their  spending.    The  area  approach  was 

adopted  to  ease  the  poverty  problem  at  village,  community,  district,  and  provincial 

levels.  Financial support to tackle the problem would be provided by the government, 

while all ministries involved would offer help in employment generation.  

Accordingly,  the  provincial  Chief  Executive  Officer  (CEO)  has  played  an 

important role.  The CEO was appointed to look after the problem of poverty and the 

registered  people  in  the  district  area.  The district  chief  of  the  Poverty  Eradication 

Centre at the district level set up district action plans to meet the demand and supply 

side  together.  The  demand  side  consisted of  overall  registration  problems  with  all 

family folders problems, while the supply side consisted of all projects, the capacity 

of  the  government  agencies,  local  wisdom,  employment  opportunity,  and 

development partnerships in the area that could facilitate the processes of poverty and 

social problems. Then a family plan according to the family folder and the district’s 

supply  was  carried  out  by  the  district  team. This  meant  that  the  solution  in  dealing 

with registered problems was not a single solution or might not be the solution that 

directly resolved the registered problem. Moreover, the family plan stated conditions 

for  registered  person  in  order  to  obtain  support,  such  as  an  agreement  to  cut  out 

unnecessary expenditures, drugs, drinking, gambling, etc. The family plan had to be 

accepted  by  the  government  side,  the  community,  and  the  registered  persons  before 

being  implemented.  For  example,  from  the Ajsamart case study, a registered person 

might register for land but when considering the skill of the family, the district team 

helped  this  family  to  create  a  small  business  such  as  a  leather  goods  business  and 

provided a scholarship for their children. This was because the family folder indicated 

that the head of this family had very good skill in making leather goods but had no 

skill in agriculture at all, and this family had some expenditure for the education of 

their children. This meant that registered persons were supported in doing what was 

really suited to their capability and needs.  
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3.6  The Tenth National Development Plan and Poverty Reduction Policy 

 

According  to  the  NESDB  (2004:  18),  the  Tenth  National  Development  Plan 

places  emphasis  on  making  use  of  the  country’s  economic,  social,  and  natural 

resource  capital  for  empowerment  at  individual,  family,  community,  and  national 

levels. There are five development strategies that occurred during fiscal years 2007 to 

2011. 

1)  Knowledge-based society: to develop Thai society into a knowledge-based 

society  and  Thai  people  are  helped  in keeping  pace  with  the  changing  world.  It 

focuses on a peaceful society and on maintaining Thai identity.  

2)  Community empowerment: to increase attention in order to establish firm 

foundations  for  the  country.  Emphasis  is  placed  on  social  justice,  while  promoting 

processes  of  learning  and  maintaining cultural  diversity  and  Thai  wisdom. 

Community economy is stabilized and poverty will be eased.  

3)  Economic restructuring: to create equilibrium and competitiveness.  In this 

regard,  the  Thai  economy  is  strengthened  with  less  dependence  on  external  factors. 

The  country’s  infrastructure,  logistics,  and  energy  are  developed  together  with  the 

production sector.  

4)  Biodiversity: to develop on the basis of biodiversity. Communities are  

supported  to  play  a  greater  role  in  natural  resource  management.  Environment-

friendly production and services get a major boost.  

5) Decentralization of administrative power and distribution of resources: to  

decentralize administrative power and distribute resources to the regional areas of the 

country. It also focuses on creating a culture of democracy and encouraging people to 

participate more in national development.   

 



 

 

CHAPTER 4 

 

LITERATURE REVIEW AND 

A PROPOSED MODEL FOR ANALYSIS 

 

This  chapter  presents  a  theoretical  framework  and  a  proposed  model  for 

analysis. It is divided into two sections. The first section is concerned directly with the 

review  of  the  literature  on  “Theories  of  Public  Expenditures”  and  “Policy 

Implementation  Theories.”  The  second  section  presents  the  proposed  model  of  the 

study.   

 

4.1  Review of Literature  

 

4.1.1  Theories of Public Expenditures   

As  revealed by  Schiavo-Campo  and  Tommasi  (1999:  33), achieving 

government  policy  objectives,  including  reducing  the  poverty  rate,  can  be 

accomplished  through  a  variety  of  instruments,  such  as  direct  government  spending 

(budget), indirect government spending (tax expenditures, contingent liabilities, loans, 

etc.),  tax  policy,  regulations,  and  direct  command.    However,  direct  government 

spending is the most important instrument, and the government budget is the financial 

mirror of most government policies. 

4.1.1.1  What is a budget? 

The word “budget” comes from budjet, a Middle English word for the  

King’s bag containing the money necessary for public expenditures (Schiavo-Campo 

and  Tommasi,  1999:  33).    To  be more  specific,  a  budget  should  include  both  the 

revenues  and  expenditures  of  the  government,  including all  of  the  arrangements  for 

managing  programs,  the  legal  provisions  for  authorizing  expenditures,  and  all 

financing sources. 



 

 

R. A. Musgrave and P. B. Musgrave (1989: 6-7) describe three  major 

types  of  distinguished  budget  activities:  first,  the  allocation  function:  the  public 

provision  of  certain  goods  and  services,  referred  to  as  “social  goods.”  Since  social 

goods  are  non-rival  in  consumption,  consumer  preferences  are  not  revealed  by 

consumer bidding in the market.  Therefore, a political process and budgetary finance 

are required.  The  second  type is  the  distribution  function: adjustment  in  the  state  of 

distribution  of  income  and  wealth.    In  this  sense,  tax  and  transfer  policies  in  the 

budget  policy  may  offer  an  effective  means.    And  the  third  type  is  the stabilization 

function:  measures  to  deal  with  unemployment,  inflation,  and  inadequate  economic 

growth.    Tax  and  expenditure  policies  affect  aggregate  demand  and  the  level  of 

economic  activity.  These  maintain  economic  stability,  including  high  employment 

and control of inflation. 

As  discussed  by  Musgrave  (1969: 69-71),  the  determinants  of 

expenditure  development  are  not  only  economic;  other  forces,  such  as  technology, 

demographic factors, and political, cultural, and social factors must be considered as 

well.  First, new consumer goods, created by technological innovation, can change the 

mix of the preferred basket of goods for either  public or private provision.  Second, 

changes  in  demographic  factors  also  may  affect  demand  patterns  and  hence  the 

appropriate  output  mix.    Increased  demand  for  education,  for  instance,  has  a  lagged 

effect  of  an  increased  birthrate  and  so  forth.  And  last,  with  changing  political 

institutions  and  attitudes  toward  the  public  sector,  the  resource  allocation  between 

public and private uses may come to approximate each other more closely.  War also 

affects  the  levels  of  taxation,  and  displacement  effects  may  arise  as  military 

expenditures decline at the end of a war. Changes in the climate of social philosophy 

may  be  reflected  in  changing  distributional  objectives  and  the  budgetary  functions 

that  are  performed  in  this  area.    However,  the  dividing  lines  among  the 

abovementioned  forces  are  not  clear-cut,  nor  are  they  wholly  independent  of  each 

other. 
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4.1.1.2  Performance-Based Budgeting System 

1)  Performance-Based Budgeting Framework 

Performance-Based Budgeting sets the framework to show the 

relationship  between  responsible  people  according  to  3  levels,  government,  ministry 

and agency, by setting the target and strategy which drive the expected success. The 

budgeting framework shows the linkage and relationship for each other, as shown in 

figure 4.1. 

 

 

 

Figure 4.1  Accountability and Structure of PBBS 

Source:  Somnuk Phimolsathian, 2004: 17. 
 

2)  Core Principles of the Performance-Based Budgeting     

     System 

The  Performance-Based  Budgeting  System  emphasizes  the 

usage  of  a  government  strategic  delivery  target  and  government  policy  in  order  to 

manage  limited  resource  efficiency  and  to  satisfy  people’s  needs.  This  system 

increases empowerment together with the accountability of ministers, ministries, and 

departments in managing their budget with transparency, coupled with comprehensive 
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performance  monitoring.  The  achievement  of  the  Performance-Based  Budgeting 

System (PBBS) relies on 6 core principles. They are: 

(1)  The Achievement of a Strategic Government Delivery  

       Target 

The Performance-Based Budgeting System emphasizes the  

success  of  the  target  at  every  level,  beginning  with  the  highest  target  level  of 

government  strategic delivery  through  the  ministry’s  service  delivery  target  and  the 

department’s service delivery target. 

(1.1) The strategic delivery target is the outcome  

which  the  government  expects  to  most  benefit  the  country  and  the  people.  Every 

government  has  its  own  policy  framework,  which  is  a  guideline  for  managing  the 

country  by  using  the  annual  expenditure  to  be  the  main  instrument  to  drive  the 

country policy and to achieve the target at a given time. The strategy delivery target is 

the  target  specification  during  each term  of  the  government and  can  be  divided  into 

each year’s target. The Bureau of the Budget plays an important role in delivering the 

strategic  delivery  target  of  the  government  in  the  form  of  an  annual  strategic  target 

and then the budget allocation strategies are transformed to be a guideline to allocate 

the budget for the line agency each year. 

(1.2) The  ministry  service  delivery  target shows  the 

framework  of  the  success  of  the  strategic  delivery  target.  This  target  can  operate  by 

one ministry or  many ministries, like  the integration  plan, in order  to  achieve  social 

success.  

(1.3) The  agency  service  target is  consistent  with  the 

ministry  service  delivery  target  by  specifying  the  agency  output,  which  could  be 

services or goods, and must have a performance indicator in 4 dimensions: quantity, 

quality, timeliness, and costing. 

(2)  Good Governance (GG) 

Strategic  Performance-Based  Budgeting  is  a  system  which 

focuses  on  Good  Governance  (GG)  and  has  two  critical  roles.    First,  in  order  to 

maintain  a  clear  accountability  chart  at  each  level,  the  government  and  cabinet 

account for the success of the strategic delivery target, since the government sets and 

manages the government policy. The ministers account for the success of the ministry 
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service delivery target. The permanent secretary and the Director General account for 

the success of the agency service delivery target to the people. Second, a monitor and 

evaluation system is set in order to audit the performance of every agency.  These are 

conducted  to  verify  whether  the  target  achieved  success  or  not  according  to  four 

dimensions  of  key  success  factors:  quantity,  quality,  timeliness,  and  costing.  The 

performance information is used to manage the accountability via the public reporting 

of performance and financial reports.  

(3)  Budget Devolution 

The  Strategic  Performance-Based  Budgeting  System 

encourages  the  ministries  and  agencies  to  be  held  accountable  for  target  and  strategy 

specification  for  agency  servicing.  These  relate  to  achievement  of  the  success  of  the 

strategic  delivery  target  and  then  encourage  the  ministries/agencies  to  play  an  important 

role  in  decision  making.  Moreover,  this  budgeting  system  allows  for  the  devolution  of 

budget  regulations  so  that  ministries  and  agencies  can  have  a  more  budget  flexibility  in 

order to achieve a successful outcome for the country and for the people. 

(4)  Budget Coverage 

Budget  preparation  covers  only  government  expenditures, 

not  including  the  non-budget  such  as  borrowing,  grants,  other  agency  revenue,  etc. 

Non-budget  should  be  included  in  the  government  financial  plan.  This  would  have 

full coverage  and  comprehensive  financial  and  fiscal  planning,  which  would  lead  to 

effective and efficient operations. 

(5)  Medium-Term Expenditure Framework (MTEF) 

The Medium-Term Expenditures Framework (MTEF) is a 3 

year  forecast  ahead  of  the  expenditure  in  each  agency  under  the  assumption  that  no 

change in new policy initiative will take place. The MTEF performs both a top-down 

and  bottom-up  policy.  The  estimation  of  the  top-down  policy forecasts  the 

expenditure  from  the  policy  viewpoint  by  analysis  from  economic  assumptions  and 

fiscal policy. Estimation in the bottom-up policy forecasts from the agency viewpoint 

by assuming that no new policy initiative will take place in 1+3 years. Both top-down 

policy and  bottom-up policy  allow  the Bureau  of the  Budget  and the  government  to 

realize  the  fundamental  information  of  the  budget  for  each  fiscal  year.  The 

government  might  change  this  information  by  using  the  performance  information  of 
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each agency for decision making, including efficiently resourced allocation planning 

and maintaining fiscal discipline. 

(6) Monitoring and Evaluation 

Performance-based  budgeting  needs  to  have  a  clear 

standardized  format,  system,  and  mechanisms  to  monitor  and  evaluate  both 

performance  and  financial  conditions  of  public  agencies.    Standards  or  benchmarks 

are  used  to  measure  effectiveness,  efficiency,  and  the  public  agencies’  performance.  

In  addition,  these  reliable  sources  of  published  information  could  be  used  as  a 

database for the budget for the next fiscal year.   

In  conclusion,  the  success  of  budget  preparation  and 

execution in the PBBS at the provincial level can be analyzed in four different critical 

areas.  They are: 

1)  Strategic budget planning: this part concerns both (a) the 

adequacy  and  quality  of  problems  analysis,  and  (b)  the  achievement  of  provincial 

service delivery targets. 

2)  Medium-Term  Expenditures  Framework  (MTEF): this 

part  concerns  both  availability  and  comprehensiveness  of  critical  components. They  

are: 

(1)  Based-line expenditures 

(2)  Commitment expenditures 

(3)  Strategic expenditures 

(4)  New government policy 

(5)  Provincial performance and financial reporting, and 

(6)  Economic indicators, etc. 

3)  Poverty reduction output specification: this part concerns 

the process of output specification, including reviewing factors, comprehensiveness of 

activities, benefits of output specification, and comprehensiveness of output indicators 

components. 

4) Monitoring  and  evolution  of  budget  preparation  and 

execution  in  policy  implementation: this  part  concerns  the  comprehensiveness  of 

performance and financial reporting, characteristics of plans, internal control system, 

usage of monitoring and evaluation guidance, and analysis of data from such reports. 
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4.1.1.3  Normative Theories of Public Expenditures 

1)  Principle of Maximum Social Gain  

According  to  Musgrave  (1959:  113), Pigou (1962:  31) and 

Dalton (1936:  7-16) have  proposed  two  principles  of  budget  policy.    They  are:          

(1)  resources  should  be  distributed  for  different  public  uses  so  as  to  equalize  the 

marginal  return of  satisfaction  for  each  type  of  outlay,  and  (2)  public  expenditures 

should  be  pushed  to  the  point  where  the  satisfaction  obtained  from  the  last  dollar 

expended is equal to the satisfaction lost from the last dollar taken in taxes.     

In particular, Haveman (1970: 53) has disclosed the principle of 

maximum social gain, which is developed under the same rules of Pigou and Dalton.  

He emphasizes that the public sector, in undertaking any activity, should choose that 

alternative for which the gains to society exceed the costs by the greatest amount and 

should  therefore  refrain  from  any  activity  if  its  costs are  not exceeded  by gains  that 

are generated  by each  alternative;  moreover a choice of  the  one which  generates  the 

largest net gain.  In analyzing government decision making, the benefits and costs of 

any  public  decisions  are  of  two  basic  types:  (1)  efficiency  benefits  and  costs,  and      

(2)  income  redistribution  (equity)  benefits and  costs.  Consequently,  Haveman 

precisely summarized three propositions (which relate to the size of the public sector, 

the composition of spending, and the composition of  taxes) under  the application of 

the principle as: 

(1) The  government  should  continue  taxing  and  spending 

until  the  social  utility  produced  by  the  next  dollar  spent  equals  the  social  disutility 

caused by diverting that dollar from the private sector through taxes. 

(2) The  government  should  allocate  its  spending  among 

programs so that the social utility of the last dollar spent on each program is equal to the 

social utility of the last dollar spent on every other program. 

(3)  The government should allocate the money which it has 

to raise from the various forms of taxation so that the social disutility of the last dollar 

raised from each kind of tax is equal to the social disutility of the last dollar raised from 

every other kind of tax. 
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2)  The Voluntary Exchange Theory of Public Economy 

Referring  to  Musgrave  (1939:  214),  the  proponents  of  the 

voluntary  exchange  theory  proceed  to  explain  the  revenue-expenditures  process  (of 

public  economy)  as  a  phenomenon  of  economic  value  and  price,  determined  by 

fundamentally  the  same  “law”  that  governs  the  market  price  in  a  private  economy.  

Taxes  accordingly  appear  as  voluntary  payments  rendered  by  the  individual  in 

exchange  for  services  supplied  by  the  public  economy,  and  in  accordance  with 

Musgrave’s  evaluation  of  those  services.    Accordingly, Pickhardt  (2005: 281) 

describes two features of the voluntary exchange theory as: 

(1)   the  application  of  marginal  valuation  theory  to  public 

economy 

(2)  the notion that individuals would voluntarily contribute 

to the provision of public goods and services 

Additionally, in “Toward Social Economy,” written by Bowen 

(1948), the author amended the general pricing rule to be useful in determining output 

of  social  goods.    As  social  goods  have  characteristics  that  cannot  easily  be  sold  to 

individual  consumers,  the  quantities  available  to  different  individuals  cannot  be 

adjusted  according  to  their  tasks,  or  allocated  under  the  scarce  economic  resources; 

the amount of social goods must be set by a single decision application jointly to all 

persons.  Therefore they are subjected to collective or political rather than individual 

demand.    In  Bowen’s  model,  as  seen  in  figure  4.2,  the  community  is  assumed  to 

contain three persons.  TMS expresses the amount of money that the numbers of the 

group collectively would be willing to give up in order to obtain successive units of 

social  goods.    As  a  result,  the  ideal  output  is  indicated  by  the  point  of  intersection 

between the demand curve and the appropriate cost curve. 



 
 

 

57 

Figure 3.1 Allocation of Economic Resources

Source: Bowen (1943)
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Figure 4.2 Allocation of Economic Resources 

Source:  Bowen, 1943: 31. 

 

However, estimating the marginal rates of substitution presents 

serious  problems,  since  it  requires  the  measurement  of  the  preferences  for  goods 

which,  by  their  nature,  cannot  be  subjected  to  individual  consumer  choice.   

Furthermore, Bastin (1978: 14-16) also reveals the seriousness of the problem. It is a 

fact  that  citizen  consumers  will  not  disclose  their  preference  with  regard  to  purely 

public  goods  in  order  to  distribute  less  tax.    According  to  Bowen  (1943:  33),  the 

closest  substitute  for consumer  choice  is  voting,  which  can  be  used  as  a  means  of 

measuring or inferring marginal rates of substitution and in this way the ideal output 

can be determined. 

Even  though  the  limitations  of  the  voluntary  exchange  theory 

have  been  mentioned,  in  order  to  enhance  democracy,  the  theory  encourages  the 

consumer to disclose information about his or her preferences and also to participate 

in budget preparation and the execution process.   
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In  short,  according  to  Normative  Theories  of  Public 

Expenditures,  the  efficiency  of  the  government’s  resource  allocation  relies  on 

people’s participation.  A possible proposed hypothesis is: 

A  high  level  of  public  participation  leads  to  more  successful 

budget implementation.  

4.1.1.4 Rationality vs. the Incrementalism Approach 

Lindblom  (1959:  80-81) has  presented  two  polar  types  of  decision 

making: the rational comprehensive model and incrementalism.  Ibrahim and Procter 

(1992: 25) have described four stages in the decision-making process of the rational 

comprehensive model as: 

1)  Decision makers specify goals to be sought. 

2)  A complete set of alternative policies that are designed to 

attain these goals is prepared. 

3)  The predictions of benefits and costs associated with each 

policy alternative are made. 

4) The  decision  makers  select  that  policy  alternative  which 

maximizes benefits and minimizes costs. 

In  the  framework  of  the  rational  model,  decision  makers  assume  that 

there  exists  a  set  of  substitute  acts  or  courses  of  action.    They  associate  a  set  of 

possible  outcomes  or  consequences  with  the  set  of  possible  acts,  and  have  a 

preference ordering over the consequences that allows them to rank the consequences 

and select that act which ranks highest in their pay-off function. The rational approach 

makes several important assumptions, including perfect information being available to 

decision  makers,  the  existence  of  the  wherewithal  necessary  for  societal  utility 

comparisons  of  alternative  proposals,  the  cognitive  adequacy  of  decision  makers 

being sufficient to utilize perfect information, and the absence of time constraints.    

Linblom (1959: 81) points out that there are many problems involved 

in utilizing the rational comprehensive model of decision  making.  First, even when 

the  status  quo  is  no  longer  desirable,  it  is  usually  not  clear  what  the  goal really  is.  

Second, it is not possible to search out or examine all possible alternative means to a 

more  satisfactory  state  of  affairs.  In  addition,  Ibrahim  and  Procter  (1992:  11) also 

criticize  the  rational  model.  First,  rational  decision  making  endorses the  clear 
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specification  of  goals  by  decision  makers.    The  notion  that  clear  goals  exist  is 

problematical.  Hence, decision makers are left with applying rational processes to a 

set of goals which cannot be clearly or rationally specified.  Second, it is not clear that 

decision makers always have the maximization of societal utility as a chief motivating 

factor.  Fenno (1966: 266-274) and Downs (1967: 81-82) support those governmental 

decision  makers  as  self-interested  utility  maximizers  motivated  by  the  desire  to 

maximize the  achievement of  their  personal goals,  and not  social  goals.   Also,  their 

personal  goals  may  not  always  be  consistent  with  the  rationale  of  optimal  societal 

utility. Third, decision makers are prevented by large investments in existing policies 

(i.e. sunk costs) from considering all alternatives, particularly those incompatible with 

present policies. 

In sum, the assumptions of the rational model are clearly non-existent 

in  the  real  world,  where  complexity  and  political  consideration  dominate  in  policy 

making. In addition, concerning the budgeting process, Jones and Pendlebury (1984: 

56-57) suggest  that  to  make  a  thorough  analysis  of  every  existing  program  and 

activity  level  would  be  impossible,  and  it  is  only  by  limiting  discussion  to  the 

relatively  small  changes  that  are  proposed  that  the  budgetary  process  will  work.   

Therefore,  incremental  budgeting  is  used  by  officials  to  help  simplify  the  decision 

process and to make meaningful decisions in spite of extreme complexity.  To support 

these, there are works  of scholars such as  Simon (1957: 195-196), Lindblom  (1959: 

79),  Wildavsky  (1979:  221),  Fenno  (1966:  267),  Davis,  Dempster,  and  Wildavsky 

(1966: 529) that  have adopted  an instrumentalist  approach to  the budgetary  process. 

Dahl  and  Lindblom  (1953:  82)  indicate that  in  the  incremental  approach,  decisional 

problems are simplified by restricting options to a few which deviate marginally from 

precedent, then selecting that option which can command a consensus among decision 

makers.    Therefore,  incremental  policy  choice  will  not  cause  sudden  or  drastic 

changes which may disrupt established processes (Imbrahim and Proctor, 1992: 11). 

Lindblom  (1958:  81)  believes  that  incremental  analysis  consists  of 

“successive  limited  comparisons.”    This  means  that  one  will  compare  the  effects  of 

alternative policies against each other and with no change at all.  These comparisons 

will occur chronologically, and one will be limited  in one’s view of variables  under 
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consideration.  There is a “base” that remains untouched and incremental analysis is 

concerned with relatively small adjustments from the base. 

Lindblom  (1959:  81)  wrote about  “the  science  of  muddling  through” 

and  offered  a  distinction  between  the  rational-comprehensive  method  of  policy 

making (called the “root” method) and the method of successive limited comparisons 

(termed the “branch method”), as shown in the following table.  

 

Table 4.1  Comparison of Rational and Incremental Methods 

 

Rational Incremental 

Values or objectives are determined and 

clarified separately, usually before 

considering alternative policies. 

Objective and action alternatives are 

considered to be intertwined. 

Policy-formation is through ends-means 

analysis, with agreed on ends generating 

a search for appropriate ways of 

achieving them. 

Means-end analysis is often inappropriate 

because means and ends are not distinct. 

A “good” policy is one about which 

various analysts agree, without their 

agreeing that it is the most appropriate 

means for certain objective. 

A “good” policy is one providing the 

most appropriate means to achieve a 

desired end.  

Every important relevant factor is taken 

into account. 

Analysis is limited in that important 

values are neglected. 

Theory is often heavily relied on. Successive comparisons greatly reduce 

the need for theory. 

 

Because  of  complex  political  considerations,  lack  of  time,  and  the 

complexity of the issues under discussion, very few public administrators use the root 

method.  Because of the constraints of this method, the branch method dominates the 

real  world.    Means-ends  analysis  is  lacking  because  the  ends  are  often  not  distinct.   

This  is  because  values  and  objectives  are  unclear,  ambiguous,  or  often  never  really 
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stated.    The  end  result  is  a  decision-making  process  that  limits  the  variables  under 

consideration and possesses less reliance on theory. 

Lindblom (1959:81), Simon (1957: 38-41) and Wildavsky (1979: 181) 

stress the fact that administrators are limited not only by the apparent impossibility of 

completely ordering all values relevant to a problem, but also by limited information.  

In  addition,  they  face  limited  resources  for  undertaking  a  search  for  additional 

information  and  decision  options,  limited  time  for  making  decisions,  and  the 

complexity of the problems with which they are confronted. 

Simon  (1957:  38-41),  in  developing  his  concept  of  “satisficing,”  has 

reinforced  this  point.    He  argues  that  administrative  theory  is  the  theory  of  the 

behavior  of  human  beings  who  have  satisfaction  because  they  have  the  wits  to 

maximize. 

Wanat  (1978:  115-116)  adds  that one  of  the  crucial  differences 

between the two polar decision making models lies in the process used for selecting 

an alternative to the status quo.  In the rational comprehensive scheme, all alternatives 

are  matched  up  with  some  agreed-upon,  impersonal,  objective  criterion.    In  the 

incremental  model,  there  is  the  recognition  of  collective  groups  as  the  interested  or 

affected  parties,  such  as  formal  bureaucratic  organizations,  collegial  legislative 

bodies,  or  atomic  mobs.  Therefore,  incremental  decisions  are  basically  political 

decisions  in  the  nonpartisan  sense  of  political.    Bargaining,  gaming,  and  strategic 

notions therefore are commonly expected. 

Wildavsky  (1979:  181)  outlines  a  number  of methods  that  officials 

have  used  to  decide  expenditures:  “budgeting  as  experiential”  is  one  such  strategy.   

This  involves  relying  heavily  on  experience  and  in  making  only  the  roughest 

judgments.    Such  an  approach  is  used  when  a  very  complex  issue  is  under 

consideration. 

Wildavsky (1979:  181) criticizes two  methods  of  budgeting:  the 

Planned  Programmed  Budgeting  System  (PPBS)  and  Zero-base  Budgeting  (ZBB).  

He argues that by organizing a budget into a program, one has then to relate means to 

ends in such a fashion that it becomes much more difficult to vote on less money for 

huge  bureaucratic  organizations.    For  Wildavsky,  the  PPBS  fails  largely  because  of 

this programmatic approach to budgeting.  In addition, for the ZBB, it is unrealistic to 
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think that all programs can be effectively analyzed from zero.  Neither the PPBS nor 

the ZBB can replace the incremental method as an aid to calculation. 

Many  of  the  activities  in  previous  and  current  years  have  been  either 

mandatory  or  essential  to  meeting  organizational  goals.    It  is  necessary  then  to 

concentrate  only  on  the  changes  from  the  previous  or  current  year  in  setting  up  the 

budget.  Many items in the budget are standard and are simply re-enacted every year 

unless  there  is  a  special  reason  to  challenge  them.    One  way  to  simplify  this  in  the 

face of complexity is to use previous and current years’ budgets as a base in setting up 

the  budget  for  the  following  year  (Bozeman  and  Straussman,  1982:  509-515).   A 

series  of  studies  by  Davis,  Dempster  and  Wildavsky  (1966:  533)  has  attempted  to 

show  that  strategic  considerations  on  the  part  of  budget  process  participants  would 

generate  budget  results  that  comport  with  actual  descriptively  incremental  budget 

results in the federal government.  For example, they demonstrate that congressional 

action on agency requests usually conforms to an equation like the following: 

APPROPRIATION =  b  (AGENCY  REQUEST)  +  SLIGHT  VARIATION, 

where b is a number less than but close to 1, such as 0.96. This can be interpreted as 

saying  that  congress  usually  allows  an  agency  96  percent  of  its  requests.  Davis, 

Dampster,  and  Wildavsky’s  research  found  that  the  “b”s  in  the  equations  for  most 

agencies  were  close  to  but  less  than  1.    They  infer  that  this  is  a  result  of  strategic 

consideration  on  the  part  of  a  congress  that  feels  an  agency’s  request  is a  good 

estimate of what the agency needs but is “padded” a bit and can therefore be cut down 

to an extent. 

In addition, the descriptive incrementalism that occurs in the relations 

between  the  executive  branch  and  the  legislature  can  be  succinctly  expressed  by 

statements (a) through (d). 

REQUEST t >= APPROPRIATIONS t-1       (a) 

APPROPRIATION t >= APPROPRIATION t-1     (b) 

APPROPRIATION t =< REQUEST t       (c) 

The inequalities (a), (b), and (c) are only marginally unequal. (d) 

The  appropriation  in  any  year  exceeds the  previous  year’s 

appropriation by a small amount relative to the size of the appropriation.  Lastly, the 

appropriation for an agency is somewhat less than what had been requested. 
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   However,  Gist  (1974:  341-352)  has  shown  that  incrementalism  does 

not  pervade  the  more  controllable  budgets.    Incrementalism  is  not  universal  in  its 

explanatory  form.    Moreover,  descriptive  incrementalism  is  not  considered  to  be  as 

universal as was once thought. 

Bond  and Bock  (1975 quoted  in  Ponlapat  Buracom,  2008:  140), in  a 

study of budgeting United Nations’ agencies, demonstrate that incrementalism is not a 

clear  and  concrete  concept.  They  suggest  the  degree  of  consensus  about  the 

legitimacy of the activities.  The incrementalism would probably be more prevalent in 

older agencies that are well-established in a constellation of ties to legislators, clients, 

and other supporters that either have a claim on the agency or in some way are stably 

connected  to  it  and  thereby  legitimize  it.    New  agencies  would  probably  not  have 

incremental  appropriations  patterns.    According  to  Natchez  and  Bupp’s  (1973:  957-

962)  analysis of  the  Atomic  Energy  Commission,  fluctuations  at  the  program  level 

tended to cancel each other out when aggregated, thus giving the appearance of stable 

and  moderate change.    As  a  result,  they  argue  that  if  the  unit  of  analysis  is  the 

program level rather than the agency level, incrementalism tends to disappear. 

There  is  some  corroboration  of  Natchez  and  Bupp’s  work  in  the 

research  by  Wanat.    Wanat  (1978: 127)  suggests  that  if  congress is  acting  more 

independently,  the  regularity  and  routinization  of  the  interaction  associated  with 

incrementalism  no  longer  holds  as  strongly  and  incrementalism  may  not  apply  as 

much as thought. 

In  conclusion,  the  incrementalism  or  inefficiency  in  public  resource 

allocation is a result of (1) inadequate and low quality of information, and (2) the risk 

avoidance of decision makers. As a result, the implication concerning the issue is that 

the success of budget  implementation would depend on the adequacy and quality  of 

information. The possible proposed hypothesis is: 

Adequacy and high quality of information are positively associated with the 

success of budget implementation. 

4.1.1.5  Transactions Cost Approach 

The transactions cost approach was pioneered by Coase’s (1937: 386-

405)  article  on  the  theory  of  the  firm.    Coase  used  a  transactions  cost  approach  to 

explain  why  resources  were  sometimes  allocated  by  hierarchical  directive  within  a 
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firm rather than by individual market transactions.  Arrow’s (1974) book “The Limits 

of Organization” focuses on at least four major themes: (1) the concept of rationality 

(individual  and  social),  (2)  information  economics,  (3)  the  agenda  of  organizations, 

and  (4)  the  concepts  of  authority  and  responsibility.    Throughout  his  work,  he 

considers  the  conflicting  demands  of  society  and  the  needs  of  the  individual,  and 

insists that some sense of balance is required.  Then, Coase’s (1988) book, “The Firm, 

the Market and the Law,” argues that if use  more from a regime of zero transactions 

cost to one of positive transaction cost, what becomes immediately clear is the crucial 

importance of the legal system. 

Williamson (1975: 20) introduces four distinguish characteristics of the 

transaction  costs  approach.    First,  he combines contingent  claims  contracting  ideas 

along  with  organization  man  and  strategic  behavior;  then  he  focuses  on  tracing  the 

governance  structure  ramifications  of  bounded  rationality;  he  then  introduces  the 

concept  of  opportunism  and  the  way  that  opportunistic  behavior  is  influenced  by 

economic organization; and finally he specifies that the joining of the aforementioned 

factors occasions the failures. 

As  a  result,  there  are  two  causes  of  transaction  risks:  bounded 

rationality and opportunism.  The principle of bounded rationality has been defined by 

Simon (1957: 38-41) as “The capacity of the human mind for formulating and solving 

complex problems is very small compared with the size of problems whose solution is 

required  for  objectively  rational  behavior  in  the  real  world.”    According  to 

Williamson  (1975:  21),  bounded rationality  refers  to  neurophysiological  limits  and 

language limits.    The  physical  limits  take  the  form  of  rate  and  storage  limits  on  the 

abilities  of  individuals  to  receive,  store,  retrieve,  and  process  information  without 

error.    Limited  computational  capacity  prevents  comprehensive  contracting  required 

for  the  standard  economic  welfare  theorems  on  the  existence  and  optimality  of  a 

competitive  equilibrium.    Language  limits  refer  to  the  inability  of  individuals  to 

circulate  their  knowledge  or  feelings  by  the  use  of  words,  numbers,  or  graphics  in 

ways that enable them to be understood by others. 

Opportunism  extends  the  conventional  assumption  that  economic 

agents  are  guided  by  consideration  of  self-interest  to  make  allowance  for  more 

complex  behavior.    Opportunism  involves  self-interest  seeking  with  guile. 
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Opportunistic  behavior  entails  making  false  or  empty  threats  and  promises  in  the 

expectation  that  individual  advantage  will  thereby  be  realized.    Examples  include 

selective or  distorted information  disclosure  and self-disbelieved  promises  regarding 

future conduct (Williamson, 1975: 21). 

Horn’s (1995) book “The Political Economy of Public Administration” 

describes  the  theory  that  is  used  to explain  different  forms  of  public  sector 

organization.    The  theory  is  the  transactions  theory,  which  enables  to  be  used    to 

explain institutional choice.  The approach is adopted in both relevant economic and 

political science contexts. 

According  to  the  “rational  choice”  literature  in  political  science, 

decisions are assumed to be made by individuals who act as if largely self-interested 

and  rational  in  pursuit  of  this  interest.    Individuals  put  their  own  interests  ahead  of 

others when there is a conflict.  The assumption that information is costly is extremely 

important because it implies that individuals will often find it too expensive to make 

really fully-informed decisions.  Thus, they will typically be making decisions under 

some  uncertainty.    Knott  and Miller  (1987:  180)  point  out  that  the  assumption  of 

costly  information  enables  rational  choice  theorists  to  explain  behaviors  that  others 

have attributed to “bounded rationality.” 

Referring  to  Horn  (1995: 8-12),  the  transactions  cost  approach 

examines  the relationship  among  three  sets  of  actors with  different  roles  and 

motivations:  legislators,  administrators,  and  constituents.  And  the  transactions  cost 

includes: 

1)  The cost of legislative decision making and private participation: 

the time and effort that it takes legislators to reach agreement on legislative refinements and 

that affects private interests have to subsequently devote to participating in implementation 

or  administration.    The  more  legislative  time  taken  up  in  refining  any  one  piece  of 

legislation, the less time for introducing other legislation or influencing the administration 

of  existing  legislation.    Then,  the  beneficiaries  have  to  participate  in  the  subsequent 

administrative process in order to defend their interests. 

2) Commitment  problem:  the  durability  of  the  benefits  of 

legislation  is  threatened  by  the  ability  of  legislators  to  amend  or  repeal  legislation, 
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influence  the  way  legislation  is  administered,  and  reduce  the  funds  available  for  its 

enforcement. 

3)   Agency cost: Administers may not comply with the intentions  

of the enacting coalition. 

4) Assigning risk and the cost of uncertainty: constituents may be  

uncertain about the private benefits or costs associated with the legislation. 

Legislators attempt to minimize transaction problems  by  selecting  the 

institutional choices, which are: 

1)  the extent to which decisions are delegated to the administrative  

level rather than taken by the legislature 

2)  the governance structure of the administrative agent. 

3)  the rules that specify the procedures that must be followed in  

administrative decision making 

4)  the nature and degree of legislative monitoring of administrative  

decision making and the ability to use ex post rewards and sanctions 

5) the rules governing the allocation and use of capital and labor 

In  sum,  budget  allocation  may  not  be  efficient  because  of  many 

transaction costs.  As a result, the possible proposed hypotheses are: 

1) Delegating decisions to a lower administrative level can  

improve the efficiency of budget allocation. 

2) The precision of a policy’s procedural guidance is positively 

associated with the success of budget allocation. 

3) The well-performed monitoring system leads to the success 

of budget allocation. 

 

4.1.2  Policy Implementation 

Altogether four policy implementation models are studied in this research. The 

first model, called “A Model of the Policy Implementation Process,” was developed 

by Van Meter and Van Horn (1975: 462-478).  The model posited six variables which 

were  believed  to  shape  the  linkage  between  policy  and  performance.    As  shown  in 

Figure  4.3,  these  variables  include:  (1)  policy  standards  and  objectives;  (2)  policy 

resources;  (3)  inter-organization  communication  and  enforcement  activities;                     
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(4)  characteristic  of  implementing  agencies,  (5)  economic,  social,  and  political 

conditions; and (6) disposition of the implementers   

Figure 3.2 A Model of the Policy Implementation Process

PerformancePolicy

Standards 
and Objectives

Resources

Interorganizational
Communication 

and Enforcement Activities

Characteristics of 
the Implementing Agencies

Economics, Social, 
and Political Conditions

The Disposition 
of Implementors

Source: Van Meter and Van Horn (1975)

 

Figure 4.3  A Model of the Policy Implementation Process 

Source:  Van Meter and Van Horn, 1975: 463. 

 

 Thereafter,  Sabatier  and  Mazmanian  (1979a:  484-485)  quote  a  set  of  five 

conditions of effective policy implementation.  They are: 

1)  The program is based on a sound theory relating changes in target 

group behavior to the achievement of the desired end-state (objectives.) 

2)  The statute (or  other basic policy  decision)  contains  unambiguous 

policy  directives  and  structures  the  implementation  process  so  as  to  maximize  the 

likelihood that target groups will perform as desired. It was examined in constituent 

parts, as follows: 

(1)   Statutory  objectives  that  are  precise  and  clearly  ranked  in 

importance  serve  as  an  indispensable  aid  in  program  evaluation,  as  unambiguous 

directives to implementing officials, and as a resource available to supporters of those 

objectives both inside and outside the implementing agencies. Furthermore, while the 
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desirability  of  unambiguous  policy  directives  within  a  given  statute  is  normally 

understood,  it  is  also  important  that  a  statute  assigned  for  implementation  to  an 

existing  agency  clearly  indicates  the  relative  priority  that  the  new  directives  are  to 

play in the totality of the agency’s programs. If this is not done, the new directives are 

likely to undergo considerable delay and be accorded low priority as they struggle for 

incorporation into the agency’s operating procedures.   

(2)  The financial resources provided to the implementing agencies 

are  sufficient  to  hire  the  staff  and  conduct  the  technical  analyses  involved  in  the 

development  of  regulations,  the  administration  of  permit/service  delivery  programs, 

and the monitoring of target group compliance. 

(3)  New program requires implementing officials that are  

sufficiently committed to and persistent in developing standard operating procedures 

and  in  enforcing  them  in  the  face  of  resistance  from  target  groups  and  from  public 

officials reluctant to make the mandated change. 

(4)  The statute (or other basic policy decision) provides substantial 

hierarchical integration within and among implementing agencies by minimizing the 

number  of  veto/clearance  points  and  by  providing  supporters  of  statutory  objectives 

with inducements and sanctions sufficient to assure acquiescence among those with a 

potential veto. 

(5)  Constant oversight and intervention from supportive constituency 

groups  and  legislative  (and  executive)  sovereigns  are  also  required.  They  include 

participation of unorganized potential beneficiaries, providing liberal rules of standing to 

appeal agency decisions  to the courts,  and requirements  for  periodic reporting of  agency 

performance  to  legislative  and  executive  sovereigns  and  for  evaluation  studies  by 

prestigious independent organizations. 

3)  The  leaders  of  the  implementing  agencies  possess  substantial 

managerial and political skill and are committed to statutory goals. Policy support is 

essentially  useless  if  not  accompanied  by  political  and  managerial  skill  in  utilizing 

available  resources.  Political  skill  involves  the  ability  to  develop  good  working 

relationships  with  sovereigns  in  the  agency’s  subsystem,  to  convince  opponents  and 

target  groups  that  they  are  being  treated  fairly,  to  mobilize  support  among  latent 

supportive  constituencies,  to  present  the  agency’s  case  adroitly  through  the  mass 
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media,  and  so  forth.  Managerial  skill  involves  developing  adequate  controls  so  that 

the  program is  not  subject  to  changes  in  fiscal  mismanagement,  maintaining  high 

morale  among  agency  personnel,  and  managing  internal  dissent  in  such  a  way  that 

dissidents are convinced that they have received a fair hearing. 

4)   The program is actively supported by organized constituency groups  

and  by  a  few  key  legislators  (or  the  chief  executive)  throughout  the  implementation 

process, with the courts being neutral or supportive. 

5)  The  relative  priority  of  statutory  objectives  is  not  significantly 

undermined over time by the emergence of conflicting public policies or by changes 

in relevant socioeconomic conditions that undermine the statute’s  “technical” theory 

or political support. 

Sabatier and Mazmonian also mention that if all of the above conditions were 

met, then any  statute, no  matter how  ambitious, will  be effectively  implemented.   It 

was  found  that  the  most  comprehensive  list  of  factors  can  be  found  in  the  work  of 

Sabatier  and Mazmanian  (1980a:  542), as  shown  in  the  second  model  (figure  4.4).   

They  identified seventeen  independent  variables  within  three  major  categories  that 

were  believed  to  affect  policy  implementation.    The  categories  included:  (1)  the 

tractability of the  problem; (2)  the ability of  the statute  to structure  implementation; 

and (3) non-statutory variables affecting implementation.  

   

Figure 3.3 Sabatier and Mazmanian’sModel

Source: Sabatierand  Mazmanian (1980)
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Figure 4.4  Sabatier and Mazmanian’s Model  

Source:  Sabatier and Mazmanian, 1980a: 542. 
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The  third  model  was  developed  by  George  C.  Edwards in  1980,  shown  in 

Figure  4.5.  He  identified  four  factors  believed  to  affect  implementation:                   

(1)  communication;  (2)  resources;  (3)  dispositions  of  the  implementers;  and             

(4)  bureaucratic structure. 

 

Figure 3.4 George C. Edwards’s Model
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Figure 4.5  George C. Edwards’ Model 

Source:  Edwards, 1980: 148. 

 

The  last  model,  shown  in  Figure  4.6,  is  the  management  model.  Voradej 

Chandarasorn (2005: 141)  identified a  management model  of policy  implementation 

which  focused  on  the  ability  of  the organization  to  carry  out  its  programs  and 

activities.  In order to accomplish its tasks, the organization must have an appropriate 

structure  and  personnel  that  are  competent  both  in  terms  of  administrative  and 

technical know-how. 

This model provides a clear understanding of the essential elements that will 

indicate  the  capability  of  any  organization.  Details  from  this  model  will  be  used  to 

analyze the capability of provinces, the important implementing agency of the poverty 

reduction policy conducted under the PBBS. 
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Figure 3.5The Management Model

Source: Voradej Chandarasorn(1983)
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Figure 4.6  The Management Model 

Source:  Voradej Chandarasorn, 2005: 141. 

 

Lastly,  the  organizational  approach  is  also  relevant  to  the  study  of  social 

policy  implementation. Voradej Chandarasorn  (2005:  141)  launched a  policy 

implementation model that was applied from the organizational development model.  

It  focuses  on  five  different  factors  affecting  the  performance  of  policy 

implementation,  which  are  (1)  motivation;  (2)  leadership;  (3)  people’s  participation; 

(4) teamwork; and (5) commitment. His model is also supported by the study of the 

Federal Programs Supporting Educational Change of Berman and Mclaugnlin (1974: 

3-11).   

To be more specific, the variables commonly used in the abovementioned four 

models are described individually in detail in the following section. 

4.1.2.1  Goals and Objectives Identification  

Pressman  and  Wildavsky  (1973: xxii)  indicate that  “implementation 

cannot  succeed  or  fail  without  a  goal  against  which  to  judge  it,”  and  therefore  the 

study  of  policy  implementation  requires  that  goals  and  objectives  be  identified  and 

measured.  Van  Meter  and  Van  Horn  (1975:  462)  also  support  the  idea  that  in 

determining standards and objectives one could use the statement of policy makers, as 

reflected in numerous documents, such as program regulations and guidelines which 

spell out the criteria for an evaluation of policy performance.  



 
 

 

72 

Furthermore, Van Meter and Van Horn (1975: 463) propose the basic 

top-down  model  of  policy  implementation  process  in  their  study.    There  are  six 

variables  that  shape  the  linkage  between  policy  and  performance,  which  are 

comprised  of  policy  standards  and  objectives,  policy  resources,  inter-organizational 

communication  and  enforcement  activities,  the  characteristics  of  the  implementing 

agency,  economic,  social, and  political  conditions,  and  the  disposition  of 

implementers.  In  addition,  they  also  have  revealed  that  their  model  can  be  used  to 

analyze  policy  implementation,  both  where  it  involves  actors  within  a  single 

organization and across organizational boundaries. 

In  their  model,  effective  implementation  requires  that  a  program’s 

standards  and  objectives  be  understood  by  those  individuals  responsible  for  their 

achievement.  Thus, the vital setting are: (1) clarity standards and objectives; (2) the 

accuracy  of  their  communication  to  implementers,  and  (3)  the  consistency  (or 

uniformity)  with  which  they  are  communicated  by  various  sources  of  information.   

Standards and  objectives cannot  be carried  out unless  they are  stated with  sufficient 

clarity  so  that  implementers  can  know  what  is  expected  of  them.    Therefore,  the 

prospects  of  effective  implementation  will  be  enhanced  by  the  clarity  with  which 

standards  and  objectives  are  stated  and  by  the  accuracy  and  consistency  with  which 

they are communicated. 

In sum, the possible proposed hypothesis is the following: 

The  precision  of  the  policy  goals  and  objectives  has  an  effect  on 

successful policy implementation. 

4.1.2.2  Support from Executives 

Williams  (1975:  158)  has  stated that  policy  implementation  must 

involve an analysis of whether technical, bureaucratic, staff, and institutional/political 

elements  can  be  blended  into  a  viable  process.    Implementation  analysis  must  ask 

whether  it  can  function  well  in  a  bureaucratic  sense  and  whether  it  can  operate 

successfully  in  its  larger  environment.    In  the  case  that  the  decision-maker  and 

implementers  are  different  persons,  there  will  be  a  series  of  decision  making; 

therefore,  there  might  be  a  series  of  problems  along  the  decision  path.    In  order  to 

enhance  the  probability  of  achieving  the  basic  program  or  policy  objectives,  the 

implementation should consist of a realistic development of the underlying decision in 
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terms  of  local  setting.    In  the  ideal  situation,  those  responsible  for  implementation 

would take the basic idea and modify it to meet special local conditions.   

According  to  Williams’  implementation  paradigm,  the  higher  the 

hierarchy  will  often  find  difficulty  in  policy  implementation,  since  lower-level 

bureaucrats  will  try  to  protect  their  turf.    However,  sometimes  the lower-level 

implementers face difficulties in policy implementation, since management does  not 

assist them properly. Specifically, the subordinates expect management to: (1) provide 

them  with  a  clear  picture  of  their  new  role  requirements;  (2)  adjust  organizational 

arrangements  to  make  them  compatible  with  the  innovations;  (3)  provide  training  if 

required; (4) provide resources necessary; and (5) appropriate supports and rewards in 

order to maintain their willingness to make implementation efforts (Gross, Giacquinta 

and Bernstein, 1971: 24-29). 

Successful  innovation  requires  a  recipient  that  is  both  able  to  benefit 

from treatment and willing to receive it—and knows whether an intended recipient in 

fact has these qualities demands more than merely understanding his or her plight or 

deficiencies  as  perceived  by  professionals  (Williams,  1975:  171).  It was  found  by 

Williams  that  failure  in  policy  implementation  related  to  the  management 

responsibility  issue.    Moreover,  Marvin  and  Rouse  (1969:  808)  state  that  the most 

important  factor  in  the  development  of  a  PPB  system  and  its  integration  with  the 

agency decision making system is the attitude of the agency head.   

An  important  factor  affecting  the  implementing  of  a  new  program  is  the 

perspective of interpersonal motivational factors.  As Anthony (1965: 80) observes: “The 

success  or  failure  of  the  management  control  process  depends  on  the  personal 

characteristics  of  the  manager:  his  judgment,  his  knowledge,  and  his  ability  to  influence 

others.”    In  these  terms  the  emphasis  is  on  leadership—a  blending  of  personal  skill  and 

experience that can get others to respond to direction in a dynamic situation. 

In sum, the possible proposed hypothesis is:  

The  support  of  executives  has  an  effect  on  the  success  of  policy 

implementation. 

4.1.2.3  Capacities of Implementing Agencies 

Ripley,  Franklin,  Holmes  and  Moreland (1973:  10)  view  that  the 

characteristics  of  administrative  agencies  affect  their  policy  implementation.  Van 
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Meter  and  Van  Horn  (1975:  471)  offer  suggestions  of  characteristics  of  an 

organization’s  capacity  that  might  affect  policy  implementation as  follows:  (1)  the 

competence  and  size  of  an  agency’s  staff;  (2)  the  degree  of  hierarchical  control  of 

subunit  decisions  and  processes  within  the  implementing  agencies;  (3)  an  agency’s 

political  resources;  (4)  the  vitality  of  an  organization;  (5)  the  degree  of  “open” 

communications  within  an  organization;  and  (6)  the  agency’s  formal  and  informal 

linkages with the “policy-making” or “policy-enforcing” body. 

Successful  implementation  is  also  a  function  of  the  implementing 

organization’s  capacity  to  do  what  it  is  expected  to  do.    The  ability  to  implement 

policies may be hindered by such factors as  an overworked  and poorly trained staff, 

insufficient information and financial resources, or impossible time constraints (Van 

Meter and Van Horn, 1975: 480). 

According  to  Williams  (1975:  181-182),  implementation  analysis 

usually  focuses  on  the  technical  capacity  to  implement,  political  feasibility,  and  the 

technical  and  political  strategies  for  implementation.    In  practice, the  technical 

capacities  include,  first,  the  sufficiency  of  communication,  a  good  enough 

administrative  structure,  and  sufficient  numbers  of  individuals  with  requisite 

administrative and  technical  skills  in  specific  substantive  areas  to  have  a  reasonable 

probability of moving the innovation into the field. Second, the local entities should 

maintain  the  staff’s  skills  needed  to  administer  the  treatment  package.    He  also 

recommends trying out a new idea on a small scale before making a full commitment 

to a national program.  Alternatively, a special team could be created for the one-time 

effort  to  implement  a  new  program.    Members  of  the  team  should  be  drawn  from 

different  parts  of  an  agency  and  would  be  disbanded  after  the implementation  is 

completed.    Moreover,  the  team  would  have  the  responsibility  and  authority  to  cut 

across the many layers involved in the implementation process. 

In  addition,  in  the  context  of  Thai  bureaucracy,  successful 

implementation  depends  heavily  on  the  capacity  of  the  implementing  agency  to 

perform  its  duties  as  it  is  expected  to  do  (Voradej  Chandarasorn  and  Likhit 

Dhiravegin, 1987: 96-106). Thus, the possible proposed hypothesis is that: 

The capacities of implementing agencies have an effect on the success 

of policy implementation. 
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4.1.2.4  The Disposition of Implementors 

The perceptions of the implementors within the jurisdiction where the 

policy  is  delivered  are  also  important.  Van  Meter  and  Van  Horn  (1975:  472-473) 

delineated three elements of the implementors’ response that might affect their ability 

and  willingness  to  carry  out  the  policy.    First,  the  implementors’  cognition 

(comprehension  and  understanding)  of  the  policy:  unsuccessful  implementation  may 

occur when officials are not aware that they are not in full compliance with the policy.  

Moreover, their understanding of general intent and specific standards and objectives 

of  the  policy  is  also  important.  Under  circumstances  of  cognitive  dissonance 

(Festinger, 1957: 32-47), the individual may attempt to bring the displeasing message 

into balance with his or her perception of what the decision ought to have been. 

Second,  the  direction  of  implementors’  dispositions  toward  standards 

and objectives is also important.  Widespread acceptance of the policy’s standard and 

objectives, on the part of those responsible for administering it, will greatly enhance 

the  potential  for  its  successful  execution. Shared  attitude,  at  least,  should  make  the 

implementation easier. 

Lastly,  the  intensity  of  implementors’  dispositions  may  affect  the 

performance of the policy.  If negative preferences  occur,  there  may be outright and 

open defiance of the program’s objective. 

In  addition,  according  to  Stein  (1984:  134-135),  the  factors  shaping 

successful  implementation  of national  public  policies  are  internal  to  the  recipient’s 

own organization. Studies by Berman  and McLaughlin (1976: 345-370) demonstrate 

that the motivation and general disposition of local administrators regarding federally-

initiated  innovations  in  education  are  critical  in  the  successful  adoption  of  these 

innovations by local school systems. 

The  idea  that  the  recipient’s  perspective  is  relevant  to  successful 

program  implementation  is also  confirmed  that  it  reverses  what  we  instinctively 

regard as the normal flow of policy, from top to bottom.  The message of the model is 

quite bluntly, that the capacity to implement originates at the bottom of organizations, 

not at the top (Elmore, 1978: 215). 
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Gross, Giacquinta, and Bernstien (1971: 200-201) have also identified 

several  factors  that  affect  goal  consensus—and  thus  implementation.  One  of  these 

factors is the extent to which subordinates (or implementers) have participated in the 

making of the policy decision.  Their literature review finds support for the following 

arguments:  “(1)  participation  leads  to  higher  staff  morale,  and  high  staff  morale  is 

necessary  for  successful  implementation;  (2)  participation  leads  to  greater 

commitment,  and  a  high  degree  of  commitment  is  required  for  successful 

implementation; (3)  participation  leads  to  greater  clarity  about  an  innovation,  and 

clarity  is  necessary  for  implementation;  (4)  beginning  with  the  postulate  of  basic 

resistance  to  change,  the  argument  is  that  participation  will  reduce  initial  resistance 

and  thereby  facilitate  successful  implementation;  and  (5)  subordinates  will  tend  to 

resist  any  innovation  that  they  are  expected  to  implement  if  it  is  initiated  solely  by 

their super-ordinates.” 

In sum, the possible proposed hypothesis is that: 

The disposition of policy implementors has an effect on the success of 

policy implementation. 

4.1.2.5  Inter-Organizational Communications and Relationships 

Communication  within  and  between  organizations  is  a  complex  and 

difficult process.  In transmitting massages downward in an organization, or from one 

organization  to  another,  communicators  inevitably  distort  them—both  intentionally 

and unintentionally  (Downs,  1967:  133-136). Furthermore, if  different  sources  of 

communication  provide  inconsistent  interpretations  of  standards  and  objectives  or  if 

the same source provides conflicting interpretations over time, implementers will find 

it  even  more  difficult  to  carry  out  the  intentions  of  policy.  In  a  model  of  the  Policy 

Implementation  Process  developed  by  Van  Meter  and  Van  Horn  (1975:  463),  inter-

organizational  communication  and  enforcement  activities  are  posited  as  the  critical 

independent factors that link policy and performance.   

Implementation  of  government  policy  increasingly  takes  place  in  a 

networked setting.  Therefore, communication and coordination play important roles 

in  inter-organizational  relationships.    Successful  policy  implementation  requires  the 

interaction and coordination of a large number of organizations at different levels of 

government,  by  local,  regional,  and  national  agencies,  and  cooperation  by  non-
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governmental  organizations  and  groups  of  intended  beneficiaries  (Cheema  and 

Rondinelli,  1983:  27). Furthermore,  communication  is  necessary  if  one  wants  to 

implement  a  policy  successfully.    Two  functions  of  communication  are  mentioned: 

the  first  function  is  to  increase  the  likelihood  of  compliance  and  execution  of  a 

particular  policy.    If  communication  among  parties  is  lacking  in  these  respects,  the 

resulting  distortions  could  lead  to  implementation  failure.    The  second function  of 

communication is related to conflict resolution, which is important in building trust, 

increasing co-operation, and increasing the right kind of involvement among actors in 

the implementation process (Cline, 2000: 551-572). 

Porter  (1973:  85)  and  Derthick  (1970:  69-70)  also  agree  that  way  to 

achieve  influence  is  to  get  states  and  localities  to  participate  in  a  program.    Their 

research  has  shown  that  the  amount  of  federal  influence  over  aspects  of  a  program 

increases  as  the  percentage  of  the  federal  contribution  rises.  Then,  the  federal  may 

induce both state and local participation and cooperate in rendering public services. 

It was found that there are many central agencies, including the Bureau 

of the Budget, the Comptroller General’s Department, and other central agencies that 

need  to  facilitate  policy  implementation  by  aiding  the  provinces  in  interpreting 

regulations  and  guidelines,  structuring  responses  to  policy  initiatives,  and  obtaining 

the  physical  and  technical  resources  required  to  carry out  a  policy.    Besides  the 

cooperatives  of  related  central  agencies,  the  localities  in  provinces  must  also  have 

good inter-organizational relationships.  In the provinces, many parties play important 

roles  in  policy  implementation;  they  are  the  Local  Administration  Organization, 

communities,  NGOs,  the  private  sector,  etc.  As  a  result,  their  inter-organizational 

communications are very important to the success of policy implementation.  

In sum, the possible proposed hypothesis is that: 

Inter-organizational  communications  and  relationships  have  an  effect 

on the success of policy implementation. 
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4.2  Proposed Model for Analysis 
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Figure 4.7  The Conceptual Framework of the Performance-Based Budgeting  

                    System: A Study of Poverty Reduction Policy Implementation in  

        Thailand 

 

Figure  4.7  shows  the  conceptual  framework  of  this  study.    The  study  posits 

that the success of budget preparation and execution  in the PBBS related to poverty 

reduction  program implementation  will  depend  on  three  primary  factors;  namely, 

procedural  guidance  and  the  information  factor,  the  characteristics  of  the 

implementing provinces, and external factors. The hypotheses were developed on the 

basis  of  the  theoretical  development discussed  in  the  previous  section,  consisting  of 

“Theories of Public Expenditures” and “Policy Implementation Theories.” The details 

of each factor are as follows: 
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4.2.1  Independent Variables 

4.2.1.1  Procedural Guidance and Information Factors 

1)  Precision of Poverty Reduction Policy and Procedural 

Guidance 

This  variable  was  derived  from  both  “Policy  Implementation 

Theories”  and  “Theories  of  Public  Expenditures.”  First,  in  a  model  of  the  Policy 

Implementation  Process  developed  by  Van  Meter  and  Van  Horn  (1975:  463), 

standards  and  objectives  are  one  of  six  variables  which  shape  the  linkage  between 

policy  and  performances.    Additionally,  Sabatier  and  Mazmonian’s  model  (1979a: 

484-485)  shows that  successful  program  implementation  requires  clear,  precise,  and 

accurate definition of goals, objectives, and targets.  For this reason, the person that is 

responsible for its achievement must have a full and clear understanding of what is to 

be done.   

Secondly,  according  to  theories  of  Public  Expenditures,  high 

level of transaction cost might be a crucial cause of inefficiency. Individuals put their 

own interests ahead of others; thus there is a conflict.  They often find it too expensive 

to  make  really  fully-informed  decisions.    Thus,  in  order  to  avoid  such  problems, 

precision of policy and procedural guidance should be provided. 

The  present  study  therefore  covers  five  components.  They  are: 

(1)  precision  of  policy;  (2)  precision  of  policy’s  target  groups;  (3)  precision  of 

policy’s goals, objectives, and guidance; (4) acquisition of policy’s comparable target 

in  benchmarking;  and  (5)  identification  of  responsible  parties  of  policy.    It  can  be 

stated that precision of the strategic targets and directions directly affects the success 

of policy implementation. Thus, the precision of policy and procedural guidance will 

shape the success of budget preparation and execution in the PBBS related to poverty 

reduction program implementation. 

Hypothesis  1: Precision  of  poverty  reduction  policy  and 

procedural  guidance  are  associated  with  the  success  of  budget  preparation  and 

execution of the PBBS related to poverty reduction program implementation.  

2)  Adequacy and Quality of Information  

This  variable was  derived  again  from  the  rationality  and 

incrementalism  approaches  developed by  Lindblom  (1959:  81).    The  rational 
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approach  makes  important  assumptions:  perfect  information  being  available  to 

decision  makers,  the  existence  of  the  wherewithal  necessary  for  societal  utility 

comparisons  of  alternative  proposals,  the  cognitive  adequacy  of  decision  makers 

being  sufficient  to  utilize  perfect  information,  and  the  absence  of  time  constraints. 

While incremental decisions are basically political decisions, in the nonpartisan sense 

of political bargaining, and strategic notions therefore are commonly expected. 

As  discussed  by R. A. Musgrave  and P. B. Musgrave  (1989:    

6-7),  a  budget has  three  major  types  of  activities:  the  allocation  function,  the 

distribution function, and the stabilization function.  In order to accomplish the tasks 

in  each function,  covered  by  normative  theories  of  public  expenditure,  the 

government  needs  efficiency  in  decision  making,  in  particular,  in  allocating  social 

goods under the scarce economic resources in an imperfect information environment.  

In  other  words,  lack of  reliable  information  might  cause  poor  budget  allocation.    In 

this study, a complete set of information is a crucial factor; and also, an agency that is 

able to provide such important information is needed.  As a result, efficiency budget 

allocation can be improved by setting up an independent agency whose duties are to 

collect and compile data  and then generate  these data into  available information.   In 

short, the existence of information generated by an independent agency would help to 

improve the efficiency of budget allocation.   

Accordingly,  the  poverty  reduction  policy  under  the  PBBS 

would  be  undertaken  as  designed  and  would  achieve  its  intended  outcome  if  the 

provinces  exhibit  adequacy  and  high  quality  information.  In  this  context,  adequacy 

and  high  quality  information  covers  four  components:  (1)  availability  of  poverty 

reduction strategy/policy information; (2) acquisition of information regarding budget 

preparation and execution; (3) accomplishment of policy’s targets and objectives; and 

(4)  collection  and  integration  of  possible  alternatives  to  accomplish  policy’s  targets 

and  objectives.    It  can  be  stated  that  the  adequacy  and  quality  of  information  is 

important  to  the  success  of  the  budget  preparation  and  the  execution  of  poverty 

reduction policy implementation. 

Hypothesis  2: Adequacy  and  quality  of  information  are 

associated with the success of budget preparation and execution in the PBBS related 

to poverty reduction program implementation. 
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4.2.1.2  Characteristics of Implementing Provinces 

1)  Executives’  Support  in  Adopting  the  PBBS  in  Poverty 

Reduction Program Implementation at the Provincial Level 

This variable was derived mainly from the Management Model 

developed  by  Voradej Chandarasorn  (2005:  141).  In  addition,  one  of  Sabatier  and 

Mazmanian’s five conditions of effective policy implementation is the managerial and 

political skills of the leaders of the implementing agencies. Anthony (1965: 80), Gross 

et  al. (1971:  24-29)  and  Williams  (1975:  171),  also  conclude that  the  success  or 

failure  of  policy  implementation is  related to the  management responsibility  issue—

the implementers expect management to assist them properly. 

Support  from  provincial  executives  in  adopting  the  PBBS  in 

poverty  reduction  program  implementation  means  the  following:  (1) the  important 

role  of  provincial  executives  in  supporting  budget  preparation  and  execution  of 

poverty  reduction  program  implementation;  (2)  facilities  provided  by  provincial 

executives; (3) provincial executives’  budget consultation; (4)  adequacy  of  time  and 

budget  provided  by  provincial  executives;  (5)  reward  provided  by  executives;  and    

(6)  provincial  executives’  ability  to  solve  related  problems.  In  short,  support  from 

provincial executives would affect the success of budget preparation and execution in 

the PBBS related to poverty reduction program implementation. 

Hypothesis  3: Executives’  support  in  adopting  the  PBBS  in 

poverty  reduction  program  implementation  at  the  provincial  level  is  associated  with 

the  success  of  budget  preparation  and  execution  in the  PBBS  related  to  poverty 

reduction program implementation. 

2)  Capacity of the Provinces in Adopting the PBBS in Poverty 

Reduction Program Implementation at the Provincial Level 

This  variable  was  derived  from  “A  model  of  the  Policy 

Implementation  Process” developed  by  Van  Meter  and    Van  Horn  (1975:  471),  the 

model developed by Edwarda (1980: 148), and the Management Model developed by 

Voradej Chandarasorn  (2005:  141).    The  capacity  of  the  provinces,  in  this  case,  is 

considered  in  terms  of  the  following: (1)  adequacy of  the  provincial  officers  whose 

work is related to budget preparation and execution; (2) adequacy of experience and 

skills  of  the  provincial  officers  whose  work  is  related  to  budget  preparation  and 
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execution of poverty reduction program implementation; (3) availability of time span 

in  budget  preparation  and  execution  for  poverty  reduction  program  implementation;   

(4) availability of financial resources in budget preparation and execution for poverty 

reduction  program  implementation;  and  (5)  adequacy  of  instruments  and  technology 

provided  for  the  budgeting  process  in  poverty  reduction  program  implementation.  It 

can  be  stated  that  the  capacity  of  the  province  in  adopting  the  PBBS  in  poverty 

reduction  program  implementation  affects  the  success  of budget  preparation  and 

execution in the PBBS related to poverty reduction program implementation. 

Hypothesis  4: The  capacity  of  the  provinces  in  adopting  the 

PBBS  in  poverty  reduction  program  implementation  at  the  provincial  level  is 

associated with the success of budget preparation and execution in the PBBS related 

to poverty reduction program implementation. 

3)  Provincial  Officers’  Disposition  in  Adopting  the  PBBS  in 

Poverty Reduction Program Implementation at the Provincial Level 

This variable was  derived  from  “A  model  of  the  Policy 

Implementation  Process”  developed  by  Van  Meter  and  Van  Horn  (1975:  471),  the 

work of Sabatier and Mazmonian (1980: 542), and the Management Model developed 

by  Voradej  Chandarasorn  (2005:  141).    Van  Meter  and  Van  Horn  (1975:  471)  and 

Elmore  (1978:  148)  have  stated  that  the  perception  of  the  implementers  within  the 

implementing  agencies  is  also  important  to  the  success  of  policy  implementation. 

Moreover,  according  to  the  model  of Edwards  (1980:  148),  one  of  its  independent 

variables is the disposition of the implementers. Berman and McLaughlin (1976: 345-

370) demonstrates the case of successful adoption of federally-initiated innovation in 

education  that  is  relevant  to  the  motivation  and  general  disposition  of  the  locally 

administrative officers.   

The disposition of provincial officers covers: (1) willingness of 

provincial  officials  in  budget  preparation  and  execution  related  to  poverty  reduction 

program implementation at the provincial level; (2) perception of provincial officials 

of  the  importance  of  budget  preparation  and  execution  related  to  poverty  reduction 

program implementation at the provincial level; (3) acceptance of provincial officials 

of  budget  preparation  and  execution’s  objectives  and  targets  related  to  poverty 

reduction  program  implementation  at  the  provincial  level;  (4)  provincial  officials’ 
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understanding  of  budget  preparation  and  execution  related  to  poverty  reduction 

program implementation at the provincial level; (5) provincial officials’ participation 

in  budget  preparation  and  execution  related  to  poverty  reduction  policy 

implementation; and (6) provincial officials’ commitment to responsibilities of budget 

preparation and execution related to poverty reduction program implementation.  It is 

also  believed  that the  success of  budget preparation  and execution  is relevant  to  the 

disposition of local administrative officers.  

Hypothesis  5: Provincial  officials’  disposition  in  adopting  the 

PBBS  in  poverty  reduction  program  implementation  at  the  provincial  level  is 

associated with the success of budget preparation and execution in the PBBS related 

to poverty reduction program implementation. 

4)  Ability of Provinces to Induce People’s participation in the 

Process of the PBBS in Poverty Reduction Program Implementation at the Provincial 

Level 

This variable was derived from the combination of “Theories of 

Public  Expenditures”  and  “Policy  Implementation  Theories.” Most  public 

expenditures  theorists  support  the  disclosure  and  measurement  of  consumers’ 

preferences.  To  bring people  into  the  process  of  policy  implementation  requires 

governments to have more understanding of both people’s and bureaucrats’ needs and 

wants.  In addition to this, as shown  in Normative Theories of Public  Expenditures, 

one of the crucial factors affecting the success of budget implementation is people’s 

participation.   

This  variable  is  considered  in  terms  of  the  following:               

(1)  opportunities  for  people’s  participation  in  the  process  of  budget  preparation 

related  to  poverty  reduction  program  implementation;  (2)  opportunities  for  people’s 

participation  in  targeting  the  poor  in  the  province;  (3)  opportunities  for  people’s 

participation in making decisions regarding budget preparation and execution related 

to poverty reduction program implementation; (4) opportunities for people to expose 

their wants in budget preparation and execution related to poverty reduction program 

implementation;  (5)  opportunities  for  people  to  expose  their  satisfaction  concerning 

budget preparation and  execution of the PBBS related to  poverty reduction  program 

implementation;  (6) evaluation of people’s satisfaction in the budget preparation and 
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execution of the PBBS in poverty reduction program implementation; and  (7) public 

hearings and meetings related to poverty reduction program implementation. 

Hypothesis  6: The  ability  of  provinces  to  induce  people’s 

participation  in  the  process  of  the  PBBS  related  to  poverty  reduction  program 

implementation  at  the  provincial  level  is  associated  with  the  success  of  budget 

preparation  and  execution  of  the  PBBS  related  to  poverty  reduction  program 

implementation. 

4.2.1.3  External Factors 

The  external  factors  mainly  rely  on  inter-organization  communication 

and  relationships.    In  this  study,  such  factors  will  be  divided  into  two  sub-factors 

according to the distinction of the roles of central agencies and the roles of localities.  

They  are:  (1) the  Bureau of  the Budget and  other  central  agencies’  facilitation,  and 

(2) inter-organizational communication and incorporation among related parties both 

inside and outside the province.   

Both of them were derived from Policy Implementation Theories. The 

model of the Policy Implementation Process developed by Van Horn and Van Meter 

(1975:  471),  inter-organizational  communication,  and  enforcement  activities  are 

posited  as  primary  determinants of  performance  of  policy  implementation.    In 

addition,  in  Edwards’  model,  he  identifies  communication  as  one  of  four  factors 

affecting policy implementation. 

1) The Facilitation of the Bureau of the Budget and Other  

       Central Agencies 

In  this  case,  the  variable  is  considered  in  terms  of  the 

following:  (1)  the  distinction  of  the  roles,  responsibilities,  and  functions  among 

central  agencies;  (2)  the  consistency  of  the  directions  and  guidance  provided  by  the 

Bureau of the Budget and other central agencies;  (3) the precision and clarity of the 

directions  and  guidance  provided  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and  other  central 

agencies; (4) the adequacy of the directions and guidance provided by the Bureau of 

the  Budget  and  other  central  agencies;  (5)  the  cooperation,  communication,  and 

facilitation  provided  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and  other  central  agencies;  and               

(6)  the  amendment  and  alteration  of  directions  and  guidance  in  order  to  cope  with 

dynamic environmental changes. 
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Hypothesis 7: The facilitations of the Bureau of the Budget and 

other  central  agencies  are  associated  with  the  success  of  budget  preparation  and 

execution in the PBBS related to poverty reduction program implementation. 

2)  Inter-Organizational Communication and Incorporation 

among Related Agencies 

In  this  case,  the  variable  will  be  considered  in  terms  of  the 

following: (1) the good relationship of the provincial officials with the Bureau of the 

Budget’s officials and other central agency officials; (2) the good relationship among 

the  Bureau  of  the  Budget’s  officials  and  other  central  agency  officials;  (3)  the 

frequency  of  incorporation  among  provincial  officials,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget’s 

officials,  and  other  central  agency’  officials;  (4)  the  communication,  assistance,  and 

information  sharing  among  provincial  officers  within  the  province  and  between 

provinces; (5) the cooperation among local communities, NGOs, private parties, and 

provincial  officials;  (6)  well-performed  integration  of  projects  related  to  poverty 

reduction  policy  in  the  province;  and  (7)  well-performed  integration  of  projects 

related to poverty reduction policy among the provinces. 

Hypothesis  8: Inter-organizational  communication  and 

incorporation  among  related  parties  are  associated  with  the  success  of  budget 

preparation  and  execution  of  the  PBBS  related  to  poverty  reduction  program 

implementation. 

 

4.2.2  Dependent Variable   

The  success  of  budget  preparation  and  execution  of  the  PBBS  related  to 

poverty reduction program implementation is employed as the dependent variable.  In 

this study, it covers four components, which are:  

1)  Adequacy and quality of poverty reduction budget planning 

2)  Availability and quality of Medium-Term Expenditures Framework 

(MTEF)  

3)  Comprehensiveness of output profile 

4)  Availability and quality of monitoring and evaluation  
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The  first  part  of  the  study’s  survey  questionnaires  focuses  on  poverty 

reduction  strategic  budget  planning.    In  this  part,  the  questions  cover  five 

comprehensive questions, mainly dealing with the adequacy and quality of provincial 

poverty problem analysis and the achievement of provincial poverty reduction service 

delivery targets.   

The second part of the study’s survey questionnaires has the objective to study 

the Medium-Term Expenditures Frameworks (MTEF) prepared in each province.  In 

this  section,  the  questions,  first,  included  how  provinces  prepare  for  their  budget 

burden for the next three years, and secondly, the comprehensiveness of information 

in preparing the MTEF.   

The third part of the study’s survey questionnaires concerns provincial poverty 

reduction output specification.  In this part, the questions expose five critical issues.  

They  are:  (1)  responsibility  and  accountability  of  provincial  poverty  reduction 

outputs,  (2)  revision  of  provincial  poverty  reduction  outputs,  (3)  provincial  poverty 

reduction  output  activities,  (4)  usage  of  provincial  poverty  reduction  output 

specifications,  and  (5)  key  performance  indicators  of  provincial  poverty  reduction 

outputs.   

The  last  part  of  the  survey  questionnaires  focuses  on  the  budget  monitoring 

and  evaluation  of  the  poverty  reduction  program  in  the  provinces.    This  part  was 

developed  according  to  nine  different  issues.    They  are:  (1)  provincial  poverty 

reduction performance reporting, (2) provincial poverty reduction financial reporting, 

(3)  provincial  poverty  reduction  action  plans,  (4)  the  provincial  poverty  reduction 

internal control system, (5) provincial poverty reduction evaluation concerns, (6) type 

of provincial  poverty  reduction  budget  evaluation,  (7)  provincial  poverty  reduction 

evaluation reporting, (8) provincial poverty reduction budget evaluation guidance, and 

(9) provincial poverty reduction budget monitoring and evaluation analysis planning.  

 

4.3  Summary 

 

In  summary,  based  on  an  integration  of  theories  of  public  expenditures  and 

policy  implementation,  a  conceptual  framework  for  analysis  was  derived.  The 

framework  suggests  that  procedural  guidance  and  information  factors,  the 
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characteristics  of implementing  provinces,  and  external  factors  can  determine  the 

success of budget preparation and execution of the PBBS related to poverty reduction 

policy  implementation.    Based  on  this  framework,  eight  hypotheses  were  proposed.   

The variables that were hypothesized to have an effect on the dependent variable are: 

(1) precision of poverty reduction policy and procedural guidance;  (2) adequacy and 

quality  of  information;  (3)  executives’  support  in  adopting  the  PBBS  in  poverty 

reduction  program  implementation  at  the  provincial  level;  (4)  the  capacity  of  the 

provinces in adopting the PBBS in poverty reduction program implementation at the 

provincial level; (5) provincial officials’ disposition in adopting the PBBS in poverty 

reduction  program  implementation  at  the  provincial  level;  (6)  the  ability  of  the 

province  to  induce  people’s  participations  in  the  process  of  the  PBBS  related  to 

poverty reduction program implementation at the provincial level; (7) the facilitations 

of  the  Budget  of  the  Budget  and  other  central  agencies;  and  (8)  inter-organizational 

communications  and  incorporations  among  related  parties.  The  next  chapter  will 

propose a research methodology to test these hypotheses. 

 



CHAPTER 5 

 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

 

This chapter is organized into five sections in order to identify the data sources 

and measures that will be used to test the hypotheses developed in chapter four.  The 

first  section  shows  the  eight  main  hypotheses  to  be  tested.  The  second  section 

describes the operational definitions of the variables.  The third section presents the 

research design and data collection.  The fourth section looks at instrument validation, 

which includes the issues of reliability and validity.  The last section suggests statistic 

techniques for data analysis. 

 

5.1  Research Hypotheses 

 

Based on the proposed model displayed in figure 4.7, the study proposes eight 

main hypotheses to be tested. 

Hypothesis  1:  Precision  of  poverty  reduction  policy  and  procedural  guidance  are 

associated  with  the  success  of  budget  preparation and  execution  in  the  PBBS  related  to 

poverty reduction program implementation. 

Hypothesis 2: Adequacy and quality of information are associated with the success 

of  budget  preparation  and  execution  of  the  PBBS  related  to  poverty  reduction  program 

implementation. 

Hypothesis 3: Executives’  support in adopting the PBBS in poverty reduction  

program  implementation  at  the  provincial  level  is  associated  with  the  success of  budget 

preparation and execution in the PBBS related to poverty reduction program implementation. 

Hypothesis 4: The capacity of the provinces in adopting the PBBS in poverty  

reduction  program  implementation  at  the  provincial  level  is  associated  with  the  success  of 

budget  preparation and  execution  of  the  PBBS  related  to  poverty  reduction  program 

implementation. 
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Hypothesis  5:  Provincial  officials’  disposition  in  adopting  the  PBBS  in 

poverty  reduction  program  implementation  at the  provincial  level  is  associated  with 

the  success  of  budget  preparation  and  execution  of  the  PBBS  related  to  poverty 

reduction program implementation. 

Hypothesis 6: The ability of provinces to induce people’s participation in the 

process  of  the  PBBS  related  to  poverty  reduction  program  implementation  at  the 

provincial level is associated with the success of budget preparation and execution of 

the PBBS related to poverty reduction program implementation. 

Hypothesis 7: The facilitations of the Bureau of the Budget and other central 

agencies  are  associated  with  the  success  of  budget preparation  and  execution  of  the 

PBBS related to poverty reduction program implementation. 

Hypothesis  8:  Inter-organizational  communication  and  incorporation  among 

related parties are associated with the success of budget preparation and execution of 

the PBBS related to poverty reduction program implementation. 

 

5.2  Operational Definitions of Variables and Measurements 

 

This  section  describes  the  details  of  the  operational  definitions  used  in  the 

study  and  the  measurement  of  each  variable.    Briefly,  operational  definitions  and 

measurements are displayed in table 5.1. 

 

5.2.1  Dependent Variable 

The  success  of  budget  preparation  and execution  of  the  PBBS  related  to 

poverty reduction program implementation is a dependent variable.  Four components 

were used to be measured, and they are: 

1)  Poverty reduction strategies budget planning: the respondents were 

asked to select the most appropriate statements mentioned in questionnaire set I part 

II, questions number 2.1 to 2.5. 

2)  Availability  and  quality  of  the  Medium-Term  Expenditures 

Framework  (MTEF) in  relation  to  poverty reduction  policy:  the  respondents  were 

asked to select the most appropriate statements mentioned in questionnaire set I part 

II, questions number 3.1 to 3.2. 
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3)  Comprehensiveness  of  poverty  reduction  output  profile:  the 

respondents  were  asked  to  select  the  most  appropriate  statements  mentioned  in 

questionnaire set I part II, question numbers 4.1 to 4.5. 

4)  Availability and quality of monitoring and evaluation in relation to 

budget preparation and execution related to poverty reduction policy implementation: 

the respondents  were  asked  to  select  the  most  appropriate  statements  mentioned  in 

questionnaire set I  part II, questions numbers 5.1 to 5.7, and 5.9.   
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Table 5.1  Dependent Variable and Measures  
 

Dependent Variable 
Variable Elements Measures Questions 

Number 
References 

(1) Adequacy and quality of 

poverty reduction strategic 

budget planning 

 

- The adequacy and 

quality of provincial 

poverty problem 

analysis and the 

achievement of 

provincial poverty 

reduction service 

delivery targets 

Questionnaire Set I 
Part II 
Questions No. 
2.1 – 2.5 
 
 
 
 

The success of budget 

preparation and execution 

of PBBS related to 

poverty reduction 

program implementation 

at the provincial level 

 

(2) Availability and quality of 

Medium-Term 

Expenditures Framework 

(MTEF) in relation to 

poverty reduction policy  

 

- How provinces prepare 

for their budget burden 

for the next three years  

- The comprehensiveness 

of information in 

preparing MTEF 

Questionnaire Set I 
Part II 
Questions No. 

Applied from: 

Bureau of the 

Budget (1999a, 

1999b, 2003, 

2005, 2006)  

World Bank 

(1998, 2002), 

and 

Schiavo-Campo 

and Tommasi 

(1999) 
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3.1 – 3.2 
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Table 5.1  (Continued) 
 

Dependent Variable 
Variable Elements Measures Questions 

Number 
References 

 (3) Comprehensiveness of  

poverty reduction output 

profile 

- Responsibility and 

accountability of 

provincial poverty 

reduction outputs, 

- Revision of provincial 

poverty reduction 

outputs 

-  Provincial poverty 

reduction output 

activities  

- Usage of provincial 

poverty reduction output 

specifications,  and 

- Key performance 

indicators of provincial 

poverty reduction outputs   

Questionnaire Set I 
Part II 
Questions No. 
4.1 – 4.5 

Applied from: 

 

Bureau of the 

Budget (1999a, 

1999b, 2003, 

2005, 2006)  

 

World Bank 

(1998, 2002), 

and 
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Schiavo-Campo 

and Tommasi 

(1999) 
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Table 5.1  (Continued) 
 

Dependent Variable 
Variable Elements Measures Questions 

Number 
References 

 (4) Availability and quality of 

monitoring and evolution of 

poverty reduction program 

implementation 

Availability, 

comprehensiveness, and 

characteristics of: 

- Provincial poverty 

reduction performance  

reports 

- Provincial poverty 

reduction financial 

reporting 

- Provincial poverty 

reduction action plans  

- Provincial poverty reduction 

internal control system  

- Provincial poverty 

reduction evaluation 

concerns  

Questionnaire Set I 
Part II 

Applied from: 

 

Bureau of the 

Budget (1999a, 

1999b, 2003, 

2005, 2006)  

Questions No. 
5.1 – 5.7 and 5.9 

 

World Bank 

(1998, 2002),  

and 
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Schiavo-Campo 

and Tommasi 

(1999) 
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Table 5.1  (Continued) 

 

Dependent Variable 
Variable Elements Measures Questions 

Number 
References 

  - Type of provincial 

poverty reduction budget 

evaluation 

- Provincial poverty 

reduction evaluation 

reporting  

- Provincial poverty 

reduction budget 

evaluation guidance, and 

- Provincial poverty 

reduction budget 

monitoring and 

evaluation analysis 

planning 
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Table 5.2  Independent Variables and Measures  
 

Independent Variables 
Variables Measures Questions Number References 

(1) Precision of poverty 

reduction policy and 

procedural guidance 

 

- Policy is precisely determined and easy to 

understand. 

- Policy’s target groups are precisely 

defined (“the poor” is well defined and 

classified).  

- Policy’s goals,  objectives, and guidance 

are precisely identified. 

- Policy’s comparable target benchmarking 

is acquired,  

- The responsible parties of the poverty 

reduction policy are identified clearly.   

Questionnaire Set II 
Part II 
Questions No. 
1.1 – 1.5 
 
 
 
 

Coase (1937) (1988),        

Pressman and Wildavsky 

(1973), Arrow (1974),                    

Van Horn & Van Meter (1975), 

Williamson (1975),                     

Sabatier & Mazmanian (1979),      

and Horn (1995) 

 

(2) Adequacy and quality 

of information  

 

- Availability of information of poverty 

reduction strategy/policy  
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Questionnaire Set II 
Part II 
Questions No. 
2.1, 2.2, 2.4, and 2.5 

 

Dahl and Lindblom (1953), 

Simon (1957), Fenno (1966), 

Davis, Dempster, and Wildavsky 

(1966) Lindblom (1959), 

Natchez and Bupp (1973), Gist 

(1974), Bond and Bock (1975),  

- Acquisition of information related to 

poverty reduction strategy/policy in 

budget preparation and execution  
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Table 5.2  (Continued) 
 

Independent Variables 
Variables Measures Questions Number References 

 - Accomplishment of targets and objectives 

of each poverty reduction program 

implementation 

- Collection and integration of possible 

alternatives to accomplish the targets and 

objectives of each poverty reduction 

policy implementation 

 Wanat (1976), Wildavsky 
(1979),   and Imbrahim and 
Procter (1992) 

(3) Executives’ support in 

adopting PBBS in poverty 

reduction program 

implementation at the 

provincial level 

 

- Important role in supporting the budget 

preparation and execution of poverty 

reduction program implementation        

- Facilities provided by provincial executives 

to make officials compatible with the 

poverty reduction policy under the PBBS 

- Provincial executives’ budget consultation 

provided to officials related to poverty 

reduction policy implementation 

Questionnaire Set II 
Part II 
Questions No. 
3.1 – 3.6 
 

Anthony (1965),  

Gross and his associates  (1971), 

Williams (1975), and 
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Voradej Chandarasorn (2005)       
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Table 5.2  (Continued) 
 

Independent Variables 

Variables Measures Questions Number References 
 - Adequate time and budget provided by the 

provincial executives to support the 

poverty reduction policy under the PBBS  

- Rewards provided by provincial 

executives related to poverty reduction 

program implementation 

- Executives’ ability to solve any related 

problems  

  

(4) Capacity of the 

provinces in adopting 

PBBS in poverty 

reduction program 

implementation at the 

provincial level 

- Adequacy of the provincial officers whose 

work is related  to budget preparation and 

execution  

- Adequacy of experiences and skills of the 

provincial officers whose work is related 

to budget preparation and execution of 

poverty reduction program 

implementation  

Questionnaire Set II Donald Van Meter and Carl Van 

Horn (1975),  George C. 

Edwards (1980), and Voradej 

Chandarasorn (2005) 
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Part II 
Questions No. 
4.1 – 4.5 
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Table 5.2  (Continued) 
 

Independent Variables 

Variables Measures Questions Number References 
 - Availability of time span in budget preparation 

and execution of poverty reduction program 

implementation  

- Availability of financial resources in budget 

preparation and execution of poverty 

reduction program implementation, and  

- Adequacy of instruments and technology 

provided for the budgeting process in poverty 

reduction program implementations  
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(5)  Provincial officers’ 

disposition in adopting 

PBBS in poverty 

reduction program 

implementation at the 

provincial level 

Questionnaire Set II 
Part II 
Questions No. 
5.1 – 5.4 and 5.6 -5.7

Gross and associates (1971) - Willingness of provincial officials in 

budget preparation and execution related 

to poverty reduction program 

implementation at the provincial level 

Donald Van Meter and Carl Van 

Horn (1975), Rand (1975) and 

Berman (1975),                              

Elmore (1978),  Edwards (1980), 

and Voradej Chandarasorn 

(2005)                                             
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Table 5.2  (Continued) 
 

Independent Variables 

Variables Measures Questions Number References 
 - Perception of provincial officials of the importance 

of budget preparation and execution related to 

poverty reduction program implementation 

- Acceptance of provincial officials of objectives 

and targets in poverty reduction program 

implementation at the provincial level 

- Provincial officials’ understanding of budget 

preparation and execution related to poverty 

reduction program implementation 

- Provincial officials’participation in budget 

preparation and execution related to poverty 

reduction policy implementation 

- Provincial officials’ commitment to their 

responsibilities of budget preparation and 

execution related to poverty reduction program 

implementation 
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Table 5.2  (Continued) 
 

Independent Variables 

Variables Measures Questions Number References 
(6)  Ability of provinces to 

induce people’s 

participation in the 

process of PBBS in 

poverty reduction 

program 

implementation at the 

provincial level 

Questionnaire Set II 
Part II 
Questions No. 
6.2 – 6.8 

Musgrave (1939), Bowen 

(1948), Haveman (1970) 

- Opportunities for people’s participation in the 

process of budget preparation related to poverty 

reduction program implementation 

 

- Opportunities for people’s participation in targeting 

the poor in the province  

- Opportunities for people’s participation in making 

decisions in budget preparation and execution 

related to poverty reduction program 

implementation  
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- Opportunities for people to express their wants 

regarding budget preparation and execution related 

to poverty reduction program implementation 

- Opportunities for people to express their satisfaction 

with budget preparation and execution related to 

poverty reduction program implementation  
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Table 5.2  (Continued) 
 

Independent Variables 

Variables Measures Questions Number References 
 - Evaluation of people’s satisfaction 

regarding budget preparation and 

execution related to  poverty reduction 

program implementation, and  

- Public hearings and meetings related to 

poverty reduction policy implementation 
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(7) The facilitations of the 

Bureau of the Budget 

and other central 

agencies 

Questionnaire Set II 
Part II 
Questions No. 
7.1 – 7.6 

Van Horn and Van Meter (1975) - The distinction of roles, responsibilities, 

and functions among central agencies  

- The consistency of directions and 

guidance provided by the Bureau of the 

Budget and other central agencies  

- The precision and clarity of directions and 

guidance provided by the Bureau of the 

Budget and other central agencies                 
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Table 5.2  (Continued) 
 

Independent Variables 

Variables Measures Questions Number References 
 - Adequacy of directions and guidance 

provided by the Bureau of the Budget and 

other central agencies  

- The cooperation, communication, and 

facilitation provided by the Bureau of the 

Budget and other central agencies  

- The amendment and alteration of the 

directions and guidance in order to cope 

with dynamic environmental changes 
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(8)  Inter-organizational 

communication and 

incorporation among 

related agencies 

Questionnaire Set II 
Part II 
Questions No. 
8.1 – 8.7 

Van Horn and Van Meter (1975) - A good relationship of the provincial 

officials with the Bureau of the Budget’s 

officials and other central agencies’ 

officials 

- A good relationship among the Bureau of 

the Budget’s officials and other central 

agencies’ officials  
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Table 5.2  (Continued) 
 

Independent Variables 

Variables Measures Questions Number References 
   - Frequency of incorporation among provincial 

officers, the Bureau of the Budget’s officers, 

and other central agencies’ officers  

- The communication, assistance, and 

information sharing among provincial officers 

within province and between provinces  

- The cooperation among local communities, 

NGOs, private parties,  and provincial officials  

- Well-performed integration of projects related 

to poverty reduction policy in the province, and 

- Well-performed integration of projects related 

to poverty reduction policies among the 

provinces 
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5.2.2  Independent Variables 

1)  Precision of Poverty reduction Policy and Procedural Guidance: the 

researcher  proposed  five  items  to measure  the  precision  of  poverty  reduction  policy 

and procedural guidance provided to provincial officers.  This was accomplished by 

asking  the  provincial  officers  to  indicate  the  extent  to  which  they  agreed  with  the 

statements mentioned in questionnaire set II part II, questions number 1.1 to 1.5.  The 

scale  of  this  set  was  based  on  a  five-point  Likert  scale  (ranging  from  1:  strongly 

disagree, 2: disagree; 3: neutral, 4: agree, 5: strongly agree).  The Cronbach alpha was 

0.8415 (displayed in table 5.3).  The summated scale will be shown and explained in 

the next chapter. 

2)  Adequacy and Quality of Information:  the researcher proposed  

four items to measure the adequacy and quality of information related to the poverty 

reduction  program/policy  at  the  provincial level  accessed  by  the  provincial  officers.  

This was done by asking the provincial officials to indicate the extent to which they 

agreed with the statements mentioned in questionnaire set II part II, questions number 

2.1 to 2.2 and 2.4 to 2.5.  The scale of this set was based on a five-point Likert scale 

(ranging from 1: strongly disagree, 2: disagree; 3: neutral, 4: agree, 5: strongly agree).  

The Cronbach alpha was 0.8210 (displayed in table 5.3).  The summated scale will be 

shown and explained in the next chapter. 

3)  Executives’  Support  in  Adopting  the  PBBS  in  Poverty  Reduction 

Program Implementation at the Provincial level: the researcher proposed six items to 

measure  executives’  support  in  terms  of  their  important  roles,  facilities  and 

consultations  provided,  their  appropriate support  and  rewards,  and  their  problem-

solving  capacities.  This  was  done  by  asking  the  provincial  officers  to  indicate  the 

extent to which they agreed with the statements mentioned in questionnaire set II part 

II, questions number 3.1 to 3.6. The scale of this set was based on a five-point Likert 

scale (ranging from 1: strongly disagree, 2: disagree; 3: neutral, 4: agree, 5: strongly 

agree).  The Cronbach alpha was 0.9121 (displayed in table 5.3).  The summated scale 

will be shown and explained in the next chapter. 

4)  Capacity  of  the  Provinces  in  Adopting  the  PBBS  in  Poverty 

Reduction Program Implementation at the Provincial Level:  the researcher proposed 

five  items  to  measure  the  capacity  of  province  in  terms  of  number  of  officials, 
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officials’ skills, time constraints, and technological support. This was done by asking 

the provincial officers to indicate the extent to which they agreed with the statements 

mentioned in questionnaire set II part II, questions number 4.1 to 4.5. The scale of this 

set  was  based  on  a  five-point  Likert  scale  (ranging  from  1:  strongly  disagree,             

2: disagree; 3: neutral, 4: agree, 5: strongly agree).  The Cronbach alpha was 0.8452 

(displayed in table 5.3).  The summated scale will be shown and explained in the next 

chapter. 

5)  Provincial Officials’ Disposition in Adopting PBBS in Poverty  

Reduction Program Implementation at the Povincial Level:  the researcher proposed 

six  items  to measure  provincial  officials’  disposition  in  terms  of  their  willingness, 

acceptance, perception, understanding, participation, and commitment. This was done 

by asking the provincial officers to indicate the extent to which they agreed with the 

statements mentioned in questionnaire set II part II, questions number 5.1 to 5.4 and 

5.6 to 5.7. The scale of this set was based on a five-point Likert scale (ranging from  

1:  strongly  disagree,  2:  disagree;  3:  neutral,  4:  agree,  5:  strongly  agree).    The 

Cronbach  alpha  was  0.9019  (displayed  in  table  5.3).    The  summated  scale  will  be 

shown and explained in the next chapter. 

6)  Ability of Provinces to Induce People’s Participation in the Process 

of the PBBS in Poverty Reduction Program Implementation at the Provincial Level: 

the  researcher  proposed  seven  items  to  measure  the  ability  of  provinces  to  induce 

people’s  participation  in  terms  of  opportunities  provided  to  provincial  officers  to 

participate in the process of budget preparation, targeting the poor, making decisions, 

and exposure of wants and satisfaction.  It also included the evaluation of provincial 

officials’  satisfaction,  and  public  hearings  and  meetings  among  provincial  officials. 

This was done by asking the provincial officers to indicate the extent to which they 

agreed with the statements mentioned in questionnaire set II part II, questions number 

6.2 to 6.8. The scale of this set was based on a five-point Likert scale (ranging from  

1:  strongly  disagree,  2:  disagree;  3:  neutral,  4:  agree,  5:  strongly  agree).    The 

Cronbach  alpha  was  0.9309  (displayed  in  table  5.3).    The  summated  scale  will  be 

shown and explained in the next chapter. 

7)    The  Facilitations  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and  Other  Central 

Agencies:  the  researcher  proposed  six  items  to measure  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget’s 
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and other central agencies’ facilitation in terms of their roles and responsibilities, their 

provision of guidance and standards, and their cooperation. This was done by asking 

the provincial officers to indicate the extent to which they agreed with the statements 

mentioned in questionnaire set II part II, questions number 7.1 to 7.6. The scale of this 

set  was  based  on  a  five-point  Likert  scale  (ranging  from  1:  strongly  disagree,             

2: disagree; 3: neutral, 4: agree, 5: strongly agree).  The Cronbach alpha was 0.9093 

(displayed in table 5.3).  The summated scale will be shown and explained in the next 

chapter. 

8)  Inter-organizational  Communication  and  Incorporation  Among 

Related  Agencies:  the  researcher  proposed  seven  items  to measure  the  inter-

organizational communication and incorporation among related agencies in terms of 

their  relationships,  their  communication and  cooperation,  and  their  information 

sharing.  It  also  included  how  they  integrate  projects  related  to  poverty  reduction 

policy. This was done by asking the provincial officers to indicate the extent to which 

they  agreed  with  the  statements  mentioned  in  questionnaire  set  II  part  II,  questions 

number 8.1 to 8.7. The scale of this set was based on a five-point Likert scale (ranging 

from  1:  strongly  disagree,  2:  disagree;  3:  neutral,  4:  agree,  5:  strongly  agree).    The 

Cronbach  alpha  was  0.8957  (displayed  in  table  5.3).    The  summated  scale  will  be 

shown and explained in the next chapter. 

 

5.3  Research Design and Data Collection 

 

Both qualitative and quantitative methods were used for this study.  They were 

adopted with the assumption that both of them would provide more reliable and valid 

information  for  data  analysis  according to  the  hypotheses  of  the  research.    The 

qualitative  research  method  was  conducted  through  exploratory  research,  such  as 

documentary  analysis  and  in-depth  interview  of  the  Chief  of  Governor’s  Office, 

provincial officials, the CBOs, and those that were related to budget preparation and 

execution. The quantitative analysis was principally based upon a survey of provincial 

officials and analysis through the SPSS program, adopting multiple regressions. 
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5.3.1  Unit of Analysis 

The unit of analysis was the provinces in Thailand (excluding Bangkok).  The 

provincial  officials  were  given  priority in  terms  of  collecting  the  data  for  the 

questionnaires due to their better understanding and possession of information within 

their province.  There were altogether 75 provinces in Thailand. 

 

5.3.2  Target Population  

The target population consisted of all provinces (excluding Bangkok), since 

every  province  in  Thailand  needs  to  implement  one of  the  most  important  national 

strategies—the  poverty  reduction  strategy  under  the  Performance-Based  Budgeting 

System (PBBS).  

For the in-depth interviews, convenience sampling was used. This refers to the 

procedure  of  obtaining  the  experienced  person,  such  as  the  Chief  of  Governor’s 

Office,  the  Chief  Budgeting  Officers  (CBOs),  or  the  budgeting  officials  in  each 

province according to the most conveniently available. 

The  self-administered  questionnaires were  distributed  to  every  province 

(excluding  Bangkok).  In  particular,  in  each province,  the  officials  whose  work  was 

related  to  budget  preparation  and  execution  were  appointed  to  respond  to  the 

questionnaires.  Their  responses  were  calculated  as  a  composite  index in  order  to 

represent their provinces.  

 

5.3.3  Data Collection Procedures 

The  major  sources  of  data  used  in  the data  analysis  were  mainly  available 

documents, in-depth interviews, and a self-administered survey. 

Both  qualitative  and  quantitative  methods  were  chosen  for  this  study.    The 

first  method  consisted of  documentary  research  or  analysis  of  available  documents, 

which is one of the best ways to conduct exploratory research.  The second method 

consisted  of  in-depth  interviews.    And  lastly,  self-administered  questionnaires  were 

conducted. 

5.3.3.1  Analysis of Available Documents 

The first method of the study was an analysis of available documents.  

The important related documents were reviewed and came from different sources: 
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1)  The Bureau of the Budget (BoB) 

2)  The Community Development Department (CDD) 

3)  The Office of the National Economic and Social 

Development Board (NESDB) 

4)  The World Bank (WB) 

5)  The Organization for Economic Cooperation and 

Development (OECD) 

6)  The National Statistical Office, etc. 

5.3.3.2  In-Depth Interviews 

According to the reviews of the fiscal statistic figure information, it was 

found that Phathum Thani had the outstanding figure. It was ranked as having one of 

the  top  five  largest  poverty  reduction  budget  amounts  allocated.    Furthermore,  the 

budget  amount  immensely  dropped  from  386.4  million  baht  in  fiscal  year  2006  to 

24.4  million  baht  in  fiscal  year  2007.    In order  to  have  a  comparative  province, 

Nonthaburi  was  selected  because  both  of  them  are  located  in  the  Bangkok  area.  In 

essence,  they  have  very  similar  characteristics.    They  both  have  agricultural  and 

industrial areas. Their Gross Provincial Products (GPP) are relatively high compared 

to  the  rest  of  the  country.    Thus,  the selected  key  information  for  the  province 

included representatives from two provinces: Phathum Thani and Nonthaburi. 

5.3.3.3  Self-Administered Survey 

The  last  method  of  the  study  consisted  of  self-administered 

questionnaires.   They  were  prepared  to ask  officials  in  each  province  about  their 

perception of the following nine  elements: (1) the success of budget preparation and 

budget  execution  of  the  Performance-Based  Budgeting  System  (PBBS)  in  poverty 

reduction  program  implementation;  (2) precision  of  poverty  reduction  policy  and 

procedural guidance, (3) adequacy and quality of information, (4) executives’ support 

in adopting the PBBS in poverty reduction program implementation at the provincial 

level,  (5)  capacity  of  the  provinces  in  adopting  the  PBBS  in  poverty  reduction 

program implementation at the provincial level, (6) provincial officers’ disposition in 

adopting  the  PBBS  in  poverty  reduction  program  implementation  at  the  provincial 

level, (7) ability of the province to induce people’s participation in the processes of 

the PBBS in poverty reduction program implementation at the provincial level, (8) the 
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Bureau  of  the  Budget  and  other  central  agencies’  facilitations,  and  (9)  inter-

organizational communication and incorporation among related parties. 

In  particular,  there  were  two  set of  questionnaires.    The  first  set 

(questionnaire set I—appendix C and D) entirely contributed to the abovementioned 

first  elements—the  success  of  budget  preparation  and  budget  execution  of  the 

Performance-Based Budgeting System (PBBS) related to poverty reduction program.  

The  respondents  of  this  set  of  questionnaires  were  provincial  officials  whose  work 

was directly responsible for provincial budget preparation and execution. A total of 75 

sets were distributed to the Provincial Governor’s Office in 75 provinces. 

The  second  set  of  questionnaires  (questionnaire  set  II—appendix  E 

and F) asked questions concerning the remainder of the eight elements, which were 

related  to  the  independent  variables.    The  respondents  of  this  set  of  questionnaires 

were the provincial officials whose work was both responsible for provincial budget 

preparation and execution and related to poverty reduction program implementation.  

The  questionnaires  were  sent  to  sixteen agencies  in  75  provinces.  The  departments 

included: 

 

1)  The Provincial Governor’s Office, Office of the  

 Permanent Secretary, Ministry of Interior                                           Ministry of 

Interior 

2)  The Department of Provincial Administration            

3)  The Community Development Department 

4)  The Office of the Permanent 

Secretary, Ministry of Labor 

 5)  The Department of Employment 

6)  The Department of Labor Protection 

and Welfare 

 7) The Department of Skill Development 

 

 

                    Ministry of    

                    Labor 
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8)  The Office of the Permanent Secretary,  

Ministry of Agriculture and Cooperatives 

9)  The Department of Fisheries                                Ministry of          

10)  The Cooperative Promotion Department           Agriculture    

11)  The Department of Livestock Development      and  

12)  The Department of Cooperative Auditing          Cooperatives 

13)  The Office of Agricultural Land Reform 

14)  The Land Development Department 

15)  The Royal Irrigation Department 

16)  The Department of Agricultural Extension 

 

The names of the 75 provinces are listed below: 

 Amnat Charoen 
 

Lamphun 
 

Nonthaburi 

 Ang Thong 
 

Loei 
 

P.N.S. Ayutthaya 

 Buri Ram 
 

Lop Buri 
 

Pattani 
 

 Chachoengsao 
 

Mae Hong Son 
 

Phangnga 
 

 Chai Nat 
 

Maha Sarakham Phathum Thani 

 Chaiyaphum 
 

Mukdahan Phatthalung 

 Chanthaburi 
 

Nakhon Nayok Phayao 

 Chiang Mai 
 

Nakhon Pathom Phetchabun 

 Chiang Rai 
 

Nakhon Phanom Phetchaburi 

 Chon Buri 
 

Nakhon Ratchasima Phichit 

 Chumphon 
 

Nakhon Sawan Phitsanulok 

 Kalasin 
 

Yala Phrachin Buri 

 Kamphaeng Phet 
 

Nakhon Si Thammarat Phrae 

 Kanchanaburi 
 

Nan  Phuket 

 Khon Kaen 
 

Narathiwat Prchuap Khiri Khan 

 Krabi 
 

Nong Bua Lam Phu Ranong 

Lampang Nong Khai Ratchaburi 
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Rayong 
 

Satun 
 

Tak 

Roi Et 
 

Si Sa Ket 
 

Trang 

Sa Kaeo 
 

Sing Buri 
 

Trat 

Sakon Nakhon 
 

Songkhla 
 

Ubon Ratchthani 

Samut Prakan 
 

Sukhothai Udon Thani 

Samut Sakhon 
 

Suphan Buri Uthai Thani 

Samut Songkhram 
 

Surat Thani Uttaradit 

Saraburi 
 

Surin Yasothon 

 

In addition, two techniques were used in order to increase the response rates: a 

cover letter and follow-ups.  The cover letter, which accompanied the questionnaires 

or which was printed on the first page of the questionnaire booklet, was an important 

means  of  inducing  the  reader  to  complete and  return  the  questionnaire.    The  letter 

explained  the  importance  of  the  study.  In addition,  follow-ups  were  distributed  and 

telephone reminders were made to the respondents in order to remind them to respond 

and return the questionnaires.  Consequently, the response rate of this study was 64.62 

percent (824 respondents from a set of 1,275 distributed questionnaires). 

 

5.4  Validity and Reliability Tests 

 

Before exploring the logical relationships between the dependent variable and 

independent  variables,  it  was  necessary  to  gauge  the  extent  of  the  validity  and 

reliability for each indicator used in the later analysis.  This section explains how both 

the reliability and validity of such variables were tested. 

 

5.4.1  Reliability Test 

Reliability refers to the degree of dependability, consistency, or stability of a 

scale.  It reflects the scale’s ability to consistently yield the same responses.  Testing 

for the reliability of the measures was an important consideration in the study.  The 

measurement  of  variables  had  to  be  reliable  to  be  useful  and  to  yield  stable  results.  
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Conbach’s coefficient alpha is a widely-used measure of scale reliability.  Typically, 

an alpha coefficient of 0.7 or above is considered to be acceptable (Cronbach, 1951: 

297-334). 

 

Table 5.3  Coefficient Alphas for Scales 

Independent Variables Coefficient Alphas 

1.  Precision of poverty reduction policy and procedural guidance 0.8415 

2.  Adequacy and quality of information 0.8210 

3.  Executive’s support in adopting PBBS in poverty reduction program 

implementation at the provincial level 

0.9121 

4.  Capacity of the provinces in adopting PBBS in poverty reduction 

program implementation at the provincial level 

0.8452 

5.  Provincial officials’ disposition in adopting PBBS in poverty 

reduction program implementation at the provincial level 

0.9019 

6.  Ability of province to induce people participations in the process of 

PBBS in poverty reduction program implementation at the provincial 

level 

0.9309 

7. Facilitations of the Bureau of the Budget and other central agencies 0.9093 

8.  Inter-organization communication and incorporation among related 

agencies 

0.8957 

  

 

As the alpha in table 5.3 suggests, the Cronbach’s alpha for each scale in this 

study  was  above  the  recommended  value  of  0.70,  indicating  that  the  scales  had 

sufficient internal reliability. 

 

5.4.2  Validity Test 

The  researcher  investigated  the  content  validity  by  checking  the  content  of 

questionnaires via expert opinion (senior budget analysts were asked to comment on 

the  questionnaires,  and  the  questionnaires  were  revised  based  on  their  comments 

before  being  distributed  to  the  provinces).    The  construct  validity  was  judged  by 

comparison with previous literature to see whether it was relevant to and supported by 

the former ones. 
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5.5  Data Analysis Methods and Procedures 

 

This study was analyzed using descriptive and inferential statistics techniques.  

There were altogether four steps in the data analysis procedure, as described below. 

 

5.5.1  Study and Analysis of the Overall Problems  

Study and analyze the overall problems of budget preparation and execution of 

the  PBBS  related  to  poverty  reduction program  implementation  information 

employing different techniques, which are: 

1)  Primary  data  such  as  in-depth  interviews  and  observation  and 

meeting participation 

2)  Secondary data such as documentary data 

 

5.5.2  Study of the Dependent Variable 

Study  of  the  dependent  variable—the  success  of  budget  preparation  and 

execution of the PBBS in the poverty reduction program implementation by using the 

primary  data,  which  were  collected  through (a)  in-depth  interview,  (b)  observation 

and  meeting  participation,  and  (c)  self-administered  questionnaires  survey—

respondents were officials whose work was related to the budget and planning in each 

province, and the interviews with a highly experienced person, such as the Chief of 

the Governor’s Office, the governor, the deputy governor, or the budgeting officials in 

the provinces, were used as supporting sources of data. 

 

5.5.3  Study of the Independent Variables 

The independent variables were studied by using both primary and secondary 

data.  The primary data were collected through the following: (a) in-depth interviews 

with the articulated persons, such as the Chief of the Governor’s Office, the Governor, 

the  Deputy  Governors,  the  Chief  Budget  Officers  (CBO),  provincial  officers  or  the 

budgeting  analysts;  (b)  observation  and  participation  in  the  meetings  of  related 

committees;  namely,  the  sub-internal  budget  committee,  an  internal  budget 

committee, the budget scrutiny committee, and the budget scrutiny sub-committee, in 

order to observe the discussions and negotiations on various issues concerning budget 
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preparation  and  execution;  and  (c)  self-administered  questionnaire  survey 

(respondents  were  officials  whose  work was  related  to  poverty  reduction  program 

implementation  in  each  agency/department in  each  province.  In  addition,  secondary 

data  were  collected  through  documentary  analysis  concerning  the  PBBS,  poverty 

information, etc. 

For  the  quantitative  data  pertaining  to  the  description  of  the  variables, 

frequencies, percentages, means, and ranges were used as descriptive statistics. 

 

5.5.4  Analysis of the Relationships 

Analysis of the relationships between the independent variables and dependent 

variable  was  conducted  by  using  Multiple  Regression  Analysis.    The  relationships 

between the dependent variable (the success of budget preparation and execution of 

the  PBBS  related  to  poverty  reduction  program  implementation)  and  independent 

variables  (precision  of  poverty  reduction  policy  and  procedural  guidance,  adequacy 

and  quality  of  information,  executives’  support  in  adopting  the  PBBS  related  to 

poverty  reduction  program  implementation  at  the  provincial  level,  capacity  of  the 

provinces in adopting the PBBS related to poverty reduction program implementation 

at the provincial level, provincial officers’ disposition in adopting the PBBS related to 

poverty  reduction  program  implementation  at  the  provincial  level,  ability  of  the 

province  to  induce  people’s  participation  in  the  process  of  the  PBBS  related  to 

poverty reduction program implementation at the provincial level, the facilitations of 

the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and  other  central  agencies,  and  inter-organizational 

communication  and  incorporation  among  related  agencies)  were  studied.    In 

particular, the SPSS program was the tool used for compiling and processing the data, 

and the results of the data analysis are shown in next chapter. 

 

 

 

 
 



 
 

CHAPTER 6 

 

DATA ANALYSIS AND RESEARCH RESULTS 

   

This chapter is organized into three main sections.  The first section describes 

the  findings,  focusing  on  the  poverty  reduction  budget  allocation  strategy.    The 

second  section  describes  the  characteristics of  the respondents of the survey and  the 

descriptive statistics of the research variables.  The last section describes the findings 

from the specific tests of hypotheses using multiple regression analysis. 

 

6.1  Budget Allocation Strategy: Poverty Reduction Policy (FY 2004 –  

       FY 2008) 

 

Table 6.1  Comparisons of Poverty Reduction Policy of FY 2004 and FY 2005  

 

Item FY 2004 FY 2005 

Budget 

Allocation  

Strategy 

Strategy for Social 
Development, Poverty 
Alleviation and Upgrading 
Quality of Life 

Strategy for Development of 
Social Capital, Poverty 
Alleviation and Upgrading 
Quality of Life 

Allocation 

Guidelines/ 

Budget Plans 

 

- Poverty alleviation 

- Labor development and 

unemployment alleviation 

- Provision of education and 

education reform 

- Culture and recreational services 

- Provision of universal health 

insurance 

- Public safety 

- Solving drug problems 

- Increasing potential and 

opportunities for the poor 

- Development of social protection 

- Development of public utility and 

public assistance system with quality 

and accessibility 

- Labor development and 

unemployment alleviation 

- Education reform and replenishment 

of wisdom to the society 

- Cultural and recreational services 
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Table 6.1  (Continued) 

 

Item FY 2004 FY 2005 

Allocation 

Guidelines/ 

Budget Plans 

(Continued) 

 - Provision of universal health 

insurance 

- Public safety 

- Prevention of drug recurrence 

for Thai society 

 - General administration for the 

development of society, alleviation 

of poverty, and upgrading of 

quality of life. 

 Amount 

(Million 

Baht) 

402,955.1 399,174.2 

Total  Budget 

Amount 

(Million 

Baht) 

1,028,000.0 1,200,000.0 

Percentage 

from Total 

Budget 

Amount 

39.2 % 33.3 % 

Ranking 1 2 
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Table 6.2  Comparisons of Poverty Reduction Policy of FY 2006 to FY 2008 

 

Item FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008 

Budget 

Allocation  

Strategy 

Poverty alleviation Poverty alleviation 
and rural 
development 

Poverty alleviation, 
distribution of 
prosperity to rural 
areas, and 
attenuation of 
income gap 

Allocation 

Guidelines/Bu

dget  

Plans 

- Budgeting plan for 

poverty alleviation at the 

national level 

- Budgeting plan for 

poverty alleviation at the 

community level 

- Budgeting plan for 

poverty alleviation at the 

personal level 

- Budgeting plan 

for poverty 

alleviation and 

rural development 

- Budgeting plan 

for poverty 

alleviation and rural 

development 

- Budgeting plan 

for executing the 

live well and be 

contented strategy 

and the sufficiency           

economy-based 

village/community  

Amount  

(Million 

Baht)  

69,979.1 57,408.4 57,245.4 

Total Budget 

Amount 

(Million 

Baht) 

1,360,000.0 1,566,200.0 1,660,000.0 

Percentage of 

Total Budget 

Amount 

5.1 % 3.7 % 3.5 % 

Ranking 6 5 6 
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The  above  two  tables  compare  the  characteristics  of  the  budget  allocation 

strategies from fiscal year 2004 to fiscal year 2008.  Fiscal year 2004 and fiscal year 

2005 were the earlier stages of implementing the budget allocation strategy.  A large 

budget  was  allocated  for  the  “Poverty  Alleviation  Strategy;”  such  an  amount  was 

ranked as the largest and second largest ratio in fiscal year 2004 and fiscal year 2005, 

respectively.    However,  the  strategy  has  a  large  coverage,  for  example,  labor 

development  and  unemployment,  education  reform,  culture  and  recreation  services, 

universal  health  insurance,  solving  drug  problems,  and  public  safety;  poverty 

reduction was not highlighted as a critical individual strategy.  Even though the total 

budget amount increased from fiscal year 2004 to fiscal year 2005, the amount of the 

budget for the “Poverty Reduction Strategy” decreased from 402,955.1 million baht to 

399,174.2 million baht or from 39.2% to 33.3%.   

The budget allocation strategies were realigned from fiscal year 2006 to fiscal 

year 2008.  Poverty reduction was highlighted as one of the important issues.  In fiscal 

year 2006, the poverty reduction was classified into three budget plans: at the national 

level, the community level, and the personal level.  At each level, the budget amount 

was used for solving poverty problems in different ways.  In fiscal year 2007, poverty 

reduction  had  only  one  budget  plan,  focusing  on  poverty  alleviation  and  rural 

development.    Lastly,  in  the  year  2008,  the  poverty  reduction  had  two  budget  plans 

which  are  concentrated  on  poverty  alleviation,  rural  development,  and  promotion  of 

the sufficiency economy-based village/community. 

The following table shows a comparison of the poverty reduction budget plans 

among three fiscal years (FY 2006 - FY 2008); there are some slight differences. 

 



 

Table 6.3  Comparisons of Poverty Alleviation/Reduction Budget Plans among Three Fiscal Years (FY 2006 - FY 2008) 

 

FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008 

1. Poverty alleviation at the national level 

1.1 accelerating distribution of land ownership, land for farming, living 

and public utilities, and adequate numbers and quality of land 

improvements 

1.2 management of water resources and irrigation system 

1.3 creation of mechanisms for management of producing, processing, 

and marketing 

1.4 managing agricultural products for price stability and fair returns to 

the farmers 

1.5 expanding social security to cover labor force outside the system and 

agricultural labor force 

1. Poverty alleviation and rural 

development 

1.1 solving farmers’ and poor people’s 

debt problems 

1.2 developing primary data and 

information system for the 

communities to enhance accessibility to 

sources of funds of production and 

sustainable economic development of 

the communities  

1.3 improving efficiency of the asset 

capitalization system and providing 

continued support to the village and 

urban community funds  

1. Poverty alleviation and rural 

development 

1.1 improving capability of communities to be 

self-reliant by strengthening communities to 

continue development process, to set up 

savings groups in the communities, and to 

promote co-operatives in compiling 

community and household accounting to 

strengthen farmers 

1.2  solving debt problems within and outside 

the system 

1.3 promoting the royal rain-making projects 

in targeted areas with the execution of royal 

projects to improve quality of lives of people 

in the projects and to make them self-reliant. 

2. Poverty alleviation at the community level 

2.1 developing capabilities of communities and local administrative 

organizations through the communities’ participating process, which 

conducts activities involving basic needs in solving poverty problems 
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Table 6.3  (Continued) 

 

FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008 

2.2 providing budget to all villages and communities in accordance with 

the size of population 

2.3 developing body of knowledge and local wisdom as foundation for 

sustainable economic development of the communities 

2.4 building agricultural infrastructure at the community level in order 

to improve agricultural production capability along with the provision of 

support to projects under the Royal Initiatives 

1.4 formation of co-operatives; farmer 

groups will be encouraged along with 

the improvement of co-operatives and 

fair distribution of returns to the 

farmers 

1.5 accelerating the distribution of land 

ownership and provision of land 

utilization and basic farm 

mechanization 

1.6 supporting royal rain making 

operations 

1.7 providing skill improvement 

training in order to improve household 

income and quality of life of people 

 

1.4 assigning the poor to gain the right 

improve the opportunity  

1.5 promoting village funds and national town 

community funds  

1.6  giving  the  poor  an  opportunity  for 

employment and skill development to increase 

their incomes 

3. Poverty alleviation at the personal level 

3.1 offering services and consultation to people in poor villages 

regarding opportunities and career options, including skills, education, 

and health 

3.2 providing access to capital through the asset capitalization program 

3.3 provide poor people with sources of funds for production and 

security in their occupations 

3.4 promoting of the application of the sufficient economic philosophy 

in order to create a security of living at the household level 

2. Executing the live well and be contented 

strategy and the sufficiency economy-based 

village/community 

2.1 improving capability to upgrade quality of 

life,  and  people’s  well  being  to  make  them 

self-reliant 
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Table 6.3 shows that in fiscal year 2006, there was a large amount of money 

allocated  to  the  poverty  reduction  budget  strategy.    It  included  all  possible  plans 

related  to  poverty  reduction  approaches.    Most  of  them  were  large  and  consumed 

enormous  amounts  of  money;  for  example,  the  creation  of  management  mechanism 

for agricultural products, control price stability and support of fair return to farmers, 

the building of agricultural infrastructures, and providing a budget to all villages and 

communities in accordance with the size of the population. Moreover, they separated 

the budget plan into three levels; namely, the national, community, and personal level. 

The  fiscal  year  2006’s  budget  amount  for  poverty  reduction  strategy  allocated  to  75 

provinces,  which  was  8,698.48  million  baht,  was  four  times  larger  than  the  budget 

allocated  in  fiscal  year  2007.    Comparing  fiscal  year  2006  to  fiscal  year  2007,  the 

budget allocation reduced the areas of coverage from three budget plans to only one 

budget  plan.    However,  in  fiscal  year  2007,  the  budget amount  of  2,153.84  million 

baht seemed to cover all high feasibility projects.  The highlighted and unseen budget 

plans appeared to be the development of the primary data and information system of 

the  communities  to  enhance  accessibility  to  sources  of  funds  of  production  and 

sustainable economic development of the communities.  This might be a positive shift 

to  comprehensive  coverage  poverty  reduction  budget  plans.    Most  of  the  budget 

plans’ content  for fiscal  year  2007 was  covered in  fiscal  year 2008.   Both  the  fiscal 

years’  outstanding  budget  plans  included  solving  farmers’  and  poor  people’s  debt 

problems,  the  formation  of  co-operatives  and  farmer  groups,  distribution  of  land 

ownership,  supporting  royal  rain-making  operations,  and  providing  skill 

improvement.  In addition, the budget amount increased only about 400 million baht 

(from 2,153.84 million baht in fiscal year 2007 to 2,548.38 million baht in fiscal year 

2008). 

Besides  the  study  of  the  poverty  reduction  budget  allocation  strategy,  the 

budget  amount  allocated  to  provinces  is  also  studied  in  this  research.  As  mentioned 

earlier,  all  75  provinces  (excluding  Bangkok)  are  studied  individually  concerning 

different issues. First, the budget amount allocated to each province under the poverty 

reduction  policy  from  fiscal  year  2006  to  fiscal  year  2008  policy  is  classified  as 

follows: 
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Table 6.4  Budget Amount Allocations for Three Fiscal Years (FY 2006 –  FY 2008) 

 

 FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008 
Budget Amt (Baht) Budget Amt (Baht) Budget Amt (Baht) 

Total  Provincial 
Poverty  Budget 
Allocation                 8,698,483,255                  2,153,835,667                  2,548,377,540  
Mean               115,862,201                      28,717,809                      33,978,367  
 Provinces Budget Amt 

(Baht) 
Provinces Budget Amt 

(Baht) 
Provinces Budget Amt 

(Baht) 
Max  

1 
Nakhon 
Ratchsima 

                  
484,344,882  Sukhothai 

                    
82,634,715  Narathiwas 

                  
138,537,540  

 
2 Pathum Thani 

                  
386,418,727  Chiangmai 

                    
80,413,082  Chiangmai 

                  
100,929,210  

 
3 

Kamphaeng 
Phet 

                  
332,342,872  Narathiwas 

                    
78,579,076  

P.N.S. 
Ayutthaya 

                    
81,652,980  

 
4 Si Sa Ket 

                  
286,175,411  

Nakhon Si 
Thammaraj 

                    
70,916,183  

Nakhon 
Ratchsima 

                    
77,547,705  

 
5 Chiangmai 

                  
278,176,567  

P.N.S. 
Ayutthaya 

                    
66,941,190  

Ubon 
Ratchathani 

                    
74,116,290  

Min  
1 

Samut 
Songkhram 

                      
8,818,131  

Samut 
Songkhram 

                      
9,972,074  

Samut 
Songkhram 

                    
11,492,130  

 
2 Sing Buri 

                    
11,629,535  Phuket 

                    
10,887,573  Nonthaburi 

                    
11,880,300  

 
3 Ang Thong 

                    
12,161,463  Nonthaburi 

                    
10,929,953  

Samut 
Sakhon 

                    
12,032,560  

 
4 Phrae 

                    
18,662,332  

Samut 
Sakhon 

                    
11,072,947  Sing Buri 

                    
12,161,895  

 
5 Phang Nga 

                    
20,799,979  Sing Buri 

                    
11,818,870  Ang Thong 

                    
13,769,765  

 

The above table shows the top five and the least five budget amounts allocated 

for the poverty reduction strategy for fiscal years 2006, 2007, and 2008.  Appendix A 

shows  the  budget  amount  allocation  for  the  poverty  reduction  strategy  in  every 

province during fiscal years 2006, 2007 and 2008 in greater detail.  It was found that 

Chiangmai was listed as having one of the top five largest budget amounts allocated 

in every year (FY 2006 to FY 2008).  In addition, Narathiwas and P.N.S. Ayulthaya 

were  listed  in  the  top  five  budget  amounts  allocated  during  two  consecutive  fiscal 

years (FY 2007 and FY 2008). It is observed that most of the provinces that are listed 

in  the  top  five  budget  amounts  allocated  for  the  poverty  reduction  strategy  have  a 

large population, which may lead to high negotiation power.  

Furthermore,  Samut  Songkhram  was  listed  as  the  smallest budget  amount 

allocated  for  the  poverty  reduction  strategy  in  every  year  (FY  2006  to  FY  2008).     

Sing  Buri  was  also  listed  in  this  category  for  three  consecutive  fiscal  years.  

Additionally,  Nonthaburi  and  Samut  Sakhon,  which  were  listed  as  having  the  third 

and forth smallest budget amount allocated for the poverty reduction strategy in fiscal 

year 2007, moved to second and third rank in fiscal year 2008.   
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Secondly,  the  scatter  graphs  display  the  poverty  reduction  budget  amount 

allocated to each province in fiscal years 2006, 2007, and 2008.  
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Figure 6.1  The Provincial Poverty Reduction Budget Amount Allocated to Each   

                    Province in Fiscal Year 2006 

 

In  fiscal  year  2006,  the  budget  amounts  scatter  concentratedly  between           

8 million baht to 200 million baht.  Altogether 12 provinces are plotted as outliners.  

Nine  provinces  scatter  between  200  million  baht  and  300  million  baht.    They  are 

Chiangmai,  Buri  Rum,  Nakhon  Phanom,  Surin,  Si  Sa  Ket,  Ubon  Ratchathani,      

Khon  Kaen,  Roiet,  and  Yala.    Furthermore,  the  graph  shows  two  provinces  which 

have budget amounts plotted quite far beyond others;  they are  Kamphaeng Phet and 

Pathum Thani.  And the highest budget amount belongs to Nakhon Ratchsima.  It is 

interesting  to  observe  that  out  of  12  outliners,  more  than  half  are  Northeastern 

provinces, which contain large numbers of poor people. 
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Provincial Poverty Reduction Budget Allocation 

FY2007

Provincial Poverty Reduction Budget Allocation 
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Figure 6.2  The Provincial Poverty Reduction Budget Amount Allocated to Each  

                   Province in Fiscal Year 2007 

 

In  fiscal  year  2007,  the  budget  amounts  scatter  concentratedly  between  10 

million  baht  and  50  million  baht.    There  are  altogether  eight  provinces  plotted  as 

outliners  which  are  far  high  beyond  others.    They  are  Sukhothai,  Chiangmai,  Nan, 

P.N.S.  Ayutthaya,  Nakhon  Ratchsima,  Nakhon  Si  Thammaraj,  Song  Khla,  and 

Narathiwas. 
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Provincial Poverty Reduction Budget Allocation 

FY2008

Provincial Poverty Reduction Budget Allocation 
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Figure 6.3  The Provincial Poverty Reduction Budget Amount Allocated to Each  

                    Province in Fiscal Year 2008 

 

In  fiscal  year  2008,  the  budget  amounts  scatter  concentratedly  between  20 

million  baht  and  60  million  baht.    There  are  altogether  six  provinces  plotted  as 

outliners which are far high beyond the others.  The largest budget amount allocated 

was    Narathiwas.  The  rest  are  Chiangmai,  P.N.S.  Ayutthaya,  Nakhon  Ratchsima, 

Ubon Ratchathani, and Khon Kaen.  

In  order  to  obtain  different  points  of  view  regarding  provincial  poverty 

reduction  budget  appropriation,  the  percentages  of  the  budget  amount  for  Gross 

Provincial  Products  (GPP)  were  calculated.    The  availability  of  information  on  the 

GPP  was  limited  to  only  two  fiscal  years—2006  and  2007.    In  comparing  the 

percentage changes from fiscal year 2006 to fiscal year 2007, it was found that every 

province, except Samut Songkham, had its percentage of provincial poverty reduction 

budget amount for the GPP decrease from fiscal year 2006 to fiscal year 2007.  Trat 

had the largest decreasing proportion (0.8757%); it was almost one percentage point 

of the provincial poverty reduction budget amount for the GPP.  On the other hand, 

Uttaradit had the smallest decreasing proportion; it was only 0.003 percentage points.  



 126 

In  fiscal  year  2006,  the  largest  figure  of  the  provincial  poverty  reduction  budget 

amount  for  GPP  was  1.1638  percent,  belonging  to  Nakhon  Phanom,  while  Samut 

Prakarn  had  the  smallest  figure  at  only  0.0056  percent.    In  fiscal  year  2007,        

Sukho Thai had the largest figure for the provincial poverty reduction budget amount 

for the GPP at 0.2783 percent, while Chachoengsao had the smallest figure of 0.0139 

percent. 

To  be  more  specific,  tables  6.3  and  6.4  show  that  in  fiscal  year  2006,  the 

poverty reduction budget strategy was mainly reduced from  the large-coverage  three 

budget  plan  to  only  one  specific  budget  plan;  additionally,  the  budget  amount 

decreased from  8,698.48  million  baht  to  2,153.84  million  baht.    Furthermore,  at  the 

same time, the GPP for fiscal year 2007 of every province increased from fiscal year 

2006. 
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Table 6.5  Provincial Poverty Reduction Budget Amount to GPP  

 

Provinces Percentage

Budget Amt GPP % Budget Amt GPP % Change

Amnad Chareon 55.6 10,388.3 0.5349 14.4 12,153.7 0.1187 (0.4162)

Ang Thong 12.2 19,427.3 0.0626 12.2 20,836.6 0.0584 (0.0042)

Buri Ram 235.9 45,991.9 0.5128 37.1 51,006.6 0.0726 (0.4402)

Cha Choeng Sao 35.5 181,085.3 0.0196 29.3 210,530.4 0.0139 (0.0057)

Chai Nat 23.5 24,453.2 0.0960 22.6 26,345.7 0.0859 (0.0101)

Chaiyaphum 57.5 37,329.3 0.1540 30.5 42,078.8 0.0725 (0.0815)

Chantha Buri 95.0 33,617.5 0.2825 31.2 38,214.5 0.0818 (0.2007)

Chiangmai 278.2 110,336.4 0.2521 80.4 118,020.4 0.0681 (0.1840)

Chiangrai 124.1 47,517.4 0.2611 39.3 54,306.1 0.0724 (0.1887)

Chon Buri 175.9 409,839.5 0.0429 27.9 453,885.8 0.0062 (0.0368)

Chumphon 60.2 41,416.2 0.1454 20.6 45,390.3 0.0453 (0.1001)

Kalasin 155.6 33,558.7 0.4637 26.6 38,367.5 0.0692 (0.3945)

Kamphaeng Phet 332.3 65,791.6 0.5051 17.7 72,644.2 0.0244 (0.4808)

Kanchana Buri 47.9 62,285.3 0.0769 22.7 69,263.8 0.0327 (0.0441)

Khon Kaen 232.0 117,137.3 0.1980 45.4 127,088.7 0.0357 (0.1624)

Krabi 26.8 39,229.5 0.0684 20.2 43,957.6 0.0461 (0.0224)

Lampang 86.0 42,842.7 0.2008 23.5 45,614.6 0.0516 (0.1492)

Lamphun 94.5 59,890.5 0.1577 21.0 65,181.9 0.0321 (0.1256)

Loei 86.6 26,566.4 0.3261 23.3 31,806.8 0.0733 (0.2528)

Lop Buri 81.5 67,998.1 0.1199 19.8 70,235.3 0.0282 (0.0916)

Mae Hong Son 30.6 8,845.8 0.3463 22.8 9,430.9 0.2419 (0.1044)

Maha Sarakham 150.2 29,733.2 0.5050 26.3 33,983.4 0.0774 (0.4277)

Mukdahan 48.4 11,538.9 0.4195 21.6 12,969.7 0.1662 (0.2533)

Nakhon Nayok 23.0 15,535.2 0.1480 19.2 16,946.2 0.1133 (0.0347)

Nakhon Pathom 89.6 132,749.1 0.0675 18.8 126,139.7 0.0149 (0.0526)

Nakhon Phanom 235.4 20,223.0 1.1638 24.6 22,370.5 0.1099 (1.0539)

Nakhon Ratchsima 484.3 137,024.9 0.3535 58.7 150,763.1 0.0389 (0.3145)

Nakhon Sawan 178.8 68,271.9 0.2619 29.1 73,533.3 0.0396 (0.2223)

Nakhon Si Thammar 76.2 119,309.9 0.0638 70.9 122,763.5 0.0578 (0.0061)

Nan 60.6 18,214.8 0.3328 50.8 20,746.4 0.2448 (0.0880)

Narathiwas 158.5 42,376.0 0.3740 78.6 45,623.4 0.1722 (0.2017)

Nong Bua Lamphu 52.0 13,239.8 0.3926 14.9 15,373.3 0.0972 (0.2953)

Nong Khai 80.8 30,173.5 0.2678 24.0 32,504.9 0.0739 (0.1939)

Nonthaburi 92.0 105,183.4 0.0874 10.9 111,115.5 0.0098 (0.0776)

P.N.S. Ayutthaya 77.9 301,326.9 0.0258 66.9 337,826.3 0.0198 (0.0060)

Pathum Thani 386.4 190,317.1 0.2030 24.4 192,947.8 0.0126 (0.1904)

Pattani 188.0 36,286.2 0.5182 40.1 37,749.3 0.1063 (0.4118)

The Fiscal Year 2006 The Fiscal Year 2007
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Table 6.5  (Continued) 

 

Provinces Percentage

Budget Amt GPP % Budget Amt GPP % Change

Phang Nga 20.8 28,301.8 0.0735 15.4 29,558.5 0.0520 (0.0215)

Phatthalung 185.7 31,523.5 0.5892 27.1 32,936.9 0.0823 (0.5069)

Phayoa 66.1 21,203.2 0.3118 21.5 23,298.2 0.0924 (0.2194)

Phetchabun 148.1 53,478.9 0.2770 22.9 58,443.0 0.0392 (0.2378)

Phetchaburi 142.1 47,915.5 0.2966 30.0 51,028.0 0.0588 (0.2377)

Phichit 40.9 28,844.0 0.1418 17.4 30,620.1 0.0567 (0.0851)

Phitsanulok 60.8 49,103.6 0.1238 35.2 54,768.6 0.0642 (0.0596)

Phrae 18.7 20,153.2 0.0926 18.8 21,883.5 0.0861 (0.0065)

Phuket 72.0 57,627.9 0.1249 10.9 61,904.5 0.0176 (0.1073)

Prachin Buri 125.3 70,846.6 0.1769 13.2 70,292.1 0.0187 (0.1582)

Prachuab Khiri Khan 69.0 48,905.3 0.1412 22.7 53,784.9 0.0423 (0.0989)

Ranong 43.8 15,916.3 0.2754 12.2 16,594.3 0.0738 (0.2016)

Ratchs Buri 50.5 99,944.1 0.0506 31.2 102,900.7 0.0303 (0.0203)

Rayong 122.3 536,896.9 0.0228 22.6 604,896.1 0.0037 (0.0190)

Roi et 225.5 42,700.9 0.5280 31.5 47,933.0 0.0657 (0.4623)

Sa Kaew 80.5 25,729.3 0.3129 18.8 29,523.9 0.0636 (0.2493)

Sakon Nakhon 152.2 33,997.0 0.4476 31.1 38,293.0 0.0811 (0.3665)

Samut Prakan 28.7 513,012.1 0.0056 13.9 614,124.5 0.0023 (0.0033)

Samut Sakhon 148.6 278,844.7 0.0533 11.1 315,473.1 0.0035 (0.0498)

Samut Songkhram 8.8 14,895.6 0.0592 10.0 15,398.2 0.0648 0.0056

Saraburi 45.4 126,379.6 0.0360 22.7 134,028.7 0.0169 (0.0190)

Satun 31.1 25,240.6 0.1232 15.3 26,851.1 0.0569 (0.0663)

Si Sa Ket 286.2 39,682.6 0.7212 33.8 44,191.1 0.0765 (0.6447)

Sing Buri 11.6 20,563.6 0.0566 11.8 22,140.4 0.0534 (0.0032)

Song Khla 69.9 156,639.3 0.0446 56.4 162,071.5 0.0348 (0.0098)

Sukhothai 175.9 26,297.2 0.6688 82.6 29,695.7 0.2783 (0.3905)

Suphan Buri 39.3 54,238.4 0.0724 22.1 57,996.7 0.0380 (0.0344)

Surat Thani 70.7 118,221.0 0.0598 40.7 120,749.2 0.0337 (0.0261)

Surin 205.3 39,434.1 0.5207 28.2 45,185.4 0.0624 (0.4583)

Tak 168.4 31,912.6 0.5276 22.3 35,075.4 0.0635 (0.4640)

Trang 44.5 59,819.0 0.0745 23.7 61,924.2 0.0383 (0.0361)

Trat 185.0 19,466.0 0.9503 15.1 20,309.1 0.0746 (0.8757)

Ubon Ratchathani 254.6 61,497.3 0.4140 47.6 67,389.0 0.0707 (0.3434)

Udon Thani 167.1 59,632.6 0.2802 33.4 71,152.0 0.0469 (0.2333)

Uthai Thani 26.1 16,102.6 0.1621 17.0 19,237.3 0.0884 (0.0737)

Uttaradit 47.0 25,444.4 0.1846 49.6 26,900.3 0.1844 (0.0003)

Yala 252.5 35,695.3 0.7075 25.8 38,537.0 0.0671 (0.6404)
Yasothon 98.1 17,363.0 0.5653 19.8 19,508.4 0.1013 (0.4639)

The Fiscal Year 2006 The Fiscal Year 2007
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6.2  Descriptive Statistics 

 

6.2.1  Characteristics of the Respondents 

Table 6.6  describes  the  respondents’  profiles.    Most  of  the  respondents  were 

male  (67.5%).    Most  of  them  hold  bachelor’s  degrees  (49.8%).    Of  the  824 

respondents, 12.7  percent  are  40  years  and younger,  34.3  percent  are  41 – 50  years 

old,  and  52.9  percent  are  older  than  50  years.    Their  current  position  levels  are 

operational-level  officials,  middle-level  executives,  and  high-level  executives  in  the 

proportion of 50.60, 6.30, and 43.10 percent, respectively.  Nearly two percent of the 

respondents  have  had  working  experience  for  more  than  30  years,  and  almost  20 

percent  of  them  have  had  working  experience  for  11-30  years.    The  rest  have  had 

working  experience  for  ten  years  or  less.    According  to  their  office,  the  largest 

numbers  of  respondents  (10.80%)  work  at  the  Office  of  the  Permanent  Secretary, 

Ministry of Interior.  The lowest numbers of respondents (3.4%) work at the Office of 

the  Permanent  Secretary,  Ministry  of  Agriculture  and  Cooperatives.  On  the  other 

hand,  more  than  half  of  them  (52.3%)  work  for  the  Ministry  of  Agriculture  and 

Cooperatives.    Additionally,  among  75  provinces,  Phichit,  Nonthaburi,  Chiang  Mai, 

Kamphang  Phet  and  Nakhorn  Sawan  gave  the  highest  response  rate  (1.8%),  while 

there were  only  five  respondents  (0.6%)  from  Maha  Sarakham  amd  Samut 

Songkhram.  The  region  that  gave  the  highest  response  rate  was  the  central  part  of 

Thailand. 
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Table 6.6  Respondents’ Profiles 

 

Characteristics   Number Percent 

Gender Male 556 67.50 

 Female 268 32.50 

 Total 824 100.00 

Age of Respondent 40 years and younger  105 12.70 

 41 – 50 years 283 34.30 

 Older than 50 years   436 52.90 

 Total 824 100.00 

Education Lower than a Bachelor Degree 15 1.80 

 Bachelor Degree 410 49.80 

 Higher than a Bachelor Degree 399 49.40 

 Total 824 100.00 

Current Position Operation-level officials 417 50.60 

 Middle-level executives 52 6.30 

 High-level executives  355 43.10 

 Total 824 100.00 

Department  Office of the Permanent Secretary, 

Ministry of Interior 

89 10.80 

 Office of the Permanent Secretary,  

Ministry of Labor 

63 7.60 

 Department of Fisheries 61 7.40 

 The Cooperative Promotion 

Department 

56 6.80 

  Department of Livestock 

Development 

53 6.40 

 The Community Development 

Department 

53 6.40 

 Department of Employment 51 6.20 

 Department of Labor Protection and 

Welfare 

51 6.20 
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Table 6.6  (Continued) 
 

Characteristics  Number Percent 

Department 

(con’t.) 

Department of Skill 

Development 

49 5.90 

 Department of Cooperative 

Auditing 

49 5.90 

 Office of Agricultural Land 

Reform 

47 5.70 

 Land Development Department 47 5.70 

 The Royal Irrigation 

Department 

45 5.50 

 Department of Agricultural 

Extension 

45 5.50 

 Department of Provincial 

Administration 

37 4.50 

 Office of the Permanent 

Secretary,  Ministry of 

Agriculture and Cooperatives 

28 3.40 

 Total 824 100.00 

Ministry Ministry of Agriculture and 

Cooperatives 

431 52.30 

 Ministry of Labor 214 26.00 

 Ministry of Interior 179 21.70 

 Total 824 100.00 

Experiences 10 years or lower  646 78.40 

 11 to 30 years 161 19.50 

 More than 30 years  17 2.10 

 Total 824 100.00 
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Table 6.6  (Continued) 
  

Characteristics  Number Percent 

Provinces Phichit 15 1.8 

 Nonthaburi 15 1.8 

 Chiang Mai 15 1.8 

 Kamphaeng Phet 15 1.8 

 Nakhon Sawan 15 1.8 

 Phatthalung 14 1.7 

 Lampang 14 1.7 

 Sakon Nakhon 14 1.7 

 P.N.S. Ayutthaya 13 1.6 

 Chai Nat 13 1.6 

 Phrae 13 1.6 

 Phetchaburi 13 1.6 

 Pattani 13 1.6 

 Nakhon Ratchasima 13 1.6 

 Buri Ram 13 1.6 

 Si Sa Ket 13 1.6 

 Yasothon 13 1.6 

 Phayao 13 1.6 

 Phitsanulok 13 1.6 

 Chachoengsao 12 1.5 

 Chumphon 12 1.5 

 Nakhon Si Thammarat 12 1.5 

 Samut Prakan 12 1.5 

 Udon Thani 12 1.5 

 Mukdahan 12 1.5 

 Khon Kaen 12 1.5 

 Mae Hong Son 12 1.5 

 Nan 12 1.5 

 Uttaradit 12 1.5 

 Uthai Thani 12 1.5 
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Table 6.6  (Continued) 
 

Characteristics  Number Percent 

Provinces Saraburi 11 1.3 

(Con’t.) Lop Buri 11 1.3 

 Kanchanaburi 11 1.3 

 Ratchaburi 11 1.3 

 Prchuap Khiri Khan 11 1.3 

 Ranong 11 1.3 

 Phuket 11 1.3 

 Phangnga 11 1.3 

 Satun 11 1.3 

 Narathiwat 11 1.3 

 Nong Khai 11 1.3 

 Nong Bua Lam Phu 11 1.3 

 Nakhon Phanom 11 1.3 

 Tak 11 1.3 

 Amnat charoen 11 1.3 

 Sukhothai 11 1.3 

 Nakhon Sawan 11 1.3 

 Phathum Thani 10 1.2 

 Ang Thong 10 1.2 

 Sa Kaeo 10 1.2 

 Nakhon Nayok 10 1.2 

 Nakhon Pathom 10 1.2 

 Krabi 10 1.2 

 Trang 10 1.2 

 Songkhla 10 1.2 

 Rayong 10 1.2 

 Trat 10 1.2 

 Kalasin 10 1.2 

 Ubon Ratchthani 10 1.2 

 Chaiyaphum 10 1.2 
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Table 6.6  (Continued) 

 

Characteristics  Number Percent 

Provinces Roi Et 10 1.2 

(Con’t.) Chiang Rai 10 1.2 

 Phetchabun 10 1.2 

 Chanthaburi 9 1.1 

 Loei 9 1.1 

 Lamphun 9 1.1 

 Surin 9 1.1 

 Phrachin Buri 8 1.0 

 Chon Buri 8 1.0 

 Suphan Buri 7 0.8 

 Surat Thani 7 0.8 

 Samut Sakhon 6 0.7 

 Sing Buri 6 0.7 

 Maha Sarakham 5 0.6 

 Samut Songkhram 5 0.6 

 Total 824 100.00 

Region North 203 24.6 

 Central 255 30.9 

 North Eastern 209 25.4 

 South 157 19.1 

 Total 824 100.00 

 

6.2.2  The Characteristics of Budget Preparation and Execution of PBBS 

Related to Poverty Reduction Program Implementation at the 

Provincial Level 

Almost half of the country (44%) has not had a poverty reduction policy as the 

first  ranked  policy  during  the  past  five  years.    However,  almost  30  percent  of  them 

have had a poverty reduction policy as the first ranked policy during fiscal year 2004 

to fiscal year 2008.  According to the survey questionnaires, the current status of the 

success  of  budget  preparation  and  execution  in  poverty  reduction  program 
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implementation at the provincial level can be described separately in relation to four 

main issues: 

 

Table 6.7  Percentages of Provinces Which Had Poverty Reduction Budget as the  

                 Largest Portion in the Province in Fiscal Year 2004 to Fiscal Year 2008 

 

Fiscal Year 

Is budget for poverty reduction the largest portion in the 

province? 

Yes No 

2004 29.3 % 70.7 % 

2005 37.3 % 62.7 % 

2006 41.3 % 58.7 % 

2007 37.3 % 62.7 % 

2008 40.0 % 60.0 % 

 

It was found that, in the budget preparation process, in each fiscal year, most 

provinces did not give importance to the poverty reduction program; less than half of 

the country allocated their largest portion in their provinces to the poverty reduction 

program. From fiscal year 2004 to fiscal year 2006, the number of provinces that had 

a  poverty  reduction  budget  as  the  largest  amount  of  the  budget  increased  from  22 

provinces to 31 provinces.  This exhibited a considerable higher level of importance 

given to the poverty reduction issue in Thailand.  However, from fiscal year 2006 to 

fiscal  year  2007,  the  number  of  provinces  reduced  to  28  provinces,  the  same  as  the 

number  in  fiscal  year  2005.    In  fiscal  year  2008,  the  number  of  provinces,  then, 

resumed to 30 provinces.  In short, from fiscal year 2004 to fiscal year 2008, poverty 

reduction  policy  was  not  set  as  the  first  priority  by  most  provinces.    Further,  the 

poverty reduction policy was favored only by about 20 to 30 provinces in the country. 
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Figure 6.4  Poverty Reduction Strategy Budget Planning 

 

According  to  figure  6.4,  with  respect  to  the  75  provinces,  88  percent  of  the 

provinces  in  Thailand  review  poverty  problems  annually,  and  88  percent  have 

provincial poverty reduction operational plans.  To be more specific concerning their 

operations,  more  than  half  of  the  country  has  provincial  vision  (66.7%),  missions 

(65.3%),  strategies  (74.7%),  provincial  service  plans  (73.3%),  and  Key  Performance 

Indicators  (KPIs)  (76%).    In  short,  regarding  provincial  budget  procedures,  the 

provinces  give  important  roles  to  both  provincial  strategy  and  services  plans.    In 

addition,  provincial  officers  feel  more  comfortable  specifying  quantitative  KPIs  and 



 137 

qualitative KPIs. On the other hand, timeliness KPIs and cost KPIs are only slightly 

found in the provinces, as only 38.67 percent and 30.67 percent of 75 provinces have 

timeliness KPIs and cost KPIs, respectively. 

It was also found that almost every province (90.7% of 75 provinces) has its 

poverty  reduction  strategy  aligned  with  government  policy.    Large  numbers  of 

provinces  also  commit  their  poverty  reduction  strategy  to  provincial  development 

plans and national development plans, as shown in percentages of 84 percent and 72 

percent  of  75  provinces,  respectively,  while  only  about  60  percent  of  75  provinces 

commit their poverty reduction strategy to provincial action plans and the ministry’s 

strategies.    In  general,  78.7  percent  of  them  have  provincial  service  delivery  targets 

that are  able  to  precisely  identify  their  target group,  the  time  frame  for  their  service 

delivery,  and  their  service  delivery  procedures.    However,  only  half  of  the  country 

(52%)  indicates  that  the  service  delivery  target  was  easy  to  implement  and  was 

feasible.  Lastly,  the  poverty  reduction  service  deliveries  of  75  provinces  were 

generally  aligned  with  National  Strategic  Targets.  The  national  strategic  target,  the 

ministry’s  strategies,  and  the  budget  allocation  strategies,  as  shown  in  percentages, 

contained 76 percent, 60 percent, and 53.3 percent, respectively. 
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Figure 6.5  Medium-Term Expenditures Frameworks (MTEF) for Poverty Reduction  

                   Strategy of the Provinces  

 

According to figure 6.5, occurring in more than half of the country (65% of 75 

provinces),  the  provinces  have  budget  burden  preparation  for  the  next  three  years.   

Fifty-two  percent  of  75  provinces  claimed  that  such  a  budget  burden  relies  on 

strategic  expenditures. Controversially,  base-line  expenditures,  commitment 

expenditures, and fundamental mission expenditures are only slightly committed to by 

the provinces, as shown in percentages as 16 percent, 17.3 percent, and 22.7 percent 

of all provinces. 

It is noteworthy that in preparing the MTEF, most of the 75 provinces (80 % 

of 75 provinces) use new government policies/strategies as fundamental information, 

while  only  61.3  percent  of  them  care  about  provincial  performance  reports,  34.7 

percent  of  them  use  provincial  financial  reports,  and  29.3  percent  of  them  rely  on 

economic indicators. 
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Figure 6.6  Provincial Poverty Reduction Output Specifications 
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According to figure 6.6, almost the entire country (96 percent of 75 provinces) 

has  provincial  reduction  output  specifications  which  are  aligned  with  their  mission 

and  responsibility.    In  reviewing  the  poverty  reduction  output,  72  percent  of  75 

provinces  give  importance  to  prioritization  of  the  poverty  reduction  output.  For 

example, the consistency between poverty reduction output and provincial strategies, 

the  precision  of  their  target  group,  and  the  effect  of  output  to  strategy  as  less 

important  issues  contained  69.3  percent,  60  percent,  58.7  percent  of  the  total  of  75 

provinces, respectively. 

Also  noteworthy  is  the  large  number  of  provinces  (82.7  %  of  75  provinces) 

that have primary activities under their poverty reduction outputs.  On the other hand, 

less  than  half  of  the  country  (46.7%  of  75  provinces)  has  secondary  or  supporting 

activities.  Further, 70.7 percent of a total of 75 provinces use the poverty reduction 

specifications as their primary data for budget allocation.  About half of them (53.3% 

of  75  provinces)  use  poverty  reduction  output  specifications  as  efficiency 

improvement.  Only about 25 percent of them use poverty output specifications as a 

comparison  approach  (to  compare  their  own  outputs  with  others).    Again  poverty 

reduction  output  has  problems  with  cost  KPIs,  while  about  half  of  them  favor  the 

quality,  quantity,  and  timeliness  dimension.    Furthermore,  half  of  the  country 

confirms  the  characteristics  of  poverty  reduction  output  KPIs  as  correct,  precise, 

concrete, and priority settable. 
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Figure 6.7  Provincial Poverty Reduction Monitoring and Evaluation 
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Figure 6.7  (Continued) 

 

According to figure 6.7, while most provinces (84% of 75 provinces) confirm 

that  provincial  poverty  reduction  operation  and  budget  plans  are  compliant  with  the 

format requested by the Bureau of the Budget, they cannot be finished on time. Both 

types  of  provincial  poverty  reduction  reports,  performance  and  financial  reposting, 

were  also  found  to  have  problems  regarding  delays  in  being  sent.    Specifically,  the 

provincial  poverty  reduction  performance  reporting  of  only  about  30  percent  of  75 

provinces  was  able to  reveal  its  budget  allocation  worthiness  and  monitoring,  and 

benchmarking  among  target  outputs  and  service  plans.    According  to  the  poverty 

reduction  financial  reporting,  only  about  15  percent  of  75  provinces  were  able  to 

disclose their external budget, commitment, and financial burden related to provincial 

poverty reduction.  And especially about 20 to 30 percent of 75 provinces report that 

their provincial poverty reduction financial reporting was able to disclose the financial 

status of the province and the departments in the provinces.  In addition, according to 

the  function  of  the  internal  control  system,  a  problem  with  cost  effectiveness  was 

apparent; only 28 percent of 75 provinces were concerned about cost effectiveness in 

their  poverty  reduction  internal  control  system.  However,  more  than  half  of  the 

country (58 percent of 75 provinces) confirmed that their provincial poverty reduction 

internal  control  system  was  environmentally  appropriate.  Further,  40  percent  of  75 

provinces  reported  that  the  poverty  reduction  internal  control  system  was 

implemented completely: i.e. covered every potential risk and was developed in order 

to cope with environmental changes. 

(OPDC) (76%) 
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It  was  found  in  most  provinces  (81.3%)  that  provincial  poverty  reduction 

budget  evaluation  was  aligned  with  the  cluster/provincial  strategy.    The  provincial 

reduction projects’  post-evaluation  was  mainly conducted  by  most  provinces  around 

the  country  (88  percent  of  them).  Controversially,  pre-evaluation  and  on-going 

evaluation were not considered favorably by the province; only about half of them (50 

percent  of  them)  had  pre-evaluation,  and  on-going  evaluation  of  the  provincial 

poverty reduction budget evaluation reporting had a specific time frame or a specific 

reporter and reviewer.  Eighty-seven percent of 75 provinces had plans to analyze data 

from monitoring and evaluation.  And lastly, a large number of provinces (76% of 75 

provinces) used the monitoring and evaluation guidance form of the Office of Public 

Sector Development Commission (OPDC), while only 49.3 percent of them used the 

Bureau of the Budget’s guidance.  

In  this  section,  the  data  found  in  the  questionnaire  surveys  are  described  in 

detail. The controversial features of the dependent variable are studied, and also their 

crucial aspects are discussed individually province by province. The success of budget 

preparation  and  execution  of  the  PBBS  related  to  poverty  reduction  program 

implementation, which is the dependent variable of this study, are discussed from four 

points of view: (1) provincial strategic budget planning (shown in table 6.8, 6.9 and 

6.10 as  strategic  budget  planning);  (2)  Medium-Term  Expenditures  Frameworks 

(MTEF)  of  the  province  (shown  in  table  6.8,  6.9  and  6.10 as  the  MTEF);                  

(3) provincial poverty reduction output specification (shown in table 6.8, 6.9 and 6.10 

as Output Specification); and (4) provincial poverty reduction budget monitoring and 

evaluation (shown in table 6.8, 6.9 and 6.10 as Monitoring & Evaluation). In order to 

make  the  readers’  understanding  easier,  the  features  of  the  individual  provinces  and 

the  nature  of  the  PBBS  implementation  are  studied.  Then,  a  comparison  among 

provinces is conducted as follows: 

Group 1: Low scale of the success of budget preparation and execution of the 

PBBS related to poverty reduction program implementation (score in implementation 

of PBBS is 20 or lower) 

Group 2: Medium scale of the success of budget preparation and execution of 

the  PBBS  related  to  poverty  reduction  program  implementation  (score  in 

implementation of PBBS is between 20 and 60) 
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Group 3: High scale of the success of budget preparation and execution of the 

PBBS related to poverty reduction program implementation (score in implementation 

of PBBS is above 60) 

 

Table 6.8  Low Scale of the Success of Budget Preparation and Execution of the  

                  PBBS Related to Poverty Reduction Program Implementation (score in  

                 implementation of PBBS is 20 or lower) 

 

Provinces 
Strategic 
budget 
planning 

MTEF 
Output 

specifications 
Monitoring 
& evaluation 

     PBBS 

Uttaradit 4 1 3 3 11 

Chanthaburi 5 3 4 3 15 

Surin 6 2 6 1 15 

Phathum Thani 3 1 5 7 16 

Samut Songkhram 4 1 4 7 16 

Trang 4 2 6 6 18 

Yasothon 4 2 5 7 18 

Chachoengsao 4 1 5 9 19 

Nakhon Sawan 5 2 5 7 19 

Nakhon Si Thammarat 6 2 4 7 19 

Phrachin Buri 15 0 2 2 19 

Sakon Nakhon 5 2 6 7 20 

 

Group 1:  Low scale of the success of budget preparation and execution of 

the PBBS related to poverty reduction program implementation (score in 

implementation of PBBS is 20 or lower) 

As shown in table 6.8, it was found that 12 provinces fell in this group.  They 

are  Uttaradit,  Chanthaburi,  Surin,  Phathum  Thani,  Samut  Songkhram,  Trang, 

Yasothon, Chachoengsao, Nakhon Sawan Nakhon Si Thammarat, Phrachin Buri, and 

Sakon Nakhon. The provinces in this group exhibited problems in almost all steps of 

budget planning and execution.   
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In the aspect of strategic budget planning, even though most provinces in this 

group reviewed the poverty problem annually, their provincial plans were very weak. 

Their  provincial  plans  for  poverty  reduction  were  rarely  concerned  with  provincial 

vision,  mission,  strategy,  service  plans,  key  success  factors,  or  key  performance 

indicators.  Their  provincial  poverty  reduction  strategies  were  consistent  only  with 

government policy; the rest of the critical plans, which were the national development 

plan,  the  ministry’s  strategies,  the  provincial  development  plan,  and  the  provincial 

action plan,  were overlooked.  They gave  the  most important  role to  the  government 

policy  in  preparing  the  poverty  reduction  strategy,  some  of  them  were  concerned 

about  the  provincial  development  plan,  and  one  or  two  provinces  said  that  their 

poverty reduction  strategies were  consistent  with the  national development  plan,  the 

provincial action plan, and the ministry’s strategies. Phrachin Buri was one province 

that  was  an  exception.    It  had  almost  all  of  the  expected  features,  except  it  did  not 

have  provincial  key  success  factors  or  provincial  key  performance  indicators.  Its 

poverty reduction strategy was consistent with every key plan. 

Most  of  respondents  felt  that  their  provincial  service  delivery  targets,  which 

were  related  to  poverty  reduction,  precisely  identified  the  target  group,  services 

delivery time span, and ways to provide public services.  However, they were not easy 

to  implement  and  did  not  have  much  feasibility.  Additionally,  in  the  process  of 

service  delivery  targets  preparation,  the  national  strategic  target  was  more  attractive 

for  provinces  to  be  considered  by  provinces  than  others,  which were  the  ministry’s 

strategies and budget allocation strategies.  

In  short,  even  though  this  group  of  provinces  reviewed  poverty  problems 

annually,  their  plans  for  poverty  reduction  were  not  able  to  be  prepared.    Most  of 

them were aware of the importance of strategic plans; however, they were not able to 

implement  these  plans.    They  gave  the  important  role  to  the  government  policy  in 

preparing  the  poverty  reduction  strategy,  some  of  them  were  concerned  about 

provincial  development  plans,  and  only  one  or  two of  them  said  that  their  poverty 

reduction strategy  was consistent  with the  national development  plan, the  provincial 

action plan, and the ministry’s strategies. 

In  the  preparation  process  of  the  MTEF  related  to  provincial  poverty 

reduction,  some  provinces prepared  for  the  budget  burden  for  the  next  three  years.   
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They were rarely concerned about base-line expenditures, commitment expenditures, 

fundamental mission expenditures, or strategic expenditures. 

As  the  MTFE  was  requested  to  be  prepared  by  the  provinces,  the  provinces 

mainly used new government policies/strategies to prepare the MTEF.  The economic 

indicators  were  used  to  prepare  the  MTEF  by  only  one  province,  which  was 

Chanthaburi,  and  provincial  performance  reports  and  financial  reports  were  used  by 

some of them. 

In the process of poverty reduction output specification, almost every province 

said  that  their  poverty  reduction  outputs  were  consistent  with  the  mission  and 

responsibility  of  the  provinces.    In  the  process  of  poverty  reduction  output  review, 

they  checked  for  consistency  between  poverty  reduction  output  and  provincial 

strategies.  On the other hand, none of them was concerned about the effect of poverty 

reduction output on provincial strategy and the appropriation of the time span of the 

poverty  reduction  service  delivery.    Further,  the  overlaps  among  poverty  reduction 

outputs were considered important by only one province, Trang. 

About  half  of  12  provinces  were  able  to  identify  their  primary  activities.   

Chanthaburi,  Samut  Songkhram,  and  Phrachin  Buri  could  not  identify  any  type  of 

activities  in  the  poverty  reduction  output  specification.  None  of  them  could  identify 

all three types of activities, which were primary, secondary, and supporting activities.  

While Phathum Thani and Trang could identify only secondary activities, Surin could 

identify  only  supporting  activities.    According  to  the  findings  of  the  study,  the 

provinces were not even aware that they needed to have all three types of activities in 

the output specification process. 

None of the provinces used poverty reduction output information to compare 

the  same  output  from  different  departments.  Six  provinces  said  that  their  poverty 

reduction output information was used for budget allocation.  Uttaradit, Chanthaburi, 

and Phrachin Buri did not use poverty reduction output information at all. Especially, 

it  was  found  that  in  Uttaradit  and  Phrachin  Buri,  they  did  not  have  any  process  of 

poverty  reduction  output  review.    This  may  be  because  they  were  not  aware  of  the 

importance  of  output  specification.  At  the  same  time,  Phatum  Thani,                     

Samut  Songkhram,  and  Nakon  Si  Thammarat  said  that  they  used  poverty  reduction 
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output  information  as  primary  data  to  improve  the  provincial  poverty  reduction 

process and efficiency development. 

The features of poverty reduction output indicators were not widely accepted 

by the provinces in this group.  Some  of  them said that their output indicators  were 

correct,  while  some  of  them  set  priority  on  the  output  indicators.  None  of  them 

identified  the  poverty  reduction  output  indicators  in  four  dimensions:  call  quantity, 

quality,  timeliness,  and  cost,  except  Uttaradit  and  Surin.  While  Uttaradit  exhibited 

quantity and timeliness indicators, Surin had only quantity indicators. 

For  provincial  poverty  reduction  program  monitoring  and  the  evaluation 

process, financial reporting was worse than performance reporting.  The provinces in 

this group rarely had key features of performance and financial reporting.  However, 

four  provinces  said  that  their  poverty  reduction  performance  reports  were  compliant 

with provincial action plans, and four other provinces said that their poverty reduction 

performance  reports  were  compliant  with  rules  and  regulations.    On  the  other  hand, 

none of them was able to compare their output’s target or service plans. 

They did not really have key features of poverty reduction financial reporting.  

All  of  them  responded  that  their  poverty  reduction  financial  reports  were  not 

transparent and that they were not accountable for them, were not easy to understand, 

were not reliable, and were not comparable.  Moreover, they were not able to expose 

their financial status, nor even show department financial status.  Thus, they were not 

able to demonstrate their external budget, commitment, or any financial burden. 

Concerning their action plans and budget plans, Phrachin  Buri and Surin  did 

not have any action plan or budget plan.  The rest reported that the following eight of 

them  had  action  plans  and  budget  plans  which  were  compliant  with  the  format 

requested by the Bureau of the Budget but which could not be sent to the Bureau of 

the Budget on time; two of them were able to send action plans and budget plans on 

time but the reports were not compliant with the format requested. 

The provinces in this group seemed to have a lower standard for their internal 

control  system.    Some  provinces  had  only  one  or  two  key  features  of  the  internal 

control  system.    Five  provinces  had  no  key  features  of  the  internal  control  system: 

Uttaradit, Chanthaburi, Surin, Trang, and Phrachin Buri. 
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When  seven  provinces  said  that  provincial  poverty  reduction  programs  were 

evaluated according to cluster or provincial strategies, only  one province said it that 

was  evaluated  according  to  the  government  administration  plan.  Uttaradit, 

Chanthaburi,  Surin,  and  Phrachin  Buri  were  not  concerned  about  any  provincial 

strategies or government administration plan. 

Most  of  the  provinces  in  this  group  had  post-poverty  reduction  program 

evaluation.  Only one of them had three types of program evaluation, Chachoengsao. 

Phatum  Thani  had  on-going  evaluation,  but  not  pre- or  post-evaluation.  Uttaradit, 

Surin, and Phrachin Buri did not have any type of evaluation process. 

Surin  and  Phrachin  Buri  seemed  to  not  have  a  poverty  reduction  program 

evaluation process; they did not have any type of evaluation.  Also, the report which 

was requested by the Bureau of the Budget could not specify the time frame and could 

not specify the reporter or receiver. Chanthaburi’s evaluation report also had none of 

the abovementioned features; however it did have post-evaluation. 

Less  than  half  of  them  used  monitoring  and  evaluation  guidance  initiated  by 

the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.    Surin,  Chachoengsao,  and  Phrachin  Buri  did  not  exhibit 

any  concern  about  guidance.  OPDC’s  guidance  and  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  were 

equally  accepted  by  this  group  of  provinces.  Additionally,  Uttaradit,  Surin,  Trang, 

Prachin Buri,  and  Nakon  Si  Thammarat  did  not  have  any  plan  to  analyze  data  from 

monitoring or evaluation reporting. 
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Table 6.9  Medium-scale of the Success of Budget Preparation and Execution of the  

                  PBBS Related to Poverty Reduction Program Implementation (score in  

                  implementation of PBBS is between 20 and 60) 

 

Provinces Strategic 
budget 
planning 

MTEF Output 
specifications 

Monitoring 
& evaluation 

PBBS 

Phrae 10 1 6 7 24 

Sukhothai 9 4 5 7 25 

Lop Buri 6 2 8 10 26 

Roi Et 8 2 10 7 27 

Songkhla 11 1 8 7 27 

Phayao 13 2 7 7 29 

Uthai Thani 11 2 9 7 29 

Buri Ram 13 0 7 11 31 

Chai Nat 13 3 6 9 31 

Kamphaeng Phet 7 2 11 11 31 

Lampang 17 2 5 7 31 

Phangnga 15 2 7 8 32 

Tak 11 3 13 5 32 

Maha Sarakham 15 2 6 10 33 

P.N.S. Ayutthaya 8 4 8 13 33 

Nakhon Nayok 8 3 9 14 34 

Phatthalung 8 2 10 14 34 

Chiang Mai 17 2 9 8 36 

Kalasin 7 2 10 17 36 

Chaiyaphum 13 5 11 8 37 

Nakhon Ratchasima 18 3 7 10 38 

Loei 14 2 11 12 39 

Narathiwat 16 2 10 12 40 

Nong Khai 11 2 12 15 40 

Yala 13 3 11 13 40 

Mukdahan 15 1 8 17 41 

Surat Thani 8 3 13 17 41 

Sa Kaeo 18 6 8 10 42 
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Table 6.9  (Continued) 
 
 

Provinces Strategic 
budget 
planning 

MTEF Output 
specifications 

Monitoring 
& evaluation 

PBBS 

Sing Buri 13 3 12 14 42 

Samut Prakan 12 3 16 12 43 

Phuket 16 5 14 9 44 

Ang Thong 16 2 7 21 46 

Ratchaburi 10 2 20 15 47 

Phetchabun 17 4 16 12 49 

Satun 12 2 14 23 51 

Chon Buri 15 4 13 20 52 

Pattani 15 4 14 19 52 

Phichit 16 4 15 17 52 

Ranong 19 8 23 2 52 

Khon Kaen 15 3 17 18 53 

Chiang Rai 13 4 16 21 54 

Chumphon 18 0 15 22 55 

Mae Hong Son 9 4 18 24 55 

Saraburi 18 3 7 28 56 

Nong Bua Lam Phu 17 5 13 22 57 

Nakhon Pathom 18 3 16 21 58 

Udon Thani 17 3 11 27 58 

 

Group  2:  Medium-scale  of  the  success  of  budget  preparation  and 

execution of  the PBBS  related  to  poverty  reduction  program  implementation 

(score in implementation of PBBS is between 20 and 60) 

As  shown  in  table  6.9, forty-seven  provinces  fell  in  this  group:  Phrae, 

Sukhothai,  Lop  Buri,  Roi  Et,  Songkhla,  Phayao,  Uthai  Thani,  Chai  Nat,  Buri  Ram, 

Lampang,  Kamphaeng  Phet,  Phangnga,  Tak,  P.N.S.  Ayutthaya,  Maha  Sarakham, 

Nakhon Nayok, Phatthalung, Kalasin, Chiang Mai, Chaiyaphum, Nakhon Ratchasima, 

Loei,  Yala,  Narathiwat,  Nong  Khai,  Surat  Thani,  Mukdahan,  Sing  Buri,  Sa  Kaeo, 

Samut Prakan, Phuket, Ang Thong, Ratchaburi, Phetchabun, Satun, Ranong, Pattani, 

Chon  Buri,  Phichit,  Khon  Kaen,  Chiang  Rai,  Chumphon,  Mae  Hong  Son,  Saraburi, 



 151 

Nong Bua Lam Phu, Nakon Pathom, and Udon Thani.  The results of the study show 

different phenomena as follows. 

Five  provinces  out  of  47  did  not  review  poverty  problems  annually:  Phrae, 

Sukhothai, Kamphaeng Phet, Surat Thani, and Mae Hong Son.  Most of the provinces 

which reviewed  the  poverty  problem  annually  had  a  complete  set  of  key  features  of 

strategic budget planning.  They included provincial vision, mission, strategy, service 

plans, key success factors, and key performance indicators.  Some provinces said that 

they planned for poverty reduction annually,  but they  omitted some key elements  of 

strategic  planning:  (1)  Loei,  Phatthalung  and  Ka  La  Sin  were  in  the  same  position; 

they did not have any expected elements; (2) Lop Buri had only a provincial strategy; 

(3)  Nakon  Nayok  had  only  service  plans;  (4)  Sing  Buri  and  Satun  had  only  key 

success  factors  and  key  performance  indicators;  (5)  Chon  Buri  had  provincial 

strategy,  service  plans,  and  key  performance  indicators;  (6)  P.N.S.  Ayutthaya  had 

mission and key success factors; (7) Tak had vision, mission, provincial strategy, and 

service  plans;  and  (8)  Uthai  Thani  had  all  key  features,  except  key  success  factors.  

On the other hand, Ratchaburi did not have any of the key features of strategic budget 

planning. 

Referring  to  the  provinces,  which  did  not  review  poverty  problem  annually, 

Phrae had vision, mission, provincial strategy, service plans, key success factors, and 

key performance indicators, while Sukhothai was in a position similar to Phrae, but it 

did  not  have  key  performance  indicators.  On  the  other  hand,  Kamphaeng  Phet  and 

Mae  Hong  Son  had  none  of  the    key  features,  while  Surat  Thani  had  only  two 

features, service plans and key performance indicators. 

P.N.S.  Ayutthaya,  Loei,  Kamphaeng  Phet,  Tak,  Nakon  Nayok,  Phatthalunk, 

Kala  Sin,  Yala,  Nong  Khai,  Ratburi,  and  Mae  Hong  Son  lacked  all  types  of  key 

performance indicators.   The rest of  the provinces  had at least  one key  performance 

indicator,  most  of  which  were  quantity  or  quality  key  performance  indicators.  

Additionally,  almost  every  province  had  difficulties  in  preparing  the  timeliness  and 

cost key performance indicators. 

Most of the provinces in this group had no problem with the linkages among 

provincial  poverty  reduction  strategy  and  government  policy,  the  provincial 

development  plans,  national  development  plan,  provincial  action  plan,  or  the 
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ministry’s strategies.  However, some provinces left such relationships behind.  They 

were  as  follows:  (1)  Phrae’s  poverty  reduction  strategy  was  compliant  with  only 

provincial action plan; (2) Lop Buri’s poverty reduction strategy was compliant with 

only  the  provincial  development  plan;  (3)  Surat  Thani’s  poverty  reduction  strategy 

was compliant with only the national development plan; (4) Chai Nat’s and Phuket’s 

poverty  reduction  strategies  were  compliant  with  government  policy;  and                        

(5)  Songkhla’s  and  Sukhothai’s  poverty  reduction  strategies  were  compliant  with 

government policy and provincial development plans. 

Moreover,  12  out  of  47  provinces  exhibited  key  features  of  the  poverty 

reduction service delivery target, which precisely identified the target group and easy 

implementation  with  high  feasibility.    They  were  Mukdahan,  Sa  Kaeo,  Sing  Buri, 

Phuket,  Ang  Thong,  Ratchaburi,  Satun,  Phichit,  Pattanee  Saraburi,  Nakon  Pathom, 

and  Udon  Thani.  The  rest  of  them  had  poverty  reduction  service  delivery  targets, 

which  either  precisely  identified  the  target  group  or  easily  implemented  with  high 

feasibility. On the other hand, Phetchabun and Nong Khai had no such features. 

In  addition,  14  out  of  47  provinces  have  service  delivery  targets  which were 

compliant with the ministry’s strategies, budget allocation strategies, and the national 

strategy  target.    They  are  Lampang,  Chiang  Mai,  Loei,  Surat  Thani, Sing  Buri,         

Sa  Kaeo,  Phuket,  Ratchaburi,  Chon  Buri,  Chumphon,  Mae  Hong  Son,  Saraburi, 

Nakon  Pathom,  and  Udon  Thani.  The  rest  have  poverty  reduction  service  delivery 

targets which are compliant with the ministry’s strategies, budget allocation strategies, 

or the national strategy target.  Additionally, more than half of them gave importance 

to  the  national  strategy  target.    On  the  other  hand,  Nong  Khai’s  and  Chiang  Rai’s 

service delivery targets were not compliant with any strategies. 

The provinces in this group had problems in preparation of the MTEF.  Even 

though  some  of  them  stated  that  they  prepared  for  the  budget  burden  for  the  next  3 

years,  almost  no  province  was  concerned  about  base-line  expenditures,  budget 

commitment,  fundamental  expenditures, or  strategic  expenditures.  Exceptionally,      

Sa  Kaeo,  Phuket,  and  Ranong,  concentrated  on  all  types  of  expenditures  in  their 

MTEF  preparation.  In  addition,  some  of  the  provinces  preferred  to  use  strategic 

expenditures rather than other types of expenditures. 
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More  than  10  provinces  out  of  47  did  not  use  any  type  of  information  to 

prepare the MTEF. In addition, there were four provinces that had used all four types 

of  information  in  preparing  the  MTEF:  economic  indicators,  government  new 

policies, provincial performance reports, and provincial financial reports.  They were 

Chai Nat, Ranong, Mae Hog Son, and Phetchabun. The rest of them used one or two 

types  of  information.    Precisely,  they  used  government  new  policies/strategies  and 

performance reports; on the other hand, they preferred not to use financial reports. 

All  of  the  provinces  in  this  group  confirmed  that  their  provincial  poverty 

reduction output specifications were consistent with the mission and responsibility of 

the  provinces.  In  the  process  of  reviewing  the  poverty  reduction  output,  only  one 

province  did  not  review  any  critical  issues.    On  the  other  hand,  seven  provinces 

confirmed that they reviewed all of the important issues, which were consistent with 

poverty reduction output and provincial strategies, the effect of output on provincial 

strategy,  the  precision  of  the  target  group,  the  precision  of  outcome,  cost 

effectiveness, the appropriation of time interval, the prioritization of poverty reduction 

output,  and  the  overlap  of  the  poverty  reduction  output.  They  were  Tak,                      

Samut  Prakan,  Phuket,  Ranong,  Khon  Kaen,  Chumphorn,  and  Mae  Hong  Son.    In 

addition, the rest of them chose to review just one to five of the critical features listed 

above. 

In  the  process  of  poverty  reduction  output  specification,  14  provinces  out  of 

47  indicated  they  had  completed  three  activities,  primary  activities,  secondary 

activities,  and  supporting  activities.  They  were  Sing  Buri,  Phitchit,  Ranong,             

Chon  Buri,  Khon  Kaen,  Chiang  Rai,  Chumporn,  Mae  Hong  Son,  Nong  Khai,       

Yala, Kampangpeth, Chai Nat, Buri Ram, and Roi Eit.  No province exhibited none of 

these activities. 

In  this  group  of  provinces,  most  of  them  used  poverty  reduction  output 

specification as primary data for poverty reduction budget allocation, and less than 10 

of them used it to compare among others’  outputs. They had problems with poverty 

reduction output indicators; only five provinces said that their output indicators were 

correct, precise, concrete/specific, and prioritized: Ratchaburi, Satun, Ranong, Chiang 

Rai, and Pattanee.  The rest of them believed that their output indicators had just one 

or two of the above characteristics. Moreover, Songkhla, Maha Salakham, Khampang 
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Phet, and Sara Buri had serious problems with these issues, since all of them said that 

their  output  indicators  did  not  have  such  characteristics;  however,  the  output 

indicators could be divided into quality or quantity dimension. 

More than 20 provinces could not specify their output indicators into quality, 

quantity, timeliness, or cost dimensions.  Only Nakon  Phatom, Nong Bua Lam Phu, 

Ranong,  and  Phetchaboon  had  completed  the  set  of  four  dimensions  of  output 

indicators. 

Nong Bua Lam Phu was the only province which exhibited complete features 

of  performance  reports.    The  key  features  of  the  performance  reports  were  being 

truthful, complete as requested by the central agencies, delivered on time, compliant 

with their action plan, compliant with rules and regulations, were able to expose their 

budget  appropriation  and  monitoring,  were  able  to  compare  to  target  outputs,  and 

were able  to  compare  to  service  plans.   In  addition,  fewer  than  ten  of  the  provinces 

had five to six out of eight features.  Moreover half of them had just one to three out 

of  eight  features.    Thus,  it  can  be  concluded  that  they  had  problems  with  their 

performance report. 

This  group  of  provinces  had  problems  in  preparing  their  financial  reports. 

Their financial report was worse than their performance reports.  None of them had a 

complete  set  of  key  features  of  financial  reports.    The  key  features  were  being 

truthful,  completed  as  requested  by  central  agencies,  transparent  and  accountable, 

easy  to  understand,  reliable,  delivered  on  time,  able  to  expose  their  financial  status, 

able to expose departments’/agencies’ status, and able to expose their external budget 

and financial commitment. It was found that even though their financial reporting was 

true and completed as requested by central agencies, they had difficulty understanding 

and  were  unable  to  expose  their  financial  status,  the  departments’/agencies’  status, 

and external budget and commitment. 

They  usually  had  problems  in  sending  the  report  on  time.  Even  though  they 

were able to prepare their action plan and budget plan to be compliant with the format 

requested  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  very  few  of  them  could  deliver  both  their 

action  plan  and  budget  plan  on  time.    Specifically,  four  provinces  reported  that 

although  they  could  deliver  their  action  plan  and  budget  plan  on  time,  they  could 

make it comply with what the Bureau of the Budget requested.  These provinces were 
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Sukhothai, Phayao, Maha Sarakham, and Chon Buri.  In addition, two provinces said 

that they were unable to make their report compliant or finish the plans on time; they 

were Ang Thoung and Ranong provinces. 

Involving  to  the  poverty  reduction  internal  control  system,  five  key  features 

have  completion,  appropriation  to  the  environment,  cost  effectiveness,  ability  to  be 

implemented, and ability to cope with changes.  There were only four provinces that 

said  that  they  had  a  complete  set  of  the  above-mentioned  key  features:  Nong  Khai, 

Satun,  Mae  Hong  Son,  and  Sara  Buri.    Furthermore,  Chumporn  and  Phetchabun 

presented  serious  problems;  they  said  that  they  had  no  such  features.    Specifically, 

most  of  them  believed  that  their  internal  control  systems  were  appropriate  for  the 

environment; on the other hand they were not cost effective.  The rest had one to three 

features out of five. 

Ratcha  Buri  and  Mae  Hong  Son  had  an  evaluation  system  concerned  with 

cluster/provincial  strategies  and  the  Government  Administrative  Plans;  the  rest 

selected  just  one  element,  which  was  either  the  cluster/provincial  strategy  or 

Government  Administrative  Plans.  Precisely,  most  of  them  preferred  to  concentrate 

on cluster/provincial strategies but not on Government Administrative Plans. 

For  this  group  of  provinces,  they  seemed  not  to  have  problems  with  the 

evaluation process.  More than 20 provinces had completed three types of evaluation, 

pre-evaluation,  on-going  evaluation,  and  post-evaluation.  They  also  did  not  have  a 

problem  with  the  evaluation  report;  about  ten  provinces  said  that  they  had  both  a 

specific  time  frame  for  the  evaluation  reports  and  specific  reporters  and  receivers.  

Further, most of them had a specific time frame for preparing the evaluation reports. 

To  be  more  specific,  fewer  than  20  provinces  used  monitoring  or  evaluation 

guidance  from  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.    Most  of  them  preferred  to  use  guidance 

from the OPDC. Five provinces did not have plans to analyze data from monitoring 

and evaluation; they were Chiang Rai, Phichit, Surat Thani, Uthai Thani, and Phrae. 
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Table 6.10  High Scale of the Success of Budget Preparation and Execution of the  

                    PBBS Related to Poverty Reduction Program Implementation (score in  

                    implementation of PBBS is above 60) 

 

Provinces 
Strategic 
budget 
planning 

MTEF 
Output 

specifications 

Monitoring 
& 

evaluation 
PBBS 

Kanchanaburi 20 5 16 20 61 

Samut Sakhon 17 3 15 26 61 

Trat 18 5 20 20 63 

Ubon Ratchthani 20 3 20 21 64 

Si Sa Ket 15 6 19 25 65 

Phetchaburi 18 2 22 24 66 

Phitsanulok 15 6 18 27 66 

Amnat Charoen 16 4 23 25 68 

Lamphun 20 5 23 20 68 

Suphan Buri 20 5 21 26 72 

Nonthaburi 19 4 19 31 73 

Nakhon Phanom 20 8 20 26 74 

Nan 17 8 21 29 75 

Krabi 20 8 21 27 76 

Prchuap Khiri Khan 18 4 23 33 78 

Rayong 20 6 23 33 82 

 

Group 3:  High scale of the success of budget preparation and execution of the 

PBBS related to poverty reduction program implementation (score in implementation 

of PBBS is above 60) 

It  was  found  that  16  provinces  fell  in  this  group.  They  are  Kanchanaburi, 

Samut  Sakhon,  Trat,  Ubon  Ratchathani,  Si  Sa  Ket,  Phetchaburi,  Phitsanulok,      

Amnat  Charoen,  Lamphun,  Suphan  Buri,  Nonthaburi,  Nakhon  Phanom,  Nan,  Krabi, 

Prachuap Khiri Khan, and Rayong. 

All provinces in this group reviewed poverty problems annually. They all had 

a plan for poverty reduction annually; however, Phitsanulok and Amnat Charoen did 

not  have  a  vision  related  to  poverty  reduction.  In  addition,  only  three  provinces, 

Phitsanulok, Amnat Charoen, and Si Sa Ket, did not have a mission related to poverty 

reduction  programs.    Samut  Sakon  and  Si  Sa  Ket  did  not  set  key  success  factors 

related to poverty reduction, while others did.   
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All provinces exhibited both quantity and quality key performance indicators, 

except  Phitsanulok,  which  did  not  have  a  quantity  key  performance  indicator.   

However,  they  still  had  problems  with  timeliness  and  cost  key  performance 

indicators. Three provinces, Samut Sakon, Si Sa Ket, and Phitsanulok, did not have a 

timeliness indicator. Also four provinces, Samut Sakon, Si  Sa Ket, Phitsanulok, and 

Nonthaburi, did not have a cost indicator. 

All provinces had a provincial poverty reduction strategy which complied with 

critical  plans, except  Nan.    Its  poverty  reduction  strategy  did  not  comply  with  the 

National  Development  Plan  or  the  Ministry’s  Strategy.  Almost  all  of  them  could 

identify  the  target  group,  service  delivery  time  span,  and  ways  to  delivery  public 

services.    And  they  also felt  that  they  implemented  the  service  delivery  target  with 

high feasibility easily.  

Their  service  delivery  targets  were  consistent  with  the  ministry’s  strategies, 

budget  allocation  strategies,  and  national  strategy  target,  except  for  four  provinces: 

Phetchaburi  said  that  its  service  delivery  target  was  consistent  with  the  ministry’s 

strategies,  and  Prachuap  Khiri  Khan’s  service  delivery  targets  were  consistent  with 

budget  allocation  strategies.    For  Trat  and  Amnat  Charoen,  their  service  delivery 

targets were consistent with the ministry’s strategies and the national strategic target. 

They  had  problems  with  the  preparation  of  the  Medium-Term  Expenditure 

Framework (MTEF) related to the poverty reduction program.  Even though most of 

provinces  prepare  for  a  budget  burden  for  the  next  three  years,  only  some  of  them 

gave  importance  to  the  complete  set  of  critical  features  in  preparing  the  Medium-

Term Expenditures  Frameworks  (MTEF).   In  preparing their  MTEF,  Nakon  Panom, 

Nan,  and  Krabi  gave  importance  to  the  whole  set  of  crucial  issues  of  the  MTEF, 

which  were  base-line  expenditure,  commitment  expenditure,  fundamental  mission 

expenditure, and strategic expenditure.   On the  other  hand, the  rest of the  provinces 

gave importance only to strategic expenditures.   

In  the process of preparing the MTEF, half of them used different sources of 

information:  economic  indicators,  new  government  policy,  provincial  performance 

reports,  and  provincial  financial  reports.    However,  Amnat  Charoen  used  only  new 

government  policies  or strategies  in  preparing  the  MTEF.    To  be  more  specific, 

economic  indicators  were  not  favored  by  the  provinces;  they  were  overlooked  by 
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seven  provinces:  Kanchanaburi,  Samut  Sakhon,  Ubon  Ratchthani,  Phetchaburi, 

Amnat  Charoen,  Lamphun,  and  Nonthaburi.  Samut Sakhon,  Ubon  Ratchthani,  and 

Amnat  Charoen  did  not  use  provincial  financial  reports  in  preparing  the  MTEF.  On 

the  other  hand,  new  government  policies  and  provincial  performance  reports  were 

widely  accepted  by  the  provinces  in  this  group;  they  were  used  by almost  every 

province in this group.   

Concerning  provincial  poverty  reduction  output  specification,  every  province 

said  that  its  output  specifications  were  consistent  with  the  missions  and 

responsibilities  of  the  provinces.  In  reviewing  the  process  of  the poverty  reduction 

output, the provinces reviewed every important issue, except Samut Sakon.  It did not 

review four different issues: (1) the precision of target group of the poverty reduction 

output, (2) the precision of outcome of the poverty reduction service delivery, (3) the 

cost  effectiveness  of  poverty  reduction  budgeting,  and  (4)  the  appropriation  of  the 

time interval of the poverty reduction service delivery. 

In  the  poverty  reduction  output  specifications,  every  province,  except        

Ubon  Ratchathani,  had  primary  activities.    To  be  more  specific,  Ubon  Ratchthani 

could  not  specify  any  type  of  activity  in  producing  output.    In  addition,  secondary 

activities and supporting  activities in  producing output  are  probably  accepted by  the 

provinces  at  the same  level.    Precisely,  Nakhon  Phanom  and  Nan  had  problems  in 

specification of both secondary activities and supporting activities. 

The  provinces  in  this  group  probably  used  poverty  reduction  output 

specifications  as  primary  data  for  budget  requests  and  to develop  efficiency  at  the 

same level. More precisely, Kanchanaburi and Nonthaburi did not use poverty output 

specifications  as  primary  data  for  budget  requests,  to  develop  efficiency,  or  to 

compare  with  other  agency’s  output.    While  Samut  Sakhon  used  poverty  output 

specifications only as primary data for budget request, Trat used it only to develop its 

efficiency. 

All  provinces  responded  that  their  poverty  reduction  output  indicators  were 

prioritized,  except  Suphan  Buri.    For  this  group  of  provinces,  provincial  poverty 

reduction  outputs  indicators  were  correct,  precise,  concrete/specific,  and  prioritized.   

On the other hand, Pitsanulok had problems with such characteristics, accepting that 

its  poverty  reduction  outputs  indicators  were  only  prioritized.    In addition,  the 
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provinces in this group did not have problems with quality or quantity indicators, but 

they  had  problems  with  timeliness  and  cost  indicators.    Precisely,  Kanchanaburi, 

Samut Sakon, Sri Sa Ket, and Phitsanulok could not identify either the timeliness and 

cost indicators of their poverty reduction outputs for their poverty reduction outputs; 

Trat  and  Nonthaburi  could  not  identify  cost  indicators  for  their  poverty  reduction 

outputs. 

Concerning  monitoring  and  evaluation  of  the  provincial  poverty  reduction 

program, eight out of sixteen provinces said that their performance reports were true, 

complete as requested by central agencies, prepared to finish on time, were compliant 

with  action  plans,  compliant  with  rules  and  regulations,  could  expose  provincial 

poverty  reduction  budget  appropriation  and  budget  monitoring,  were  able  to  be 

compared  to  other  target  outputs,  and  were  able  to  be  compared  to  others  service 

plans.  On the other hand, Sumut Sakhon and Trat did not agree with other provinces, 

saying  that  their  performance  reports  were  not  able  to  expose  provincial  poverty 

reduction budget appropriation or budget monitoring, were not able to be compared to 

other target outputs, and were not able to be compared to other service plans.  Further, 

Suphan Buri  reported  that  its  performance  report  was  not  compliant  with  rules  and 

regulations,  and  also  was  not  able  to  expose  its  poverty  reduction  budget 

appropriation  or  budget  monitoring.    Nakon  Phanom  and  Krabi  accepted  that  their 

performance reports were not completed on time, while Karnchanaburi and Si Sa Ket 

accepted that their performance reports were not able to be compared to other service 

plans. 

Only  four  out  of  sixteen  provinces  said  that  their  financial  reports  had  a 

complete  set  of  key  features  of  financial  reports;  they  were  Amnat  Charoen, 

Nonthaburi, Nan, and Prachuap Khiri Khan. To be more specific, Kanchanaburi and 

Ubon  Rachathani  had  serious  problems  with  financial  reporting—they  had  only  two 

or three of such features. While Kanchanaburi’s financial reports as true, reliable, and 

transparent  and  accountable,  Ubon  Rachathani’s  financial  report  was  true  and 

transparent and accountable. Samut Sakhon, Phetchaburi and Lamphun had the same 

problems; their financial reports were not able to expose the complete financial status 

of the province, of the department in the province, or  the commitment and financial 

burden  related  to  provincial  poverty  reduction.    Additionally,  Phitsanulok  and   
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Suphan Buri  seemed  to have  good  financial reports;  however,  they were  not  able  to 

expose  their  external  budget,  commitment  or  financial  burden  related  to  provincial 

poverty  reduction.  Si  Sa  Ket  had  problems  with  both  the  exposure  of  the  external 

budget  and  commitment  and  the  shortage  of  time  in  preparing  the  report.    Two 

provinces had problems that were different from others, Krabi and Nakhon Phanom.  

Krabi’s financial report was not transparent or accountable, reliable, able to be sent on 

time,  and  was  not  able  to  expose  provincial  external  budget  and  commitment.      

Nakon Phanom’s financial report was difficult to understand, was incomparable, and 

was not able to expose its complete financial status. 

Two provinces in this group, Petchaburi and Suphan Buri, accepted that their 

poverty  reduction  action  plan  and  budget  plans  were  not  compliant  with  the  format 

requested by the Bureau of the Budget.  However, five out of sixteen provinces still 

had  problems  of  delay  in  sending  action  and  budget  plans.    They  were  Trat,         

Ubon Rachathani, Amnat Charoen, Nakon Phanom, and Nan. 

Related  to  the  poverty  reduction  internal  control  system,  Suphan  Buri, 

Nonthaburi,  and  Ubon  Ratchathani  had  almost  all  key  features.  However,  the    

Suphan  Buri  and  Ubon  Ratchathani  poverty  reduction  internal  control  systems  were 

not  appropriate  to  their  environment,  while  Nonthaburi’s  poverty  reduction  internal 

control  system  exhibited  no  cost  effectiveness.  Amnat  Charoen  reported  serious 

problems  concerning  its  provincial  poverty  reduction  internal  control  system.  Its 

internal control system was not complete; it  still had some potential risks. It had  no 

cost effectiveness, the internal control could not be implemented, and it did not cope 

with  any  environmental  changes.    However,  five  provinces  said  that  they  had  a 

complete system of poverty reduction internal control. Lamphun and Petchaburi had 

the  same  problems.    Both  of  them  said  that  their  poverty  reduction  internal  control 

system was not complete, had no cost effectiveness, and did not develop to cope with 

any  changes.    However,  Pitsanulok,  Trat, and  Kanchanaburi  had  the  same  score,  a 

score  of  2,  but  they  had  different  problems;  Pitsanulok’s  poverty  reduction  internal 

control system was not complete, not appropriate to the environment, and had no cost 

effectiveness; Trat’s poverty reduction internal control system as not complete, had no 

cost effectiveness, and could not be implemented. And  last, Kanchanaburi’s  poverty 
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reduction  internal  control  system  had  no  cost  effectiveness,  was  not  easy  to 

implement, and was not developed to cope with any change. 

Every  province’s  evaluation  process  was  concerned  about  the  cluster  and 

provincial  strategies,  but  not  about  the  government’s  4  year  Administrative  Plans.   

Kanchanaburi, Trat, Si Sa Ket, Phetchaburi, Amnat Charoen, Lamphun, and Suphan 

Buri  overlooked  the  government  four  year  administrative  plans  in  their  evaluation 

process.  Lamphun  was  the  only  province  that  had  serious  problems  with  poverty 

reduction evaluation; it did not have any type of evaluation.  Trat and Si Sa Ket had 

only post-evaluation, not pre- or on-going evaluation.  On the other hand, Pitsanulok, 

Suphan, and Nan have omitted pre-evaluation. 

Almost  every  province  in  this  group  had  both  a  specific  time  frame  in 

preparing  its  evaluation  report  and  could  specify  reporter  and  receiver.    Only 

Lumphun  had  none  of  these  features.  While  Amnat  Charoen  and  Nan  could  not 

specify a time frame for evaluation reports, Ubon Ratchathani, Si Sa Ket, and Nakon 

Phanom could not specify the reporter or receiver of the evaluation reports. 

Most  of  the  provinces  assigned  an  important  role  to  OPDC  requirements  or 

guidance;  only  Ubon  Ratchathani  omitted  OPDC  requirements.    However,  four 

provinces  overlooked  the  guidance  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget;  they  are 

Kanchanaburi,  Petchaburi,  Lamphun,  and  Suphan  Buri.  All  provinces  had  plans  to 

analyze data from the monitoring and evaluation process. 

 

6.2.3  The Characteristics of Proposed Factors  

1)  Precision of Poverty Reduction Policy and Procedural Guidance: 

The results showed that the respondents strongly agreed that the poverty 

reduction  policy  was  precisely  determined,  and  also  was  easy  to  understand.    The 

good result of the precision of poverty reduction policy and procedural guidance was 

confirmed  in  terms  of  the  precise  definition  of  the  policy  target  group,  and  precise 

identification  of  the  policy’s  goals,  objectives,  and  guidance.    Additionally,  the 

respondents  also  clearly  recognized  that  the  responsible  parties  for  the  poverty 

reduction policy were identified clearly.  However, fewer than half of the respondents 

agreed  that  the  poverty  reduction  policy  had  the  objective  of  being  compared  in 
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benchmarking,  while  remarkably  40  percent  of  them  chose  to  remain  neutral 

concerning this issue. 

 

Table 6.11  Precision of Poverty Reduction Policy and Procedural Guidance 

 

Statement Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Total 

1. Poverty reduction policy is precisely 

determined and easy to understand. 

(17) 

2.3 

(25) 

3.3 

(201) 

26.9 

(424) 

56.8 

(80) 

10.7 

(747) 

100 

2. Poverty reduction policy’s target groups are 

precisely defined (“the poor” is well defined 

and classified). 

 

(3) 

0.4 

 

(46) 

6.1 

 

(230) 

30.7 

 

(383) 

51.2 

 

(86) 

11.5 

 

(748) 

100 

3. Poverty reduction policy’s goals, objectives, 

and guidance are precisely identified. 

(3) 

0.4 

(38) 

5.1 

(223) 

29.9 

(402) 

53.8 

(81) 

10.8 

(747) 

100 

4. Poverty reduction policy has objective to be 

compared in benchmarking.   

(6) 

0.8 

(66) 

9.0 

(300) 

41.0 

(338) 

43.4 

(42) 

5.7 

(732) 

100 

5. The responsible parties of poverty reduction 

policy are clearly identifiable. 

(4) 

0.5 

(46) 

6.3 

(248) 

33.8 

(368) 

50.2 

(67) 

9.1 

(733) 

100 

  

Note:  X = 3.6184   SD = 0.2057   Min = 1   Max = 5 

 

2)  Adequacy and Quality of Information: 

The  results  showed  that  the  respondents  moderately  agreed  that  they 

had  sufficient  poverty  reduction  policy  information;  almost  half  of  the  respondents 

usually  acquired  information  related  to  poverty  reduction  strategy/policy  for  budget 

preparation  and  execution.  However,  it  was  remarked  that  more  than  40  percent  of 

them selected to at neutral position involved with both sufficiency and acquisition of 

poverty  reduction  policy  information.    In  addition,  about  63  percent  of  them  knew 

how  to  accomplish  the  targets  and  objectives  for  each  poverty  reduction  policy 

implementation.  In addition, more than half of them collected all possible alternatives 
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in  order  to  accomplish  the  targets  and  objectives  of  each  poverty  reduction  policy 

implementation. 

 

Table 6.12  Adequacy and Quality of Information 

 

Statement Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Total 

1. You have enough information about poverty 

reduction strategy/policy. 

(6) 

0.8 

(58) 

7.9 

(301) 

42.3 

(313) 

42.8 

(45) 

6.1 

(732) 

100 

2. You usually acquire information related to 

poverty reduction strategy/policy for budget 

preparation and execution. 

 

(4) 

0.5 

 

(78) 

10.5 

 

(306) 

41.7 

 

(295) 

40.2 

 

(51) 

6.9 

 

(734) 

100 

3. In budget preparation and execution, you 

know how to accomplish the targets and 

objectives of each poverty reduction program 

implementation. 

 

 

(3) 

0.4 

 

 

(36) 

4.9 

 

 

(233) 

31.8 

 

 

(393) 

53.6 

 

 

(68) 

9.3 

 

 

(733) 

100 

4. You collect all possible alternatives in order 

to accomplish the targets and objectives of each 

poverty policy implementation. 

 

(3) 

0.4 

 

(44) 

6.1 

 

(266) 

36.9 

 

(337) 

46.8 

 

(70) 

9.7 

 

(720) 

100 

  

Note:  X = 3.5209   SD = 0.1943  Min = 1  Max = 5 

 

3)  Executive’s Support in Adopting the PBBS in Poverty Reduction   

     Program Implementation at the Provincial Level: 

The  results  showed  that  the  respondents  strongly  perceived  the 

important  roles  of  provincial  executives  in  supporting  budget  preparation  and 

execution related to poverty reduction policy implementation.  Almost 70 percent of 

them  believed  that  provincial  executives  facilitated  all  conveniences  for  them  in  the 

process  of  budget  preparation  and  execution  related  to  poverty  reduction  policy 

implementation.    Additionally,  more  than  half  of  the  respondents  believed that 

provincial  executives  provided  appropriate  budget  preparation  and  execution 
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consultation  support  (both  in  time  and  financial  resources)  and  were  specific  in 

solving  problems  related  to  budget  preparation  and  execution  related  to  poverty 

reduction policy implementation.  On the other hand, fewer than half of them 

confirmed  that  provincial  executives  supported  and  rewarded  appropriately; 

while  more  than  40  percent  of  them  were  at  a  neutral  position.    This  might 

exhibit the non-perception on support and rewards in budget preparation and 

execution related to poverty reduction policy implementation. 
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Table 6.13  Executive’s Support in Adopting PBBS in Poverty Reduction Program  

                    Implementation at the Provincial Level 

 

 

Statement Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Total 

1. Provincial executives have important roles in 

supporting budget preparation and execution 

related to poverty reduction policy 

implementation. 

 

 

(2) 

0.3 

 

 

(16) 

2.2 

 

 

(138) 

18.8 

 

 

(391) 

53.3 

 

 

(187) 

25.5 

 

 

(734) 

100 

2. Provincial executives facilitate all 

conveniences for provincial officials related to 

budget preparation and execution in poverty 

reduction policy implementation. 

 

 

(4) 

0.5 

 

 

(24) 

3.3 

 

 

(205) 

27.9 

 

 

(393) 

53.5 

 

 

(108) 

14.7 

 

 

(734) 

100 

3. Provincial executives provide budget 

preparation and execution consultations related 

to poverty reduction policy implementation to 

provincial officials. 

 

 

(5) 

0.7 

 

 

(36) 

4.9 

 

 

(254) 

34.6 

 

 

(350) 

47.7 

 

 

(89) 

12.1 

 

 

(734) 

100 

4. Provincial executives give appropriate 

support, in terms of time and financial 

resources, to provincial officials in budget 

preparation and execution related to poverty 

reduction policy implementation. 

 

 

 

(10) 

1.4 

 

 

 

(41) 

5.6 

 

 

 

(269) 

36.4 

 

 

 

(345) 

46.7 

 

 

 

(73) 

9.9 

             

 

 

(738) 

100 

5. Provincial executives give appropriate 

support and rewards in budget preparation and 

execution related to poverty reduction policy 

implementation to provincial officials. 

 

 

(12) 

1.6 

 

 

(69) 

9.3 

 

 

(301) 

40.8 

 

 

(292) 

39.6 

 

 

(64) 

8.7 

 

 

(738) 

100 

6. Provincial executives can solve problems in 

budget preparation and execution related to 

poverty reduction policy implementation. 

 

(9) 

1.2 

 

(44) 

6.0 

 

(292) 

39.7 

 

(323) 

43.9 

 

(67) 

9.1 

 

(735) 

100 

  

Note:  X = 3.6659  SD = 0.2179  Min = 1  Max = 5 
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4)  Capacity of the Provinces in Adopting PBBS in Poverty Reduction  

      Program Implementation at the Provincial Level: 

It  was  found  that  the  provinces  had  serious  problems  regarding  the 

inadequacy of  financial  resources  and  instruments/technology  in  budget  preparation 

and  execution  related  to  poverty  reduction  policy.  Only  23.9  percent  of  the 

respondents  agreed  that  their  province  had  sufficient  instruments  and  technology  in 

budget  preparation  and  execution;  only  24.1  percent  of  them  agreed  that  their 

provinces  had  sufficient  financial  resources  in  budget  preparation  and  execution 

related  to  poverty  reduction  program  implementation.    The  provinces  also  had 

problems in terms of human resources.  About 33 percent of the respondents indicated 

that  their  provinces  had  enough  officials  working  related  to  budget  preparation  and 

execution.  In  addition,  39  percent  of  them  agreed  that  they  had  skills  in  budget 

preparation  and  execution  related  to  poverty  reduction  policy  implementation. 

Additionally,  the  time  involved  in  preparing  and  executing  the  budget  was  also 

limited.  Only about 33 percent of respondents confirmed that they had enough time 

in  budget  preparation  and  execution  related  to  poverty  reduction policy 

implementation. However, it has to be remarked that nearly 50 percent of respondents 

chose  to  be  at  neutral  position  in  every  related  statement.  This  might  exhibit  the 

respondents’ reluctance to answer surveys involving their own capacities.  As a result, 

the  following  table  shows  that  only  about  15  to  30  percent  of  respondents’  answers 

exhibited a low level of provincial capacity. 
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Table 6.14  Capacity of the Provinces in Adopting PBBS in Poverty Reduction 

Program Implementation at the Provincial Level 

 

Statement Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Total 

1. Province has enough officials in budget 

preparation and execution related to poverty 

reduction policy implementation. 

 

(13) 

1.8 

 

(135) 

18.3 

 

(344) 

46.7 

 

(217) 

29.4 

 

(28) 

3.8 

 

(737) 

100 

2. Provincial officials have skills in budget 

preparation and execution related to poverty 

reduction policy implementation. 

 

(5) 

0.7 

 

(106) 

14.4 

 

 (343) 

46.5 

 

(264) 

35.8 

 

(20) 

2.7 

 

(738) 

100 

3. Province has enough time in budget 

preparation and execution related to poverty 

reduction policy implementation. 

 

(13) 

1.8 

 

(138) 

18.7 

 

(342) 

46.4 

 

(223) 

30.3 

 

(21) 

2.8 

 

(737) 

100 

4. Province has enough financial resources in 

budget preparation and execution related to 

poverty reduction policy implementation. 

 

(45) 

6.1 

 

(197) 

26.8 

 

(317) 

43.1 

 

(166) 

22.6 

 

(11) 

1.5 

             

(736) 

100 

5. Province has enough instruments and 

technologies in budget preparation and 

execution related to poverty reduction policy 

implementation. 

 

 

(29) 

3.9 

 

 

(167) 

22.6 

 

 

(366) 

49.6 

 

 

(166) 

22.5 

 

 

(10) 

1.4 

 

 

(738) 

100 

  

 
Note:  X = 3.0661  SD = 0.2071  Min = 1  Max = 5 
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5)  Provincial Officials’ Disposition in Adopting PBBS in Poverty  

     Reduction Program Implementation at the Provincial Level 

The results showed that almost 70 percent of respondents perceived the 

importance  and  benefits  of  budget  preparation  and  execution  related  to  poverty 

reduction policy implementation.  Moreover, about 65 percent of them were willing to 

accept  and  accepted  the  objectives  and  targets  of  budget  preparation  and  execution 

related  to  poverty  reduction  policy  implementation.  More  than  half  of  them 

understood and had chances to participate in budget preparation and execution related 

to  poverty  reduction  policy  implementation.    And  55  percent  of  them  had  a 

commitment to responsibility for budget preparation and execution related to poverty 

reduction policy implementation. 
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Table 6.15  Provincial Officials’ Disposition in Adopting PBBS in Poverty Reduction  

                    Program Implementation at the Provincial Level 

 

Statement Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Total 

1. Provincial officials have willingness 

regarding budget preparation and execution 

related to poverty reduction policy 

implementation. 

 

(3) 

0.4 

 

(33) 

4.5 

 

(232) 

31.4 

 

(406) 

55 

 

(64) 

8.7 

 

(738) 

100 

2. Provincial officials perceive the 

importance/benefits of budget preparation and 

execution related to poverty reduction policy 

implementation. 

 

 

(2) 

0.3 

 

 

(27) 

3.7 

 

 

(199) 

27 

 

 

(422) 

57.2 

 

 

(88) 

11.9 

 

 

(738) 

100 

3. Provincial officials accept objectives and 

targets of budget preparation and execution 

related to poverty reduction policy 

implementation. 

 

 

(1) 

0.1 

 

 

(21) 

2.8 

 

 

(230) 

31.2 

 

 

(423) 

57.4 

 

 

(62) 

8.4 

 

 

(737) 

100 

4. Provincial officials understand budget 

preparation and execution related to poverty 

reduction policy implementation. 

 

(4) 

0.5 

 

(43) 

5.8 

 

(285) 

38.7 

 

(361) 

49.0 

 

(44) 

6 

 

(737) 

100 

5. Provincial officials participate in budget 

preparation and execution related to poverty 

reduction policy implementation. 

 

(4) 

0.5 

 

(52) 

7.1 

 

(243) 

33.0 

 

(373) 

50.6 

 

(65) 

8.8 

             

(737) 

100 

6. Provincial officials have commitment to 

responsibility for budget preparation and 

execution related to poverty reduction policy 

implementation. 

 

 

(4) 

0.5 

 

 

(52) 

7.0 

 

 

(276) 

37.4 

 

 

(343) 

46.5 

 

 

(63) 

8.5 

 

 

(738) 

100 

  

 
Note:  X = 3.6439  SD = 0.1807  Min = 1  Max = 5 
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6)  Ability of Province to Induce People’s Participations in the  

     Process of the PBBS in Poverty Reduction Program  

     Implementation at the Provincial Level 

The  results  showed  limitations  in  the  provinces’  abilities  to  induce 

people’s  participations  in  the  process  of  the  PBBS  in  poverty  reduction  program 

implementation at the provincial level.  Only about 30 percent of respondents agreed 

that they were able to expose their wants regarding budget preparation and execution 

related  to  poverty  reduction  policy  implementation.    Only  about  32  percent  of  them 

perceived  an  opportunity  for  people’s  participation  in  making  decisions  and  also 

regarding  the  exposure  of  their  satisfactions  in  budget  preparation  and  execution 

related to poverty reduction policy implementation.  In addition to that, the degree of 

agreement  on  the  evaluation  of  people’s  satisfaction  in  budget  preparation  and 

execution was relatively low; only 31 percent of respondents.  At about the same level 

of  agreement,  respondents  perceived  that  there  were  public  hearings  and  meeting  in 

budget preparation and execution related to poverty reduction policy implementation. 

Nevertheless,  nearly  40  percent  of  respondents  perceived  opportunities  for 

participation in the process of budget preparation, including targeting the poor in the 

provinces.    Controversially,  almost  40  percent  of  respondents  chose  to  be  at  the 

neutral  position;  they  did  not  support  nor  either  agreed  or  disagreed  with  related 

statements.    In  addition,  about  20  to  30  percent  of  respondents  confirmed  the 

adequacy  of  opportunities  provided  for  people’s  participation  related  to  poverty 

reduction policy implementation. 
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Table 6.16  Ability of Province to Induce People’s Participations in the Process of the  

                   PBBS in Poverty Reduction Program Implementation at the Provincial  

                   Level 

 

Statement Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree  Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Total 

1. There are opportunities for people’s 

participations in the process of budget 

preparation related to poverty reduction policy 

implementation. 

 

 

(35) 

4.8 

 

 

(140) 

19.0 

 

 

(287) 

39.0 

 

 

(240) 

32.6 

 

 

(34) 

4.6 

 

 

(736) 

100 

2. There are opportunities for people’s 

participation in targeting the poor in the 

province. 

 

(24) 

3.3 

 

(138) 

18.8 

 

(281) 

38.3 

 

(250) 

34.1 

 

(40) 

5.5 

 

(733) 

100 

3. There are opportunities for people’s 

participations in making decisions in budget 

preparation and execution related to poverty 

reduction policy implementation. 

 

 

(32) 

4.4 

 

 

(167) 

22.7 

 

 

(296) 

40.3 

 

 

(206) 

28.0 

 

 

(34) 

4.6 

 

 

(734) 

100 

4. Citizens are able to expose their wants 

regarding budget preparation and execution 

related to poverty reduction policy 

implementation. 

 

(44) 

6.0 

 

(192) 

26.1 

 

(282) 

38.4 

 

(183) 

24.9 

 

(34) 

4.6 

 

(735) 

100 

5. There are opportunities for people to expose 

their satisfaction regarding budget preparation 

and execution related to poverty reduction 

policy implementation. 

 

 

(37) 

5.0 

 

 

(181) 

24.7 

 

 

(285) 

38.8 

 

 

(197) 

26.8 

 

 

(34) 

4.6 

 

 

(734) 

100 

6. The satisfaction of the people with budget 

preparation and execution related to poverty 

reduction policy implementation is evaluated. 

 

(29) 

4.0 

 

(137) 

18.7 

 

(338) 

46.0 

 

(208) 

28.3 

 

(22) 

3.0 

             

(734) 

100 

7. There are public hearings and meetings on 

budget preparation and execution related  to 

poverty reduction policy implementation. 

 

(37) 

5.1 

 

(145) 

19.9 

 

(305) 

41.8 

 

(211) 

28.9 

 

(32) 

4.4 

 

(730) 

100 

  

Note:  X = 3.0872  SD = 0.2750  Min = 1  Max = 5 
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7)  The Facilitations of the Bureau of the Budget and Other Central  

     Agencies 

The  results  seemed  to  reveal  an  inadequacy  of  documents,  standards, 

and  methodologies.  Even  though  only  nearly  25  percent  of  respondents  agreed  that 

there  were  enough  documents,  standards,  and  methodologies  in  budget  preparation 

and  execution  related  to  poverty  reduction  policy  implementation  issued  by  the 

Bureau  of  the  Budget  and  other  central  agencies,  also  nearly  25  percent  of  them 

disagree about such statements.  Furthermore, only about 23 percent of them said that 

the guidance and standards developed could cope with environmental changes.  There 

was  a  low  level  of  cooperation  and  communications  among  the  three  parties:  the 

Bureau of the Budget, other central agencies, and the provincial officials; only about 

24 percent of respondents agreed with such cooperation and communication. 

In  terms  of  consistency  of  guidance  and  standards  issued  by  both  the 

Bureau  of  the  Budget  and  other  central  agencies,  these  showed  better  results.   

Approximately  37  percent  of  respondents  believed  that  the  guidance  and  standards 

issued  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and  other  central  agencies  were  aligned.    Only 

about  31  percent  of  them,  however,  reported  that  the  guidance  and  standards  issued 

were precisely identified and easy to understand, when most of respondents chose to 

remain  neutral.    This  might  exhibit  their  hesitation  in  revealing  the  guidance  and 

standards issued by the Bureau of the Budget and other central agencies. On the other 

hand,  the  findings  showed  an  acceptable  result:  approximately  41  percent  of 

respondents confirmed that the Bureau of the Budget  and other  central agencies had 

distinctive  roles  and  responsibilities  regarding  budget  preparation  and  execution 

related to poverty reduction policy implementation at the provincial level. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 173 

Table 6.17  Facilitations of the Bureau of the Budget and Other Central Agencies 

 

Statement Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Total 

1. The Bureau of the Budget and other central 

agencies have distinctive roles and 

responsibilities in budget preparation and 

execution related to poverty reduction policy 

implementation. 

 

 

(10) 

1.4 

 

 

(90) 

12.5 

 

 

(329) 

45.6 

 

 

(259) 

35.9 

 

 

(34) 

4.7 

 

 

(722) 

100 

2. There is consistency of guidance and 

standards in budget preparation and execution 

related to poverty reduction policy 

implementation. 

 

 

(12) 

1.7 

 

 

(79) 

10.9 

 

 

(366) 

50.7 

 

 

(239) 

33.1 

 

 

(26) 

3.6 

 

 

(722) 

100 

3. The guidance and standards issued by both 

the Bureau of the Budget and other central 

agencies are precisely identified and easy to 

understand. 

 

(16) 

2.2 

 

(107) 

14.8 

 

(379) 

52.3 

 

(206) 

28.4 

 

(17) 

2.3 

 

(725) 

100 

4. There are sufficient documents, standards, 

and methodologies in budget preparation and 

execution related to poverty reduction policy 

implementation issued by the Bureau of the 

Budget and other central agencies. 

 

 

 

(22) 

3.0 

 

 

 

(158) 

21.6 

 

 

 

(373) 

51.0 

 

 

 

(163) 

22.3 

 

 

 

(15) 

2.1 

 

 

 

(731) 

100 

5. The Bureau of the Budget’s and other central 

agencies’ officials assist, cooperate, and 

communicate with provincial officials in budget 

preparation and execution related to poverty 

reduction policy implementation. 

 

 

 

(38) 

5.2 

 

 

 

(179) 

24.5 

 

 

 

(340) 

46.6 

 

 

 

(155) 

21.2 

 

 

 

(18) 

2.5 

 

 

 

(730) 

100 

6. The Bureau of the Budget’s and other central 

agencies’ officials develop and alter guidance 

and standards in budget preparation and 

execution related to poverty reduction policy 

implementation in order to cope with 

environmental changes. 

 

 

 

 

(30) 

4.1 

 

 

 

 

(166) 

22.8 

 

 

 

 

(368) 

50.5 

 

 

 

 

(154) 

21.1 

 

 

 

 

(11) 

1.5 

 

 

 

 

(729) 

100 

  

 
Note:  X = 3.0779  SD = 0.2423  Min = 1  Max = 5 
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8)  Inter-Organization Communication and Incorporation Among  

     Related Agencies 

The  results  showed  the  moderately  well-performed  integration  of 

projects  related  to  poverty  reduction  policy  in  the  provinces.    More  than  half  of  the 

respondents (51.2%) confirmed that there was well-performed integration of projects 

related to poverty reduction policy in the province.  On the other hand, even though 

the integration of projects among the provinces was confirmed by only 38 percent of 

the respondents, disagreement with the statement was presented by about 20 percent 

of respondents.  In terms of the relationships among three parties (the Bureau of the 

Budges officials, provincial officials, and other central agencies’ officials), nearly 30 

percent  of  respondents  confirmed  good  relationships  among  them,  while  the 

disagreement  on  the  statement  was confirmed  by  20  percent  of  respondents.  Such 

relationships  included  communication,  assistance,  and  information  sharing  among 

provincial  officials.    However,  involving  the  cooperation  among  local  communities, 

NGO, private parties, and provincial officials, the findings presented a lower level of 

agreement,  which  was  confirmed  by  only  about  27  percent  of  respondents. 

Remarkably, even though about one fourth of respondents agreed regarding the good 

communications  among  provincials,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget’s  officials  and  other 

central  agency’s  officials,  almost  30  percent  of  them  controversially  disagree  about 

such communications.   
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Table 6.18  Inter-organization Communication and Incorporation among Related  

                   Agencies 

 

Statement Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Total 

1. Provincial officials have good relationships 

with the Bureau of the Budget’s officials and 

other central agencies’ officials. 

 

(24) 

3.3 

 

(129) 

17.6 

 

(361) 

49.4 

 

(197) 

26.9 

 

(20) 

2.7 

 

(731) 

100 

2. There are good relationships among the 

Bureau of the Budget’s officials and other 

central agencies’ officials. 

 

(21) 

2.9 

 

(110) 

15.4 

 

(373) 

52.3 

 

(196) 

27.5 

 

(13) 

1.8 

 

(713) 

100 

3. Provincial officials, the Bureau of the 

Budget’s officials, and other central agencies’ 

officials always communicate to each other. 

 

(35) 

4.8 

 

(169) 

23.2 

 

(341) 

46.8 

 

(164) 

22.5 

 

(19) 

2.6 

 

(728) 

100 

4. There is communication, assistance and 

information sharing among provincial officials. 

(31) 

4.2 

(151) 

20.7 

(320) 

43.8 

(203) 

27.8 

(25) 

3.4 

(730) 

100 

5. Local communities, NGOs, private parties, 

and provincial officials cooperate with each 

other in budget preparation and execution 

related to poverty reduction policy 

implementation. 

 

 

 

(40) 

5.5 

 

 

 

(170) 

23.3 

 

 

 

(327) 

44.7 

 

 

 

(175) 

23.9 

 

 

 

(19) 

2.6 

 

 

 

(731) 

100 

6. In the province, there is well-performed 

integration of projects related to poverty 

reduction policy. 

 

(5) 

0.7 

 

(66) 

9.0 

 

(288) 

39.1 

 

(323) 

43.9 

 

(54) 

7.3 

 

(736) 

100 

7. Among the provinces, there are well-

performed integrations of projects related to 

poverty reduction policy. 

 

(23) 

3.1 

 

(121) 

16.4 

 

(312) 

42.4 

 

(244) 

33.2 

 

(36) 

4.9 

 

(736) 

100 

  

 

Note:  X = 3.1077  SD = 0.2372  Min = 1  Max = 5 
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The  following  section  presents  the  way  in  which  provincial  officials  receive 

poverty information. 

 

Table 6.19  Sources of Poverty Information 

 

Statement Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Total 

 

1. Visiting citizens and communities 

(18) 

2.5 

(85) 

12.0 

(227) 

32.1 

(282) 

39.9 

(95) 

13.4 

(707) 

100 

 

2. Citizen’s complaints 

(78) 

11.1 

(233) 

33.1 

(248) 

35.2 

(119) 

16.9 

(26) 

3.7 

(704) 

100 

 

3. Studying, researching, and experience 

(32) 

4.6 

(157) 

22.5 

(305) 

43.7 

(178) 

25.5 

(26) 

3.7 

(698) 

100 

 

4. Explanation from the government agencies 

(12) 

1.7 

(51) 

7.0 

(236) 

32.5 

(344) 

47.4 

(83) 

11.4 

(726) 

100 

 

5. Newspapers and telecommunications 

(51) 

7.3 

(156) 

22.3 

(311) 

44.5 

(169) 

24.2 

(12) 

1.7 

(699) 

100 

 

6. Monitoring and evaluation reporting 

(16) 

2.3 

(79) 

11.2 

(282) 

39.8 

(284) 

40.1 

(47) 

6.6 

(708) 

100 

 

7. Academic papers 

(27) 

3.8 

(129) 

18.3 

(318) 

45.2 

(209) 

29.7 

(21) 

3.0 

(704) 

100 

 

8. Reports of community meetings 

(28) 

3.9 

(102) 

14.3 

(262) 

36.8 

(262) 

36.8 

(58) 

8.1 

(712) 

100 

  

 

Almost  60  percent  of  provincial  officials  receive  poverty  information  from 

explanations from the government agencies.  About 53 percent of them said that they 

receive  poverty  information  while  they  had  site  visits.    Monitoring  and  evaluation 

reporting  and  reports  of  community  meetings  also  played  major  roles  regarding 

sources  of  poverty  information.    Nearly  half  of  the  respondents  confirmed  that  they 

got  poverty  information  from  monitoring  and  evaluation  reporting  (46.7%)  and 

reports  of  community  meetings  (44.9%).    On  the  other  hand,  unofficial  sources  of 

information such as complaints by the citizens or newspapers and telecommunication 

were not widely accepted. Only 25 percent of them got information from newspapers 

and telecommunications. And, only  about 20 percent  of  provincial officials  reported 

that they received poverty information from citizens’ complaints.   
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6.3  An Analysis of Factors Affecting the Success of Budget Preparation  

      and Execution of the PBBS Related to Poverty Reduction Program  

      Implementation at the Provincial Level. 

 

6.3.1  Descriptive Statistics for Research Variables 

Table 6.20 shows means and standard deviation of research variables. 

 

Table 6.20  Means and Standard Deviation of Research Variables 

 

Variables Mean S.D. 

Dependent Variable   

The  success  of  budget  preparation  and  execution  related  to 

poverty  reduction  program  implementation  at  the  provincial 

level  

43.0933 18.3871 

Independent Variables   

1. Precision of poverty reduction policy and procedural 

guidance 

3.6184 0.2057 

2. Adequacy and quality of information 3.5269 0.1943 

3. Executive’s support in adopting the PBBS in poverty 

reduction program implementation at the provincial level 

3.6659 0.2179 

4. Capacity of the provinces in adopting the PBBS in poverty 

reduction program implementation at the provincial level 

3.0661 0.2071 

5. Provincial officials’ disposition in adopting the PBBS in 

poverty reduction program implementation at the provincial 

level 

3.6439 0.1807 

6. Ability of province to induce people’s  participations in the 

process of the PBBS in poverty reduction program 

implementation at the provincial level 

3.0872 0.2750 

7. Facilitations of the Bureau of the Budget and other central 

agencies  

3.0779 0.2423 

8. Inter-organization communication and incorporation among 

related parties 

3.1077 0.2372 
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Table 6.20 shows the means and standard deviation for the research variables. 

The success of budget preparation and execution related to poverty reduction program 

implementation  at  the  provincial  level  was  tested  by  using  multiple  regression 

analysis, revealing a mean score of 43.0933 and standard deviation of 18.3871.  

Regarding the independent variables, respondent provinces were likely to have 

executives’  support  in  adopting  the  PBBS  in  poverty  reduction  program 

implementation  at  the  provincial  level  (mean  score  was  3.6659).    According  to  the 

external  factors,  they  had  moderate  perception  of  “the  facilities  provided  by  the 

Bureau  of  the  Budget  and  other  central  agencies”  and  “inter-organizational 

communications and incorporation among related parties” (mean scores were 3.0779 

and 3.1077, respectively).  Furthermore, from the viewpoint  of  the characteristics of 

the implementing provinces, provincial officials moderately perceived the capacity of 

provinces in adopting the PBBS in poverty reduction program implementation at the 

provincial level and their ability to induce people’s participations in the process of the 

PBBS  in  poverty  reduction  program  implementation  at  the  provincial  level  (mean 

scores  were  3.0661  and  3.0872,  respectively);  on  the  other  hand,  they  were  more 

likely  to  accept  high  level  of  their  disposition  in  poverty  reduction  program 

implementation  at  the  provincial  level  (mean  was  3.6439).    To  be  more  specific 

regarding  the  factors  of  procedural  guidance  and  information,  the  respondent 

provinces strongly accepted that poverty reduction policy and procedural guidance are 

were  identified  and  that  there  was  sufficient  and  high  quality  information  (mean 

scores were 3.6184 and 3.5269, respectively). 

 

6.3.2  Correlation Matrix of Research Variables 

In  the  interpretation  of  independent  variables  used  to  predict  the  dependent 

variable in the regression analysis, it was suggested that the researcher be aware of the 

impact  of  multi-collinearity  because  highly  collinear  variables  can  distort  results 

substantially or make them quite unstable and thus not generalizable (Hair, Anderson, 

Tatham and Black, 1995: 146). The Pearson Correlation Matrix, then, was examined 

for the extent of multi-collinearity problems. 

The correlation matrix (table 6.21) shows that none of the squared correlations 

among the independent variables was greater than 0.8 in absolute value, suggesting a 
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problem  with  multi-collinearity  (Kennedy,  1998:  187).  The  highest  squared 

correlation among the independent variables was 0.734 between  “The Bureau  of the 

Budget’s  and  other  central  agencies’  facilitations”  and  “Inter-organization 

communication and incorporation among related agencies.” 

 

Table 6.21  The Correlation Matrix among Independent Variables 

 

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

1. Precision of poverty reduction 

policy and procedural guidance 

 

1.00 

       

2.   Adequacy and quality of 

information 

 

0.504** 

 

1.00 

      

3. Executive’s support in 

adopting PBBS in poverty 

reduction program 

implementation at the provincial 

level 

 

 

0.478** 

 

 

0.411** 

 

 

1.00 

     

4.  Capacity of the provinces in 

adopting PBBS in poverty 

reduction program 

implementation at the provincial 

level 

 

 

 

0.417** 

 

 

 

0.527** 

 

 

 

0.352** 

 

 

 

1.00 

    

5.  Provincial officials’ 

disposition in adopting PBBS in 

poverty reduction program 

implementation at the provincial 

level 

 

 

 

0.459** 

 

 

 

0.461** 

 

 

 

0.440** 

 

 

 

0.539** 

 

 

 

1.00 

   

6.  Ability of province to induce 

people’s participations in the 

process of PBBS in poverty 

reduction program 

implementation at the provincial 

level 

 

 

 

0.324** 

 

 

 

0.314** 

 

 

 

0.569** 

 

 

 

0.331** 

 

 

 

0.533** 

 

 

 

1.00 

  

7. Facilitations of the Bureau of 

the Budget and other central 

agencies 

 

0.486** 

 

0.522** 

 

0.436** 

 

0.582** 

 

0.658** 

 

0.476** 

 

1.00 

 

8. Inter-organization 

communication and 

incorporation among related 

agencies 

 

 

0.380** 

 

 

0.404** 

 

 

0.515** 

 

 

0.447** 

 

 

0.600** 

 

 

0.637** 

 

 

0.734** 

 

 

1.00 

  

Note:  ** P-value is significant at the 0.01 level 
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However, lack of any high correlation values among the independent variables 

does not ensure a lack of collinearity.  Collinearity may be due to the combined effect 

of two or more independent variables.  Two other common measures are suggested to 

be used to assess both pairwise and multiple variable collinearity.  They are tolerance 

value and the variance inflation factor (VIF) (Hair et al., 1995: 127).  These measures 

indicate  the  degree  to  which  each  independent  variable  is  explained  by  the  other 

independent variables.    Tolerence  refers  to  the  amount  of  variability  of  the  selected 

independent  variable  not  explained  by  the  other  independent  variables.    Generally, 

very small tolerance values and large VIF values denote high collinearity. A common 

cutoff threshold is a tolerance value of 0.10, which corresponds to VIF values above 

10  (Hair  et  al.,  1995:  127).    The  tolerance  values  and  variance  inflation  factors,  as 

shown in table 6.22, indicated that there was not a multi-collinearlity problem. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 181 

Table 6.22  Tolerance Values and Variance Inflation Factor of Independent Variables  

 

Collinearity Statistics 
Independent Variables 

Tolerance VIF 

1. Precision of poverty reduction policy and procedural 

guidance 

 

0.608 

 

1.645 

2.   Adequacy and quality of information 0.584 1.712 

3. Executive’s support in adopting PBBS in poverty 

reduction program implementation at the provincial level 

 

0.553 

 

1.808 

4.  Capacity of the provinces in adopting PBBS in poverty 

reduction program implementation at the provincial level 

 

0.564 

 

1.773 

5.  Provincial officials’ disposition in adopting PBBS in 

poverty reduction program implementation at the 

provincial level 

 

 

0.459 

 

 

2.179 

6.  Ability of province to induce people’s  participations    

in the process of PBBS in poverty reduction program 

implementation at the provincial level 

 

 

0.489 

 

 

2.045 

7. Facilitations of the Bureau of the Budget and other 

central agencies 

 

0.326 

 

3.067 

8. Inter-organization communication and incorporation 

among related agencies 

 

0.344 

 

2.907 

  

6.3.3  Regression Analysis 

In order to obtain a more definitive result, the individual hypotheses regarding 

the success of budget preparation and execution related to poverty reduction program 

implementation  at  the  provincial  level  were  tested  by  using  multiple  regression 

analysis. 

The results of the multiple regression analysis are presented in table 6.23.  The 

regression  coefficients  support  four  of  the  eight  hypotheses.    The  model  was 

statistically  significant  and  explains  23.9  percent  of  the  variance  in  the  dependent 

variables (R square = 0.239, F = 2.59, p< 0.05). 
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Table 6.23  Multiple Regression Results 

 

Variables Coefficient t 

1. Precision of poverty reduction policy and procedural 

guidance 

-0.404 -2.932** 

2.  Adequacy and quality of information 0.315 2.243* 

3. Executive’s support in adopting PBBS in poverty 

reduction program implementation at the provincial level 

 

0.149 

 

1.033 

4.  Capacity of the provinces in adopting PBBS in poverty 

reduction program implementation at the provincial level 

 

-0.313 

 

-2.190* 

5.  Provincial officials’ disposition in adopting PBBS in 

poverty reduction program implementation at the 

provincial level 

 

-0.114 

 

-0.721 

6.  Ability of province to induce people’s participation in 

the process of PBBS in poverty reduction program 

implementation at the provincial level 

 

0.082 

 

0.532 

7. Facilitations of the Bureau of the Budget and other 

central agencies 

0.395 2.100* 

8. Inter-organization communication and incorporation 

among related parties 

 

-0.026 

 

-0.140 

R 0.489 

R Square 0.239 

Adjusted R Square 0.147 

F-statistic 2.59* 

  

Note:  **P-value is significant at the 0.01 level 

           *P-value is significant at the 0.05 level 

 

The  following  section  will  describe  the  results  of  the  individual  hypothesis 

tests. 
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6.3.3.1  Procedural Guidance and Information Factors 

H1:  The  precision  of  poverty  reduction  policy  and  procedural 

guidance  is  associated  with  the  success  of  budget  preparation  and  execution  of 

the PBBS related to poverty reduction program implementation. (supported) 

The  hypothesis  was  supported  by  the  analysis  (b  = -0.404,  p  <  0.01).   

The  relationship  was  found  to  be  significant.  The  negative  relationship  implies  that 

the  success  of  budget  preparation  and  execution  of  the  PBBS  related  to  poverty 

reduction  program  implementation  is  likely  to  be  lower  when  poverty  reduction 

policy and procedural guidance are precisely determined. Consequently, explanations 

for the negative result are clearly found as follows. 

First,  in  the  process  of  policy  implementation,  there  are  multiple 

actors.    As Scharpf  (1978:  347) points  out,  “it  is  unlikely,  if  not  impossible,  that 

public  policy  of  any  significance  could  result  from  the  choice  process  of  any  single 

unified actor.”  Policy formulation and policy implementation are inevitably the result 

of  interactions  among  a  plurality  of  separate  interests,  goals,  and  strategies.  

Furthermore, it operates at multiple levels.  Along the way through various levels at 

which implementation occurs, the transmittal of policy from one level to the other is 

neither  neat  nor  unidirectional.    Even  though  goals,  objectives,  targets,  and 

responsible parties are identified and measured, policies are continuously transformed 

by  implementing  actions  that  simultaneously  alter  resources  and  objectives.  

Therefore,  implementation  is  a  kind  of  evolution.    When  we  act  to  implement  a 

policy, we change it.  

Second,  “top-down” versus  “bottom-up”  perspectives  on  policy  and 

action  are  at  the  heart  of  discourses  on  policy  implementation  (Barrett  and  Fudge, 

1981: 256).    Policy  failure  or  an  implementation  gap  can  occur  when  policy  is 

imposed  from  the  centre  with  no  thought  given  to how  it  might  be  perceived  or 

received  at  the  local  level.    The  targets,  which  are  previously  assumed,  are  usually 

homogenous and secure compliance from the modal client to work for all.  The policy 

maker does not consider the impacts of policy incentives, monitoring, resources, etc. 

on specific sub-groups of targets.  Also, sometimes, unintended target impacts are not 

considered. Additionally, the top-down, or centre, does not perceive the wide range of 

policy implementation priorities occurring in the local area. This issue is supported by 
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the related study of Marks (2006: 61-71) concerning local implementation of policies 

that  are  designed  to  tackle  health  inequality.    While  the  objective  in  relation  to 

specific  disadvantaged  groups,  areas,  or  services  may  be  clear,  strategic  clarity  in 

relation to narrowing the health gap is hampered by the wide range of priorities seen 

as relevant to the inequalities agenda.  For example, the 36 local decision-makers in 

the Northern and Yorkshire region interviewed for the study reported here identified 

no less than 35 different priority areas for tackling inequalities in health. 

Last, in most cases, goals,  objectives, targets, and  standards of  policy 

implementation are identified and measured clearly; strategies are precisely clarified.  

Thus,  the  person  that  is  responsible  for  its  achievement  has  full  and  clear 

understanding  of  what  is  to  be  done.    However,  it  was  found  in  the  documentary 

research  for  the  “Pilot  Integration  Projects  for  Poverty  Reduction”  that  differences 

among  local  community  cultures  have  relative  effects  on  the  success  of  policy 

implementation. With a strong community culture, the communities resist strict top-

down  management  and  operation  plans.    The  communities  decide  not  to  conduct 

policy  implementation  or  do  other  activities  which  they  perceive  as  important  and 

thus  delay  implementation.    This  implication  can  refer  to  the  above-mentioned 

negative relationship of precision of poverty reduction policy and procedural guidance 

and the success of budget preparation and execution  of  the PBBS related to poverty 

reduction program implementation. 

H2: Adequacy  and quality  of information  are associated  with  the 

success  of  budget  preparation  and  execution  of  the  PBBS  related  to  poverty 

reduction program implementation. (supported) 

The  hypothesis  was  supported  by  the  analysis  (b  =  0.315,  p  <  0.05).   

The  success  of  budget  preparation  and  execution  of  the  PBBS  related  to  poverty 

reduction  program  implementation  is  likely  to  increase  when  there  is  adequate  and 

high-quality information. 
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6.3.3.2  Characteristics of Implementing Provinces 

H3:  Executives’  support  in  adopting  the  PBBS  in  poverty 

reduction program implementation at the provincial level is associated with the 

success  of  budget  preparation  and  execution of  the  PBBS  related  to  poverty 

reduction program implementation. (not supported) 

The  hypothesis  was  not  supported  by  the  analysis.    The  level  of 

executives’  support  in  adopting  the  PBBS  in  poverty  reduction  program 

implementation  at  the  provincial  level  was  not  likely  to  influence  the  success  of 

budget preparation and  execution of the  PBBS related  to  poverty reduction  program 

implementation. 

H4: The capacity of the provinces in adopting the PBBS in poverty 

reduction program implementation at the provincial level is associated with the 

success  of  budget  preparation  and  execution  of  the  PBBS  related  to  poverty 

reduction program implementation. (supported) 

As  seen  in  table  6.19,  the  capacity  of  the  provinces  in  adopting  the 

PBBS  in  poverty  program  implementation  at  the  provincial  level  had  a  significant 

negative  coefficient (b=-0.313,  p<0.05).    This  indicated  the  negative  association 

between  the  capacity  of  the  provinces  in  adopting  the  PBBS  in  poverty  program 

implementation  at  the  provincial  level  and  the  success  of  budget  preparation  and 

execution of the PBBS related to poverty reduction program implementation.  

Lalida Chuayrak (2006: 166) found in her study, “Electronic Government 

Procurement:  Effective  of  Policy  Implementation,”  that  implementing  agency  capacity 

has  an  adverse  relationship  with  the  effectiveness  of  E-GP  implementation.    In  essence, 

transparency is a cause of this negative relationship.  This negative influence suggests that 

the  higher  the  capacity  of  the  implementing  agency,  the  lower  the  transparency.    A 

possible explanation is that when the capacity of implementing agency is high, there may 

be some techniques that the implementing agency uses for its own benefits, which results 

in  low  transparency.    On  the  other  hand,  if  the  implementing  agency  has  low  capacity, 

both  leaders  and  implementers  will  strictly  follow  regulations;  this  results  in  high 

transparency. 

Furthermore, according to Lipsky (1980: 13-25), the lack of a transparent 

set of outcomes and less supervision leads to broad interpretations of goals, which street-
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level bureaucrats take advantage of to adjust policies to meet their own situation specific 

goals.    Superficially,  street-level  bureaucrats  constitute  a  level  of  implementation  of 

public policies.  They decide the specific operation and execution of policies. This forms 

an agenda and heavily influences the direction of policy (Lipsky, 1980: 13 -25). 

The  street-level  bureaucrat’s  role  as  a  policy  executioner  becomes 

encumbered as a result of the conditions of work, including the complicated nature of 

the  work  situations’  degree  of  management  involvement  and  supply  and  demand  of 

resources.  Their  work  often  demands  a  human  dimension.    Street-level  bureaucrats, 

therefore, are  empowered  with  the capacity  for  discretion  and the  ability to interpret 

policies. It is often found that situations are too complicated to adhere to strict rules 

and thus cannot be reduced to a “programmatic format.”  Public service workers need 

discretion  in  order  to  deal  with  varying  external  forces.  As  a  result,  holding  a 

relatively  high  degree  of  discretion  enables  street-level  bureaucrats  to  make  ad-hoc 

decisions and policy changes. 

Further, Wong (2007:  3 quoted  in Mutereko, 2009: 20) specified  that 

in  response  to  managing  workloads  and  addressing  the  needs  of  clients,  street-level 

bureaucrat possess urgency in making judgments and executing decisions. Though the 

overarching  goals  of  representing  “government  responsibility”  and  effectiveness 

remain,  the  actual  decision  of  each  street-level  bureaucrat  can  vary from  client  to 

client. As a result, it is changing its policy as a reaction to the employees’ needs rather 

than clients. 

In  sum,  the  above-mentioned  related  studies  support  the  idea  that  the 

high  capacity  of  a  province  in  adopting  the  PBBS  in  poverty  reduction  program 

implementation  could  lead  to  unsuccessful  budget  preparation  and  execution  of  the 

PBBS related to poverty reduction program implementation. 

H5:    Provincial  officials’  disposition  in  adopting  the  PBBS  in 

poverty  reduction  program  implementation at  the  provincial  level  is  associated 

with  the  success  of  budget  preparation  and  execution  of  the  PBBS  related  to 

poverty reduction program implementation. (not supported) 

The  hypothesis  was  not  supported  by  the  analysis.    Thus,  there  is  no 

relationship between provincial officials’ disposition in adopting the PBBS in poverty 

reduction  program  implementation  at  the  provincial  level  and  the  success  of  budget 
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preparation  and  execution  of  the  PBBS  related  to  poverty  reduction  program 

implementation. 

H6: The ability of provinces to induce people’s participation in the 

process of the PBBS related to poverty reduction program implementation at the 

provincial  level  is  associated  with  the  success  of  budget  preparation  and 

execution  of  the  PBBS  related  to  poverty  reduction  program  implementation. 

(not supported) 

The  hypothesis  was  not  supported  by  the  analysis.    Thus,  there  is  no 

relationship  between  the  ability  of  provinces  to  induce  people’s  participation  in  the 

process  of  the  PBBS  related  to  poverty  reduction  program  implementation  at  the 

provincial  level  and  the  success  of  budget  preparation  and  execution  of  the  PBBS 

related to poverty reduction program implementation. 

6.3.3.3  External Factors 

H7:  The  Bureau  of  the  Budget’s  and  other  central  agencies’ 

facilitations are associated with the success of budget preparation and execution 

of the PBBS related to poverty reduction program implementation. (supported) 

As  seen  in  table  6.18,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget’s  and  other  central 

agencies’ facilitations had a significant positive coefficient (b= 0.395, p<0.01).  This 

indicated that the high level of facilitation provided by the Bureau of the Budget and 

other central agencies caused the success of budget preparation and execution of the 

PBBS related to poverty reduction program implementation. 

H8: Inter-organizational communication and incorporation among 

related  parties  are  associated  with  the  success  of  budget  preparation  and 

execution  of  the  PBBS  related  to  poverty  reduction  program  implementation. 

(not supported) 

The  hypothesis  was  not  supported  by  the  analysis.    Thus,  there  is  no 

relationship  between  inter-organizational  communication  and  incorporation  among 

related  parties  and  the  success  of  budget  preparation  and  execution  of  the  PBBS 

related to poverty reduction program implementation. 

 

 



 188 

In order to help the reader to understand the study’s results clearly, the 

tables shown in appendix B presents data on the dependent variable (including its four 

elements) and independent variables (accepted hypothesis only).  Then the study also 

describes the relationship of accepted hypothesis as follows: 

H1:  The  precision  of  poverty  reduction  policy  and  procedural 

guidance  is  associated  with  the  success  of  budget  preparation  and  execution  of 

the PBBS related to poverty reduction program implementation.   

The precision of poverty reduction policy and procedural guidance has 

five important elements.  They are: 

1)  Poverty reduction policy is precisely determined and easy to  

understand (average score of 3.70)  

2)  Poverty reduction policy’s target groups are precisely  

defined (average score of 3.66) 

3)  Poverty reduction policy’s goals, objectives, and guidance 

are precisely identified (average score of 3.69) 

4)  Poverty reduction policy has objectives to be compared 

(average score of 3.44) 

5) The parties responsible for poverty reduction policy are  

identified clearly (average score of 3.62) 

According to the above elements, most of them have mean scores that 

are above 3.5, except for the fourth element, Poverty reduction policy has objectives 

to be compared, which has a mean score of 3.44.  This can be explained by the fact 

that  most  provinces  believed  that  the  government  poverty  reduction  policy  was 

determined  precisely,  policy  targets  were  precisely  defined,  policy  goals,  objectives, 

and guidance were precisely identified, and there were parties responsible for poverty 

reduction policy.  However, there were some problems concerning the comparison of 

the objectives of the poverty reduction policy. 

It  was  found  that  Saraburi  and  Chumphon  had  a  very  low  score  on 

“Precision of poverty reduction policy and procedural guidance.”   Their  scores were 

3.133  and  3.18,  respectively.    At  the  same  time,  their  total  scores  on  the  success  of 

budget preparation and  execution of the  PBBS related  to  poverty reduction  program 

implementation  were  relatively  high,  56  and  55,  respectively.  To  be  more  specific, 
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they had the same score on budget strategic planning (scores of 18 out of 21); these 

scores  were  comparatively  high  compared  to  the  scores  of  other  provinces.    They 

ignored  some  key  features.    Saraburi  had  four  incomplete  dimensions  of  key 

performance indicators.  Chumphon lacked consistency between its provincial poverty 

reduction  strategy  and  different  types  of  plans  and  strategies.  Chumphon  also 

mentioned  that  its  service  delivery  target  was  not  easy  to  implement  and  had  no 

feasibility.  Referring to the preparation of their MTEF, Chumphon provided no score 

for the process of the preparation of the MTEF; it did nothing related to the MTEF of 

the provincial poverty reduction program.  On the other hand, Saraburi had a score of 

3, which is probably good.  It used only strategic expenditures in preparing the budget 

burden  for  the  next  three  years  rather  than  base-line  expenditures,  commitment 

expenditures, or fundamental mission expenditures.   Additionally, it ignored the  use 

of economic indicators in preparing the provincial MTEF.  Referring to the provincial 

poverty reduction output specifications, Chumphon assigned moderate importance to 

the provincial poverty reduction output review, while Saraburi ignored the review of 

almost  every  issue.    Chumphon  was  able  to  identify  completely  three  types  of 

activities,  but  Saraburi  could  identify  only  secondary  activities  related  to  provincial 

poverty  reduction  output specification.    They  preferred  to  use  poverty  reduction 

output  specifications  as  primary  data  for  provincial  poverty  reduction  appropriation, 

but  not  provincial  efficiency  development  or  comparison  among  outputs  from 

different  departments  or  agencies.    However,  related to  provincial  poverty  reduction 

output  indicators,  their  indicators  exhibited  very  limit  key  features.  Chumphon  said 

that  its  output  indicators  were  concrete  and  prioritized,  while  Saraburi  said  that  its 

output indicators were able to be divided into quality and quantity. According to their 

provincial poverty reduction output monitoring and evaluation, they probably had the 

same level of performance, which was fairly high, except for Chumphon, which had 

problems with its provincial poverty reduction internal control system. 

In short, both provinces exhibited a relatively high level of success in 

their  budget  preparation  and  execution  of  the  PBBS  related  to  poverty  reduction 

program implementation, while they showed a comparatively low level of precision in 

poverty reduction policy and procedural guidance.  This phenomena can be explained 

by two interrelated reasons.  They are the following. 
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1)  Both of them have leaders that are able to select some parts 

of  ambiguous  and  unclear  policies,  and  then  construct  their  own  provincial  poverty 

reduction  policies  and  strategies.    Such  policies  and  strategies  are  of  course  tied  to 

national strategies; thus they are made consistent with important plans and strategies. 

They  are  also  able  to  prepare  sound  performance  and  financial  reports,  except  for 

some parts of the internal control system  in  Chumphon.  However, their MTEF  and 

poverty  reduction  output  reviews  may  not  have  been  prepared  properly,  since  the 

processes  require  comprehensive  information,  such  as government  policy, 

fundamental  provincial  mission,  provincial  budget  commitment,  accurate  economic 

indicators,  and  performance  and  financial  reports.  In  short,  the  provinces  with 

experienced  leaders  are  able  to  have  successful  budget  preparation  and  execution  of 

the  PBBS  related  to  poverty  reduction  program  implementation  even  though  they 

believe that the poverty reduction policy is vague and unclear. 

2)  Ambiguous and unclear government poverty reduction  

policies might give a chance to provinces to prepareg key features consistent with the 

requirements.    Alternatively,  government  poverty  reduction  policy  might  be  set  to 

solve poverty problems just in particular provinces.  It can be conclude that there are 

varied levels  of  perception  of  the precision  of  government  poverty  reduction  policy.   

Referring  to  the  regression  analysis  in  this  study,  the  more  unclear  the  government 

poverty  reduction  policy  is,  the  more  successful  are  the  provinces  in  budget 

preparation  and  execution  of  the  PBBS  related  to  poverty  reduction  program 

implementation.   

On the other hand, the cases of Chanthaburi and Chachoengsao present 

reverse  phenomena.    Both  of  them  have  serious  problems  in  preparation  budget 

related to poverty reduction program implementation.  Chanthaburi had a score of 15 

and Chachoengsao had a score of 19 in the level of their success in budget preparation 

and  execution  of  the  PBBS  related  to  poverty  reduction  program  implementation.   

They could not link national poverty reduction policies to their action plans.  Neither 

of  them  were  able  to  determine  vision,  mission,  provincial  strategies,  service  plans, 

key  success  factors  or  key  performance  indicators,  thus  perhaps  leading  to 

inappropriate  preparation  of  the  poverty  reduction  of  the  MTEF,  output  review,  and 

performance  and  financial  reports.    Referring  to  their  perception  concerning  the 
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precision  of  the  government  poverty  reduction  policy,  they  exhibited  a  really  high 

level;  3.9  and  3.92,  respectively.    These  figures  show  the  concrete  determination  of 

goals,  objectives,  guidance,  target  groups,  and  responsible  parties.  The  policy  is 

prepared  in  a  top-down  process  with  a  narrow  scope,  which  might  neglect  people’s 

participation  from  the  local  area  of  implementation.  Officials  at  the  provincial  level 

might not able to translate strategies/policies to link with their provincial action plans, 

and thus they will miss the practice of some particular features of the success budget 

planning and execution related to poverty reduction. This phenomenon confirms that 

top-down precise poverty reduction leads to a low level of successful budget planning 

and execution related to poverty reduction. 

Two  other  good  examples  are  Phatthalung  and  Ka  La  Sin,  which 

exhibited a fairly low level of success with budget planning and execution related to 

poverty reduction.  The scores were 34 and 36, respectively.  On the other hand, they 

perceived a high level of precision policy, at 3.75 and 3.71, respectively.  This can be 

explained  by  the  review  of  the  document,  “Pilot  Integration  Projects  for  Poverty 

Reduction.”    The  documentary  research  supports  the  notion  that  Phatthalung  had 

difficulties in implementing its poverty reduction program.  The reason might be that 

the  process  of  the  poverty  reduction  program  implementation  was  very  difficult  to 

understand by the local people, as the top-down initiative program lacks people’s or 

communities’  participation.    At  the  beginning  stage  of  the  communication  process, 

there  were  many  obstacles,  including  language  and  climate.  In  the  southern  part  of 

Thailand,  there  are  differences  in  language  use  between  that  used  with  top-down 

policy  and  the  local  dialect,  thus  causing  limitations.  Additionally,  local  people 

usually do not cooperate in terms of answering questions, especially concerning their 

revenue.  Thus, community plans are conducted with some difficulty. Climate effects 

are also a major obstacle to poverty reduction program implementation—there is rain 

almost the entire year in the southern part of Thailand.  

In  short,  precise  top-down  policy  with  a  narrow  scope  and  a  specific 

target  group  might  easily  expose  particular  negative  effects.  Thus,  local  people  and 

communities do not cooperate with poverty reduction implementations. This leads to 

delayed operations, and determinate objectives cannot be accomplished.   
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Ka  La  Sin  also  exhibited  the  same  difficulties  in  preparation  of  the 

budget planning and execution related to poverty reduction program implementation.  

Ka La Sin has problems concerning communication tools, technology, and the process 

of  learning.  Most  people  in  the  operation  level  are  old,  lack  knowledge  and 

understanding,  and  have  difficulties  in  leaning  about  new  technology.    Even  though 

such  people  believed  that  the  poverty  reduction  policy  was  precise,  concrete,  and 

clearly  defined,  Ka  La Sin  still  lacks  the  critical  features  of  successful  budget 

planning and execution related to poverty reduction program implementation. 

Neither Ka La Sin nor Phatthalung has a sufficient strategic provincial 

planning process.  They do only some parts of the MTEF related to poverty reduction 

programs. Ka  La  Sin  does  not  review its  poverty  reduction  outputs;  however,  it  can 

determine  key  poverty  reduction  performance  indicators  very  well.  Further, 

Phatthalung reviews output related to poverty reduction with complete features, but it 

cannot  determine  output  indicators  as  requested  by  the  central  agencies.    In  the 

process  of  monitoring  and  evaluation,  Ka  La  Sin  and  Phatthalung  lack  both 

performance and financial reports. 

In  conclusion,  whenever  the  people  perceived  that  the  government 

poverty reduction policy was precise (was easy to understand, had clear policy goals, 

objectives, guidance, target groups, and responsible parties were defined precisely and 

also objectives were comparable), the operators in the provinces might have hesitated 

to  report  their  performance  and  financial  status.    Thus,  the  budgetary  plan  lacks 

feedback information regarding the process of budget planning.  In addition, there is 

reluctance in determining key performance indicators; therefore no one wants to take 

responsibility.  

H2: Adequacy  and quality  of information  are associated  with  the 

success  of  budget  preparation  and  execution  of  the  PBBS  related  to  poverty 

reduction program implementation.  

Adequacy  and  quality  of  information  have  four  main  elements.  They 

are: 

1)  Provincial  officials  have  enough  information  on  poverty 

reduction strategy/policy (average score of 3.45). 
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2)  Provincial officials usually acquire information related to  

poverty reduction strategy/policy for budget preparation and execution (average score 

of 3.42) 

3)  In budget preparation and execution, provincial officials  

know how to accomplish the targets and objectives of each poverty reduction policy 

implementation (average score of 3.65). 

4)  Provincial officials collect all information in order to  

accomplish  the  targets  and  objectives  of  each  poverty  reduction  policy 

implementation (average score of 3.59). 

According  to  the  above  element,  the  scores  ranged  from  3.42  to  3.65 

and  the  average  was  3.53.    From  the  study,  provinces  which  had  sufficiently  high-

quality information related to poverty reduction policy were able to have good budget 

planning and execution. Some examples are Mae Hong Son and Samut Songkhram.   

In the case of Mae Hong Son, the province has had the experience of 

severe  poverty  because  of  its  geographic  condition.    Local  people  face  problems  of 

infertile  land,  high  mountains,  and  dense  forests.  They  lack  productive  land  and 

communication  accessibility.    Nevertheless,  one  of  Mae  Hong  Son’s  outstanding 

characteristics  is  to  have  information  development  that  would  enhance  the 

strengthening  of  poverty  reduction  program  implementation.    What  Mae  Hong  Son 

has done to reduce poverty is described as follows:     

1)  There are poverty reduction committees at both the Ampor 

and Tambol level in the province. 

2)  There  are  many  development  teams  working  with  local 

communities.  Such  operations  continuously  operate  with  cooperation  among 

communities,  private,  and  provincial  officials.    This  kind  of  operation  increases  the 

degree of information exchange, and leads to good communication as regards both inside 

and  outside  areas.    The  information  development  activities  are  created  and  developed  at 

the regional level.  Precisely, networking is supported all over the province. 

3) Knowledge management teams are developed, and their  

exceptional features are efficient information management and lessons learned.  Team 

members  come  from  different  sectors:  provincial  officials,  academic  researchers, 

community leaders, communicators, practitioners, etc. Their activities include: 



 194 

(1) The data collection tools which efficiently gather  

production  factors  from  local  people  in  different  areas  are  developed.  They  analyze 

and keep information in systematic directories.  This leads to the availability of data 

or information bases that both government and private agencies can easily access.  

(2)  Community action plans are studied in order to learn  

from both achievement and unsuccessful experiences. 

(3)  Knowledge is gathered from outside the provinces in 

order to enhance the planning process and community proposals. 

(4)  Knowledge is compiled, and then the medium is 

prepared and publicized. 

(5)  Different areas of the profession lead to different 

effective  problem  solutions.  It  is  very useful  for  the  planning  process  and  for 

community proposals. 

4)  The  Decision  Support  System  (DSS)  is  developed  through 

the  cooperation  of  academic  researchers  and  technocrats.    The  system  is  organized 

based  on  the  Geographic  Information  System  (GIS)  in  order  to  develop  household 

data  which  are  linked  to  the  poverty  registration  information.    Such  explicit 

information  support  assists  with  the  decision  making  of  both  local  people  and 

government officials. 

According to the survey questionnaires, local people in Mae Hong Son 

believe that they have sufficient high quality information (as shown that the score was 

above  average).    Additionally,  they  usually  acquire  information  related  to  poverty 

reduction  strategy/policy  for  budget  preparation  and  execution  (the  score  was  3.73, 

which  is  probably  high  compared  to  the  average  score).  They  know  how  to 

accomplish  the  targets  and  objectives  of  each  poverty  reduction  policy 

implementation (average score of 3.82) and they can collect all information in order to 

accomplish the  targets  and  objectives  of  each  poverty  reduction  policy 

implementation (average score of 3.91). This leads to the conclusion that Mae Hong 

Son  has  good  enough  information  system  to  support  budget  preparation  and  budget 

execution.    To  go  more  deeply  into  the  details  of  Mae  Hong  Son’s  PBBS  position, 

Mae Hong Son does not have a high level of budget planning (score of 9); however it 

has an average performance level in preparing the MTEF (score of 4), a high level of 
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output  specifications  (score  of  18),  and budget  monitoring  and  evaluation  (score  of 

24). 

On  the  other  hand,  it  was  found  that  Samut  Songkhram  has  had 

experiences of failure in its information system. And it also has faced difficulties in 

budget  preparation  and  budget  execution.    Precisely,  regarding  Samut  Songkhram’s 

PBBS  position,  it  has  a  low  level  of  budget  planning,  MTEF  preparation,  output 

specification  and  also  monitoring  and  evaluation;  the  scores  are  4,  1,  4,  and  7, 

respectively. Samut Songkhram’s community plans are unsuccessfully prepared since 

they  do  not  have  the  proper  data.    Both  community  leaders  and  local  people  lack 

learning experience; a learning society has not been created.  The community learning 

process  is  not  conducted  continuously.  There  is  no  “people’s  participation”  in  the 

process of data collection and data analysis.  Communities feel that poverty reduction 

program  implementation  is  responsible  of  the  government  sectors,  not  the 

responsibility of the communities.  Moreover, all decision making is determined by a 

specific time  span;  thus  operations  are  conducted  without  a  complete  set  of 

information, as they answered in the questionnaires that  they did not have sufficient 

information  regarding  poverty  reduction  strategy/policy  (average  score  of  2.75).    In 

addition,  they  neutrally  answered  that  they  usually  acquire  information  related  to 

poverty reduction strategy/policy for budget preparation and execution (average score 

of 3).   On  the other  hand, they  gave quite  a high  score for  the activities  where  they 

knew how to accomplish the targets and objectives of each poverty reduction policy 

implementation  (average  score  of  3.75).    And  lastly,  they  were  able  to  collect  all 

information  in  order  to  accomplish  the  targets  and  objectives  of  each  poverty 

reduction policy implementation (average score of 3.25). 

H4: The capacity of the provinces in adopting the PBBS in poverty 

reduction program implementation at the provincial level is associated with the 

success  of  budget  preparation  and  execution  of  the  PBBS  related  to  poverty 

reduction program implementation. 

 The capacity of the provinces has five main elements, which are: 

1) The province has enough officials for budget preparation and 

execution related to poverty reduction policy implementation (average score of 3.15). 
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2) The provincial officials have skills in budget preparation and  

execution related to poverty reduction policy implementation (average score of 3.25). 

3) The province has enough time for budget preparation and  

execution related to poverty reduction policy implementation (average score of 3.13). 

4) The province has sufficient financial resources for budget  

preparation  and  execution  related  to  poverty  reduction  policy  implementation 

(average score of 2.86). 

5) The province has sufficient instruments and technology for  

budget preparation and execution related to poverty reduction policy implementation 

(average score of 2.93). 

The  average  score  of  this  variable  was  3.07.  It  was  found  that  most 

provinces do not have problems with the number of officials, their skills, or time span, 

but they have problems with their financial resources and instruments and technology. 

In general, a low level of financial resources leads to a low level of instruments and 

technology. 

Specifically,  Nakhon  Phanom  has  a  high  level  in  every  part  of 

successful  budget  planning  and  execution  related  to  poverty  reduction  program 

implementation; its total score was 74. On the other hand, Nakhom Phanom exhibits 

the same pattern as others, which report serious problems with financial resources and 

instruments  and  technology.    Nakhon  Phanom  has  scores  in  every  element  of  this 

variable that are less than 3. It has a low level of officials’ skills in budget preparation 

and  execution  related  to  poverty  reduction  policy  implementation.  The  respondents 

also reported that they did not have enough instruments or technology.  Additionally, 

it was found that there was a shortage of analytical skills. The budget officials had no 

experience  in  budget  proposal  preparation,  and  there  were  no  steps  in  the  analysis 

process.  They further had no skills in creating relationship among related issues.  In 

addition, there was no budget preparation coaching procedure.  In order to solve such 

problems,  Nakhon  Phanom  requested  assistance  from  academic  institutions  and 

central  agencies  that  have  experts  in  budget  procedures.  In  this  way  the  process  of 

understanding  could  be  developed,  including  budget  proposal  preparation  trainings.   

A  coaching  process  was  conducted  and  thus  the  pilot  projects  reflected  some 
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experience on the part of provincial budget officials. Thus, their professions and skills 

were gradually developed. 

On the other hand, Yasothorn showed really low scores in their success 

with budget planning and execution of the PBBS related to poverty reduction program 

implementation  (score  of  16),  while  it  exhibited  a  high  score  in  capacity  (average 

score of 3.27), which was almost the highest score in this area. Yasothorn exhibited 

very low performance in every part of the success of budget planning and execution 

of the PBBS related to poverty reduction program implementation, especially seen in 

the  scores  of  only  3  in  budget  planning,  1  in  MTEF,  5  in  output  specification  and 

costing, and 7 in monitoring and evaluation. At the same time, respondents specified 

problems with only one element of capacity, which was the number of officials; they 

stated that  they  had  really  high  skills  in  budget  preparation  and  execution  related  to 

poverty  reduction  policy  implementation  (average  score  of  3.73).    They  also  stated 

that  they  did  not  have problems  with  time  span  (average  score  of  3.18)  or  financial 

resources (average score of 3.18).  Moreover, their instruments and technology were 

in good  condition  (average  score  of  3.36).  From  the  document  review,  it  was  found 

that  the  province  had  strong-culture  communities  which  have  developed  for  a  long 

time.    They  have  groups  of  local  people—their  numbers  coming  from  300  different 

groups such as farming groups, social welfare communities, environmental protection 

groups,  financial  institutions,  etc.  They  work  together,  and  private  development 

organizations also collaborate with the government in such activities. There are more 

than 30 networks implementing programs.  Such activities  also enhance cooperation 

with the Local Administrative Organization (LAO).  The integration mechanism was 

conducted by both the private and government sectors  in poverty reduction  program 

implementation. This kind of practice helped Yasothorn develop professional skills in 

budget planning and execution related to poverty reduction program implementation 

at a fast-track level.  However, in fact, this did not lead to a high level of success in 

budget  planning  and  execution;  as  mentioned  earlier,  the  province  had  really  low 

scores.    The  reason  for  such  phenomena  is  that  the  province  has  strong-culture 

communities which sturdily believe in their own methods or ways of operation.  Thus, 

they would not think about changing in order to be consistent with requests.  
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H7:  The  Bureau  of  the  Budget’s  and  other  central  agencies’ 

facilitations are associated with the success of budget preparation and execution 

of the PBBS related to poverty reduction program implementation.  

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget’s  and  other  central  agencies’  facilitations 

have six main elements, which are: 

1) The Bureau of the Budget and other central agencies have  

distinctive  roles,  responsibilities,  and  budget  preparation  and  execution  functions 

related to poverty reduction policy implementation. (average score of 3.3) 

2) There is consistency of guidance and standards in budget  

preparation  and  execution  related  to  the  poverty  reduction  policy  implementation 

issued by both the Bureau of the Budget and other central agencies. (average score of 

3.25) 

3) The guidance and standards issued by both the Bureau of the 

Budget  and other  agencies  are  precisely  identified  and  easy  to  understand.  (average 

score of 3.12) 

4)  There  are  sufficient  documents,  standards,  and  methodologies 

for budget  preparation  and  execution  related to  poverty  reduction  policy  implementation 

issued  by  both the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and  other  central  agencies.  (average  score  of 

2.97) 

5) The Bureau of the Budget’s officials and other central  

agencies’  officials  assist/cooperate/communicate  with  provincial  officials  in  budget 

preparation  and  execution  related  to  poverty  reduction  policy  implementation. 

(average score of 2.90) 

6) The Bureau of the Budget’s officials and other central  

agencies’ officials develop and alter guidance and standards in budget preparation and 

execution  related  to  poverty  reduction  policy  implementation  in  order  to  cope  with 

environmental changes. (average score of 2.92)   

The study’s results present the idea that the respondents believed in the 

roles,  responsibilities,  and  quality  of  the  guidance  prepared  by  the  Bureau  of  the 

Budget  and other  central  agencies.    On  the  other  hand,  there  were  problems 

concerning the availability and updating of documents, standards, and methodologies, 

and  also  with  the  central  agencies’  assistance.  Si  Sa  Ket,  Udon  Thani,  Phichit,       
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Mae Hong Son, and Phitsanulok all had high scores on the PBBS, and they also gave 

high scores to all the elements of the central agencies facilitation. On the other hand, 

many provinces gave really low scores to central agencies’ facilitations, and thus they 

also had low scores regarding the PBBS.  For example, Trang and Uttaradit had every 

low  score  in  every  section  of  the  PBBS,  while  they  also  gave  almost  all  of  the 

elements in the facilitations of the central agencies less than a score of 3. 

 

6.4  Summary 

 

The  regression  analysis  indicated  that  four  hypotheses  out  of  eight  were 

supported (hypothesis 1, 2, 4, and 7).  Provinces were more likely to have successful 

budget preparation and  execution of the  PBBS related  to  poverty reduction  program 

implementation when they had sufficient information; furthermore, the Bureau of the 

Budget  and  other  central  agencies  provided  the  provinces  with  appropriate 

facilitation.  However, the more precise poverty reduction policy could cause a lower 

level  of  success  with  the  budget  preparation and  execution  of  the  PBBS  related  to 

poverty  reduction  program  implementation.    An  explanation  for  the  negative  results 

can be found in the following: first, budget preparation and execution of the PBBS are 

conducted by plural actors and at multiple levels.  Although the precision of policy is 

presented,  the  implementation  is  viewed  as  an  evolution.    The  policies  are  changed 

whenever it is implemented.  Second, top-down policies are imposed from the centre, 

without  awareness  of  perception  at  the  local  level.    And  last,  strong  community 

cultures resist top-down operation plans.  Further, the high capacity of a province in 

adopting the PBBS could lead to unsuccessful budget preparation and execution of the 

PBBS related  to  poverty reduction  program  implementation.   An  explanation  is  that 

transparency is a cause of this negative relationship.  The lack of a transparent set of 

outcomes  and  less  supervision  leads  to  a  broad  interpretation  of  goals,  whereby 

bureaucrats  have  the  chance  to  take  advantage  in  order  to  create  policies  that  meet 

their own interests. 

 

 



 

 

CHAPTER 7 

 

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

This  chapter  interprets  and  discusses the  analysis  from  chapter  six. The 

chapter begins with a summary, followed by a discussion of the findings in the former 

chapter.    Then,  the  implications  for  practice  and  the limitations of the study  will be 

assessed.  Last, future research directions will be recommended.  

 

7.1  Summary 

 

7.1.1  Summary of the Current Characteristics of the Success of Budget  

          Preparation and Execution of the PBBS in Poverty Reduction  

          Program Implementation 

According  to  the  survey  questionnaires,  the  current  status  of  the  success  of 

budget  preparation  and  execution  related  to  poverty  reduction  program 

implementation at the provincial level can be described separately in four main areas. 

1)  Poverty Reduction Strategy Budget Planning 

Most  provinces  around  Thailand  review  poverty  problems  annually. 

Certainly, they do have provincial poverty reduction action plans.  Focusing on such plans, 

provincial  vision,  missions,  strategies, service  plans,  key  success  factors,  and  key 

performance  indicators  (KPIs)  are  found  generally.  In  addition,  provinces  feel  more 

comfortable  specifying  quantitative  KPIs  and  qualitative  KPIs,  while  timeliness  KPIs  and 

cost KPIs are only slightly found in the provinces.  To be more specific, in provincial budget 

procedures, provinces assign important roles to both provincial strategy and service plans. 

It  was  also  found  that  almost  all  poverty  reduction  strategies  were 

aligned  with  government  policy.  Large  numbers  of  provinces  also  committed  their 

poverty  reduction  strategy  to  provincial  development  plans  and  the  national 

development plan. Generally, provincial service delivery targets were able to identify 



 

 

precisely their target group, the time frame for their service delivery, and their service 

delivery procedures.  However, only half of the country indicated that service delivery 

targets were easy to implement and had high feasibility. Lastly, the poverty reduction 

service  delivery  targets  of  many  provinces  are  generally  aligned  with  the  National 

Strategic Target, Ministry’s Strategies, and Budget Allocation Strategies. 

2)  Medium-Term Expenditures Frameworks (MTEF) for the Poverty  

Reduction Strategy of the Provinces  

Occurring in more than half of the country, the provinces had prepared 

a budget burden for the next three years.  Most of them rely on strategic expenditures; 

controversially,  base-line  expenditures,  commitment  expenditures,  and  fundamental 

mission expenditures are slightly committed to the provinces. 

It is noteworthy that in preparing the MTEF, most provinces use new 

government policies/strategies as their fundamental  information, while only some  of 

them care about economic indicators, provincial performance, or financial reporting. 

3)  Provincial Poverty Reduction Output Specifications 

Almost  the  entire  country  has  provincial  poverty  reduction  output 

specifications  that  are  aligned  with  mission  and  with  their  own  responsibility.                 

In  reviewing  the  poverty  reduction  output,  most  provinces  give  importance  to  the 

prioritization  of  the  poverty  reduction  output,  and  they  consider  others,  such  as  the 

consistency between poverty reduction output and provincial strategies, the precision 

of their target group, the effect of output on strategy, etc., as less important issues. 

It  is  noteworthy  that  most  provinces  develop  primary  activities  under 

their  poverty  reduction  outputs.    On  the  other  hand,  less  than  half  of  the  country 

exhibits secondary activities or supporting activities.  Additionally, poverty reduction 

output  specification  is  used  as  the  primary  data  for  the  appropriation.    Half  of  the 

country uses poverty reduction output specification as efficiency improvement.  Some 

provinces also use poverty output specification as a comparison approach (to compare 

their own  outputs  with  others).   Again  poverty  reduction output  has  a  problem  with 

cost KPIs (very few provinces have cost KPIs), while about half of the country favors 

quality, quantity,  and  the  timeliness  dimension.    Furthermore,  numbers  of  provinces 

confirm  the  characteristics  of  the  outputs  of  poverty  reduction  KPIs  as  correct, 

precise, concrete, and prioritizable. 
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4)  Provincial Poverty Reduction Monitoring and Evaluation 

While  most  of  the  provinces  confirmed  that  provincial  poverty 

reduction action plans and budget plans were compliant with the format requested by 

the  BOB,  these  plans  could  not  be  sent  on  time.    Both  types  of  provincial  poverty 

reduction  reporting,  performance  and  financial  reporting,  also  encountered  problems 

in delays  in  being  sent.    Specifically,  the  provincial  poverty  reduction  performance 

reporting  of  some  provinces  were  not  able  to  reveal  to  the  public  their  budget 

allocation  worthiness  or monitoring,  or  benchmarking  among  target  outputs  and 

service plans.    In addition, very small numbers of provinces reported  that provincial 

poverty  reduction  financial  reporting  was  able  to  disclose  the  financial  status  of  the 

provinces,  and  of  the  departments  in  the  provinces.  And  especially,  few  provinces 

revealed  that  their  financial  report  was  able  to  disclose  the  external  budget, 

commitment,  and  financial  burden  related  to  provincial  poverty  reduction.   

Furthermore,  according  to  the  function  of  the  internal  control  system,  there  was  a 

problem  of  cost  effectiveness;  very  few  provinces  have  cost  effectiveness  in  their 

poverty reduction internal control system. 

However,  it  was  found  in  most  provinces  that  provincial  poverty 

reduction  budget  evaluation  was  certainly  aligned  with  cluster/provincial  strategy.   

Post-evaluation  was  mainly  conducted  by  most  provinces  around  the  country. 

Controversially,  pre-evaluation  and  on-going  evaluation  was  not  favored  by  the 

provinces. More than half of them confirmed that provincial poverty reduction budget 

evaluation  reporting  had  a  specific time  frame,  and  also  specific  reporters  and 

receivers.    Almost  every  province  had  plans  to  analyze  data  from  monitoring  and 

evaluation.    And  lastly,  unfortunately,  large  numbers  of  provinces  used  monitoring 

and evaluation guidance from the Office of Public Sector Development Commission 

(OPDC), while only half of the country used the BOB’s guidance. 
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The features of the individual provinces and the nature of PBBS implementation 

were studied and a comparison among provinces was conducted as follows. 

Group 1: Low scale of success of budget preparation and execution of the 

PBBS  related  to  poverty  reduction  program  implementation  (score  in 

implementation of the PBBS is 20 or lower) 

Twelve  provinces  fell  into  this  group.    From  the  point  of  view  of  strategic 

budget  planning,  most  provinces  in  this  group  reviewed  poverty  problem  annually; 

however, their poverty reduction strategies and provincial plans for poverty reduction 

were very weak.  They overlooked many critical plans.  The government policy was 

given  the  most  important  role  in  preparing  the  poverty  reduction  strategy.                 

Prachin Buri was one province that was different from others.  Its poverty reduction 

strategy  was  consistent  with  every  key  plan.    Even  though  their  provincial  service 

delivery targets were soundly prepared, their provincial service delivery targets were 

not easy to implement and did not exhibit much feasibility.  In short, the provinces in 

this group were not able to conduct strategic plans. 

Regarding  the  preparation  of  the MTEF  related  to  provincial  poverty 

reduction,  the  provinces  in  this  group  were  rarely  concerned  about  base-line 

expenditures,  commitment  expenditures,  fundamental  mission  expenditures,  or 

strategic  expenditures.    They  mainly  used  new  government  policy/strategies  to 

prepare the MTEF.  The economic indicators were not used by the provinces in this 

group, except Chanthaburi. 

In  the  process  of  poverty  reduction  output  specification,  the  provinces’ 

poverty reduction  outputs were  consistent with  the mission  and responsibility  of  the 

provinces.    On  the  other  hand,  none  of  them  was  concerned  about  the  effect  of 

poverty reduction outputs on provincial strategy or appropriation of the time span of 

the poverty reduction service  delivery.  Further, Trang  considered  the importance  of 

overlapping  among  poverty  reduction  outputs.  None  of  the  provinces  could  identify 

all three  types  of  activities;  only  some  provinces  were  able  to  identify  their  primary 

activities.  The provinces were not even aware that they needed to have all three types 

of activities in the output specification process. 

Further,  none  of  the  provinces  used  poverty  reduction  output  information  to 

compare  the  same  output  from  different  departments.  It  was  found  that  Uttaradit, 
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Chanthaburi,  and  Phrachin  Buri  did  not  use  poverty  reduction  output  information  at 

all.    Especially,  Uttaradit  and  Phrachin  Buri  did  not  have  any  process  of  poverty 

reduction  output  review.    Additionally,  the  features  of  poverty  reduction  output 

indicators were not widely accepted by the provinces in this group.  Most of them did 

not  identify  the  poverty  reduction  output  indicators  in  terms  of  quality,  quantity, 

timeliness, or cost. 

In  terms  of  provincial  poverty  reduction  program  monitoring  and  the 

evaluation  process,  financial  reporting  was  worse  than  performance  reporting.    The 

provinces  in  this  group  rarely  had  key  features  of  both  performance  and  financial 

reporting.  Further, none of them was able to compare their output targets or service 

plans. 

Most  of  their  action  and  budget  plans were  compliant  with  the  format 

requested by the Bureau of the Budget but these could not be sent to the Bureau of the 

Budget on time.  The provinces in these groups seemed to have a lower standard for 

their internal control system.  Uttaradit, Chanthaburi, Surin, Trang, and Phrachin Buri 

had no any key features of such al system. 

Furthermore, most of them confirmed that they were not concerned about the 

government administration plan regarding the process of provincial poverty reduction 

programs  evaluation.    Most  of  them  engaged  in  post-evaluation,  while  Uttaradit, 

Surin, and Phrachin Buri did not have any type of evaluation process.  Additionally, 

Surin’s,Phrachin Buri’s, and Chanthaburi’s reports could not specify a time frame and 

could  not  specify  the  reporter  or  receiver.    Lastly,  both  OPDC’s  guidance  and  the 

Bureau of the Budget were equally accepted by this group of provinces. 

Group  2:  Medium scale  of  the  success  of  budget  preparation  and 

execution of  the PBBS  related  to  poverty  reduction  program  implementation 

(score on implementation of PBBS is between 20 and 60) 

 Forty-seven  provinces  fell  into  this  group;  Phrae,  Sukhhothai,  Kamphaneng 

Phet,  Surat  Tahni,  and  Mar  Hong  Son  did  not  review  poverty  problems  annually.   

More precisely, Kamphaneng Phet and Mae Hong Son had one of the key features of 

strategic budget planning.  Most of the provinces which reviewed the poverty problem 

annually  had  a  complete  set  of  key  features  of  strategic  planning.    However, 

Ratchaburi  did not have any of the key features of strategic budget planning. 
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More  than  10  provinces  were  unable  to  set  up  key  performance  indicators.   

The rest had at least one key performance indicator, most of which were quantity or 

quality  key  performance  indicators.    Almost  every  province  had  difficulties  in 

preparing time lines and cost key performance indicators. 

Furthermore, most of the provinces had no problem with the linkages among 

provincial poverty reduction strategies and crucial plans.  More than half of them still 

have  problems  concerning  service  delivery  targets,  and  either  did  not  precisely 

identify the target group or did not easily conduct with high feasibility.  Phetchabun 

and Nong Khai, on the other hand, lacked both features. 

Referring  to  their  service  delivery  targets,  more  than  half  of  them  gave 

importance  to  the  national  strategy  target.    Nong  Khai’s  and  Chinag  Rai’s  service 

delivery  targets,  however,  were  not  compliant  with  any  strategies.  The  provinces  in 

this  group  had  problems  in  preparation  of  the  MTEF.    Almost  no  province  was 

concerned  about  base-line  expenditures,  budget  commitment,  fundamental 

expenditures,  or  strategic  expenditures;  however  strategic  expenditures  were 

considered preferable. 

All  provinces  in  this  group  confirmed  that  their  provincial  poverty  reduction 

output  specifications  were  consistent  with  the  mission  and  responsibility  of  the 

provinces.    Not  many  of  them  had  problems  regarding  reviewing  the  poverty 

reduction  output.    However,  they  had  problems  with  poverty  reduction  output 

indicators; some provinces had serious problems since Songkhla’s, Maha Salakham’s, 

Khampang Phet’s and Sara Buri’s output indicators did have such crucial features, but 

they could be divided into only the quality and quantity dimension. In short, they also 

had  problems  with  their  performance  and  financial  reports;  furthermore,  their 

financial  report  was  worse  than  the  performance  reports.    The  officials  in  the 

provinces  felt  that  the  financial  reports  ere  difficult  to  understand  and  that  the 

financial reports  were unable  to expose  their financial  status,  department’s/agencies’ 

status, or external budget and commitment. 

Even though the provinces were able to prepare their action plans and budget 

plans  to  be  compliant  with  the  format  requested  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  very 

few  of  them  could  deliver  both  their  action  plans  and  budget  plans  on  time.   
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Additionally, Ang Thong and Ranong were unable to make their report compliant or 

finish the plans on time. 

Regarding  to  the  poverty  reduction  internal  control  system,  it  was  not 

relatively appropriated; most of them said it was not cost effective.  In their evaluation 

process,  the  provincial  officials  preferred  to  concentrate  on  cluster/provincial 

strategies but not on Government Administration Plans.  In short, they seemed not to 

have  problems  with  the  evaluation  reports  or  process;  most  of  them  had  completed 

three  types  of  evaluation,  and  a  specific  time  frame  for  preparing  the  evaluation 

reports.   

On the other hand, most of provincial officials preferred to use guidance from 

the  OPDC.    Also,  Chiang  Rai,  Phichit,  Surat  Thani,  Uthai  Thani,  and  Prae  did  not 

have plans to analyze data from monitoring and evaluation. 

Group 3: High scale of the success of budget preparation and execution of 

the PBBS  related  to  poverty  reduction  program  implementation (score  in 

implementation of PBBS is 60 or above) 

It was found that 16 provinces fell into this group.  All provinces in this group 

reviewed  poverty  problems  annually.  Some  provinces  did  not  have  problems  in 

omitting  some  important  issues  related  to  strategic  budget  planning.    All  provinces 

exhibited  both  quantity  and  quality  key  performance  indicators,  except  Phitsanulok, 

which did not have a quantity key performance indicator.  However, some provinces 

still  had  difficulty  in  determining  cost  and  timeliness  indicators.    Further,  all 

provinces  had  a  provincial  poverty  reduction  strategy  which  complied  with  critical 

plans, except Nan.  Only four provinces out of 16 had service delivery targets which 

were  not  consistent  with  all  three  important  issues:  the  ministry’s  strategies,  budget 

allocation strategies, and national strategic targets. 

They  had  problems  with  the  preparation  of  the  Medium-Term  Expenditures 

Framework  (MTEF)  related  to  the  poverty  reduction  program.    Only  some  of  them 

gave  importance  to  the  entire  set  of  critical  types  of  expenditures;  the  rest  were 

concerned  only  about  strategic  expenditures.    To  be  more  specific,  economic 

indicators  were  not  favored  by  the  provinces,  while  new  government  policies  and 

provincial performance reports were widely accepted by the provinces in this group. 
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Regarding provincial poverty reduction output specification, every province’s 

output  specification  was  consistent  with  the  missions  and  responsibilities  of  the 

provinces.  Almost all of them reviewed every important issue, except Samut Sakon.  

Furthermore, every province, except Ubon Ratchathani, was able  to prepare  primary 

activities.    Precisely,  Ubon  Ratchathani,  Nakon  Phonom,  and  Nan  had  problems  in 

specification of secondary and supporting activities. 

The  provinces  in  this  group  probably  used  poverty  reduction  output 

specifications  as  primary  data  for  budget  requests  and  to  develop  efficiency  at  the 

same  level.    For  this  group  of  provinces,  provincial  poverty  reduction  output 

indicators were correct, precise, concrete/specific, and prioritized.  Additionally, they 

did not have problems with quality or quantity indicators, but they did have problems 

with timeliness and cost indicators. 

In  terms  of  monitoring  and  evaluation  of  the  provincial  poverty  reduction 

program,  half  of  them  had  performance  reports  which  were  true,  complete  as 

requested  by  central  agencies,  prepared  on  time,  compliant  with  action  plans, 

compliant  with  rules  and  regulations,  could  expose  provincial  poverty  reduction 

budget appropriation and budget monitoring, were able to be compared to other target 

outputs, and were able to be compared with other service plans.  On the other hand, 

only four provinces had financial reports that exhibited a complete set of key features.  

The rest still exhibited problems concerning shortages of key financial report features. 

Phetchaburi  and  Suphan  Buri  faced  problems:  their  poverty  reduction  action 

plans and budget plans were not compliant with the format requested by the Bureau of 

Budget.    Delays  in  sending  action plans  and  budget  plans  were  apparent  in  many 

provinces.    Furthermore,  Amnat  Charoen  reported  serious  problems  concerning  the 

provincial  poverty  reduction  internal  control  system,  while  Lamphun,  Phetchaburi, 

Pitsanulok, Trate, and Kanchanaburi said that their poverty reduction internal control 

system was not complete. 

Every  province’s  evaluation  process  was  concerned  about  cluster  and 

provincial  strategies,  but  not  about  the  government  4-year  Administrative  Plans.  

Lamphun was the only province which had serious problems with poverty reduction 

evaluation; it did not have any type of evaluation. 
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Almost  every  province  in  this  group  had  both  a  specific  time  frame  in 

preparing  its  evaluation  report  and  could  specify  the  reporter  and  receiver;  again 

Lamphun  lacked  such  features.  Most  of  the  provinces  assigned  as  important  role  to 

OPDC  requirement  and  guidance;  only  Ubon  Ratchthani  omitted  it.    However, 

Kanchanaburi,  Phetchaburi,  Lamphun,  and  Suphan  Buri  overlooked  the  guidance  of 

the  Buresu  of  the  Budget.    All  provinces  had  plans  to  analyze  data  from  the 

monitoring and evaluation process. 

In conclusion, the survey findings revealed the current status of the success of 

budget  preparation  and  execution  related  to  poverty  reduction  program 

implementation at the provincial level.  The findings are: 

1)   In general, most provinces were concerned about poverty problems. 

2) The provinces do not care much about the economic indicators or   

performance and financial reporting. 

3)  Most provinces are able to develop their poverty reduction  

outputs’ primary activities, but not poverty reduction outputs’ secondary and 

supporting activities. 

4)  Provincial poverty reduction action plans and budget plans are  

compliant with the format requested by the Bureau of the Budget, however they 

cannot be sent on time. 

5)  Cost effectiveness analytical reviews/analyses and cost KPIs are  

rarely found in the provinces. 

6)  Provincial poverty reduction performance and financial reporting  

exhibit problems with delays in being sent. 

7)  Post-evaluation is mainly conducted by most provinces, but not  

pre-evaluation or on-going evaluation.  

8)  The Bureau of the Budget’s guidance is not widely used by the  

provinces.  

 

7.1.2  Summary of Hypothesis Testing 

Based  on  the  integration  of  Policy  Implementation  Theories  and  Public 

Expenditures Theories, the study proposed that procedural guidance and information 

factors,  characteristics  of  implementing  provinces,  and  external  factors  are  the  main 
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factors  influencing  the  success  of  budget  preparation  and  execution  of  the  PBBS 

related  to  poverty  reduction  program  implementation.  Eight  factors  were  presented 

describing  a  theorized  relationship  with  the  success  of  budget  preparation  and 

execution  of  the  PBBS  related  to  poverty  reduction  program  implementation  at the 

provincial  level.    The  findings  in  chapter  six  indicated  that  the  success  of  budget 

preparation  and  execution  of  the  PBBS  related  to  poverty  reduction  program 

implementation at the provincial level can be predicted according to the precision of 

poverty  reduction  policy  and  procedural  guidance,  adequacy  and  quality  of 

information,  capacity  of  the  provinces  in  adopting  the  PBBS  in  poverty  reduction 

program  implementation  at  the  provincial  level,  and  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and 

other central agencies’ facilitations. 

These findings generally support the contention that procedural guidance and 

information factors affect the efficiency of decision making.  These can relate to the 

rationality and incrementalism approaches developed by Lindblom (1959: 80-81), the 

policy  implementation  model  developed  by  Van  Meter  and    Van  Horn  (1975: 463), 

and the work of Sabatier and Mazmanian (1980a: 542).  However, the results of this 

factor are mixed.  While the success of budget preparation and execution of the PBBS 

in  poverty  reduction  program  implementation  at  the  provincial  level  needs  high 

quality  and  adequate  information,  precision  poverty  reduction  policy  and  procedural 

guidance could cause the lack of success of budget preparation and execution of the 

PBBS  in  poverty reduction  program  implementation  at  the  provincial  level.    This 

negative relationship can be explained by three reasons; they are (1) the evolution of 

implementation, policy is changed, whenever, it is implemented, (2) top-down policy 

imposed without locality awareness, and  (3) resistance of top-down policy operation 

plan  by  a  strong  culture  community.    According  to  the  characteristics  of  the 

implementing provinces factor, the findings present the adverse results to “A Model 

of the Policy Implementation Process” developed by Van Meter and Van Horn (1975: 

463),  the  model  developed  by    Edwards  (1980: 148), and  the  Management  Model 

developed by Voradej Chandarasorn (2005: 141).  The model indicated that the high 

capacity  of  provinces  in  adopting  the  PBBS  in  poverty  reduction  program 

implementation  at  the  provincial  level  caused  the  lack  of  success  of  budget 

preparation and execution of the PBBS in poverty reduction program implementation 
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at  the  provincial  level  because  of  lack  of  transparency,  which  opened  the policy  to 

adjustment  by  the  bureaucrats.  However,  regarding  the  external  factor,  the  high 

performance facilitations of the Bureau of the Budget and other central agencies were 

highly  related  to  the  success  of  budget  preparation  and  execution  of  the  PBBS  in 

poverty  reduction  program  implementation  at  the  provincial  level.    This  phenomena 

can  refer  to  “The  Model  of  the  Policy  Implementation  Process”  developed  by  Van 

Horn and Van Meter (1975: 463). 

In order  to help  the reader  understand the study’s results  clearly, the  data  on 

the  dependent  variable  (including  its  four  elements)  and  independent  variable 

(accepted hypothesis only) are described as follows: 

1) Most  provinces  believed  that  the  government  poverty  reduction 

policy  was  determined  precisely,  policy  targets  were  precisely  identified,  and  there 

were  parties  responsible  for  poverty  reduction  policy.    However,  there  were  some 

problems concerning the comparison of the objectives of the poverty reduction policy. 

It  was  found  that  Saraburi  and  Chumphon  had  a  very  low  score  on 

“Precision of poverty reduction policy and procedural guidance.”   Their  scores were 

3.133  and  3.18,  respectively.    At  the  same  time,  their  total  score  on  the  success  of 

budget preparation and  execution of the  PBBS related  to  poverty reduction  program 

implementation was relative high; 56 and 55, respectively.  Such phenomena can be 

explained by two interrelated reasons.  First, experienced leaders in both provinces are 

able  to  have  successful  budget  preparation  and  execution  of  the  PBBS  related  to 

poverty reduction program implementation even though they believe that the poverty 

reduction  policy  is  vague  and  unclear.    Second,  ambiguous  and  unclear  government 

poverty  reduction  policies  might  make  it  possible  for  provinces  to  have  a  chance  to 

prepare key features consistent with the requirements.  Alternatively, there are varied 

levels of perception of the precision of government poverty reduction policy. 

On  the  other  hand,  concerning  the  cases  of  Chanthaburi  and 

Chachoengsao, they exhibited serious problems in preparation of the budget related to 

poverty  reduction  program  implementation.    Chanthaburi  had  a  score  of  15  and 

Chachoengsao  had  a  score  of  19  in  the  level  of  success  of  budget  preparation  and 

execution  of  the  PBBS.    At  the  same  time,  they  perceived  a  high  level  of  precision 

regarding  the  government  poverty  reduction  policy;  the  scores  were  3.9  and  3.92, 
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respectively.  This might explain that the top-down constructed policy with a narrow 

scope and lack of people’s participation from the local area of implementation made it 

impossible for provincial officials to translate strategies/policies so that they could be 

linked  with  their  provincial  action  plans;  thus,  a  low  level  of  successful  budget 

planning and execution related to poverty reduction occurred. 

Two other good examples are Phatthalung and Ka  La Sin; they had a 

fairly  low  level  of  success  with  budget  planning  and  execution  related  to  poverty 

reduction.    The  scores  were  34  and  36,  respectively.    On  the  other  hand,  they 

perceived  a  high  level  of  precision  policy  at  3.75  and  3.71,  respectively.    The 

documentary  research  supports  the  notion  that  Phatthalung  had  difficulties  in 

implementing  its  poverty  reduction  program.    Different  difficulties,  including 

language and climate, obstructed the translation of top-down policy.  A narrow scope 

and specific target group might easily expose particular negative effects.  As a result, 

local  people  and  communities  do  not  cooperate  with  poverty  reduction 

implementation.  The operation is delayed, and thus the determinate objectives cannot 

be accomplished. 

Ka La Sin also exhibited the same difficulties, even though provincial 

officials believe  that  the poverty  reduction  policies  are precise,  concrete,  and  clearly 

defined; Ka La Sin still lacked the critical features of successful budget planning and 

execution related to poverty reduction program implementation. 

In  short,  whenever  the  people  perceived  that  the  government  poverty 

reduction  policy  was  precise,  the  operators  in  the  provinces  hesitated  to  report  their 

performance and financial status.  This leads to a shortage of feedback information in 

the  process  of  budget  planning  and  thus  there  is  reluctance  in  determining  key 

performance indicators;  also, the  successful budget  preparation and  execution of  the 

PBBS were unable to be determined. 

2) From  the  study,  it  became  apparent  that  the  provinces  which  had 

sufficiently high quality information related to poverty reduction policy were able to 

have  good  budget  planning  and  execution.    Some  examples  are  Mae  Hong Son  and 

Samut  Songkhram.  Mae  Hong  Son’s  outstanding  characteristic  was  to  have 

information  development  that  enhanced  the  strengthening  of  poverty  reduction 

program  implementation.    Mae  Hong  Son  maintained  different  types  of  activities, 
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such  as  knowledge  management,  networking,  and  a  decision  support  system;  thus 

they had sufficient high-quality information.  At the same time, regarding the quality 

and accessibility of  information, it  was in good  position.   On the other  hand, it  was 

found that Samut Songkhram has had experiences of failure in its information system.  

It also faced difficulties in budget preparation and budget execution.  According to the 

survey  and  documentary  study,  both  community  leaders  and  local  people  lacked 

learning  experiences; the  learning  society  was  incapable  of  practice.    Furthermore, 

there was no “people’s participation” in the process of data collection or data analysis.  

Local  communities  felt  that  poverty  reduction  program  implementation  was  the 

responsibility of the government sector, not their  responsibility.  All decision making 

was  determined  by  a  specific  time  span;  thus  operations  are  conducted  without  a 

complete set of information.  In short, as they mentioned in the survey, they did not 

have enough information on poverty reduction policy. 

3) It  was  found  that  most  provinces  did  not  have  problems  with  the 

number  of  officials,  their  skills,  or  time  span,  but  they  had  problems  with  their 

financial  resources  and  instruments  and  technology.    Nakhon  Phanom  exhibited  a 

high  level  of  success  in  every  part  of  its  budget  planning  and  execution  related  to 

poverty  reduction  program  implementation,  while  it  exhibited  serious  problems  in 

every element of this variable.  The respondents in Nakhon Phanom reported that their 

officials  had  a  low  level  of  skills  in  budget  preparation  and  execution  related  to 

poverty reduction policy implementation.  They also did not have enough instruments 

or technology, and there was a shortage of analytical skills, they had no experience in 

proposed  budget  preparation,  and  no  skills  in  creating  relationships  among  related 

issues.  Budget preparation coaching procedures and recommendations were ignored. 

On the other hand, Yasothorn showed really low scores in their success  

with budget planning and execution of the PBBS related to poverty reduction program 

implementation, while it exhibited a high score in capacity (an average score of 3.27), 

which was almost the highest score in this area. The respondents specified problems 

with only one element of capacity, which was the number of officials; they also stated 

that they had really high skills in budget preparation and execution related to poverty 

reduction policy implementation. 
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From  the  document  review,  it  was  found  that  Yasothorn  had  strong 

communities which had developed for long time.  The members of local communities 

come  from  300  different  groups.    They  work  together,  and  the  private  development 

organizations also collaborate with the government in such activities.  More than 30 

networks  implement  programs.    The  integration  mechanism  was  conducted  by  both 

the  private  and  government  sectors  in  poverty  reduction  program  implementation.   

Professional  skills  in  budget  planning  and  execution  related  to  poverty  reduction 

program implementation  were  developed  on  a  fast track.    However,  in  fact,  this  did 

not lead to a high level of success in budget planning and execution; the province had 

really  low  scores.    The  reason  for  such  phenomena  is  that  the  province  has  strong 

culture  communities  which  sturdily  believe  in  their  own  ways  of  operation.    Thus, 

they do not think about changing in order to be consistent with requests. 

4) The  results  of  the  study  show  that  the  respondents  believed  in  the 

roles,  responsibilities,  and  quality  of  the  guidance  prepared  by  the  Bureau  of  the 

Budget  and  other  central  agencies.    On  the  other  hand,  there  were  problems 

concerning the availability and updating of documents, standards, and methodologies, 

and also with the central agencies’ assistance.  Many provinces had high scores on the 

PBBS,  and  they  also  gave  high  scores  to  all  the  elements  of  the  central  agencies’ 

facilitations.    Additionally,  many  provinces  gave  really  low  scores  to  the  central 

agencies’ facilitation, and thus they also had low scores regarding the PBBS. 

 

7.2  Recommendations for Practice 

 

It was shown from this study that there are factors which are influential to the 

successfulness  of  budget  preparation  and  execution  of  the  PBBS  related  to  poverty 

reduction  program  implementation  at  the  provincial  level  and  which  can  lead  to its 

improvement.    In  order  to  simplify  the  understanding  of  this  phenomenon,  the 

researcher has grouped the recommendations as follows. 

 

7.2.1  For Policy Makers/Government  

From the  research  findings,  it  can be  seen  that various recommendations  can 

be made for policy makers, such as government officials and politicians.  First, before 
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the  scrutiny committees  meet  in  plenary to  consider  the  overall  work  program  or to 

examine  the  government’s  budget  proposal  in  the  parliamentary  budget  process, 

general  information  about  budget  cycle  and  the  related  principles,  rules  and 

regulations  should  be  provided  to  the  scrutiny  committees  and  subcommittees 

comprehensively.  As  a  result,  they  will obtain  more  appropriate  understanding  in 

considering and examining, and then will end with appropriate final recommendations 

to the House of Representatives. 

Second,  the  government  should  enhance  the  capacity  of  provinces  by 

preparing  the  administration  and  personnel/officials  to  fit  with  the  principles  of  the 

PBBS.  Everyone should be trained to aim for the common public interests and goals.  

In  addition, knowledge  about  each  element  of  the  PBBS  should  be  provided.   This 

should include: 

1) The linkages and alignments among government policies, national 

development plans,  Ministry’s  strategies,  provincial  development  plans,  and 

provincial operation plans 

2) Development  of  Key  Success  Factors  and  Key  Performance 

Indicators  which  are  also  included  in  different  dimensions:  quality,  quantity, 

timeliness, and cost 

3) Preparation of Medium-Term Expenditures Framework (MTEF) 

4)  Development of provincial poverty reduction output specification 

5)  Revision of poverty reduction outputs 

6) Poverty reduction output preparation process 

7)  Utilization of poverty reduction output specifications 

8)  Development of performance and financial reporting 

9)  Development of internal control system 

10)  Comprehensiveness of monitoring and evaluation process 

Furthermore,  the  government  should  strengthen  the  capacity  of  the  province 

by  promoting an  internal  control  system  and  risk  management  system  in  the 

provinces.  These systems will help to enhance the accountability and transparency in 

the  provinces.   Additionally,  a monitoring  and  evaluation  system  should  also  be 

promoted.    The  government  should  encourage  provinces  to  conduct  pre-evaluation 

and on-going evaluation in every proposed project/program.  Then, a cost-benefit or 
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feasibility  study  will  be  revealed  in  order  to  enhance  the  correct  decision  making.   

Also,  an  on-going  evaluation  should  not  be  dismissed,  since  it  would  help  the 

government make decisions about continuing or discontinuing the projects. 

Third,  the  government  should  set  up  an  independent  information  agency 

whose  duties would  be  to  collect  and  compile  data  and  then  generate these data  as 

available  information.    The  existence  of  such  information  generated  by  the  agency 

would help other related agencies to more easily access the information, and then the 

efficiency of budget allocation will be improved.  

More precisely, the information management system will be an important tool 

for both provinces and government in order to  cope with poverty problems.  A  data 

base  should  be  developed on an  area  basis.    The  data  would  be  collected  from  the 

smallest  areas,  such  as  villages  and/or  sub-districts  and  provinces.    And  thus, a 

complete set of data will be available at the national level.  The information system 

should include: 

1)  Poverty  status,  which  can  be  made into  a  coherent  set  of 

relationships among each other both in direct and indirect ways. 

2)  Factors  which  affect  the  poverty  status  mentioned  1)  will  be 

described;  factors  will  be  divided  first  into environmental  factors,  which  are  natural 

resources,  financial  resources,  human  resources,  knowledge-based  resources,  and 

institution/organization,  and  then,  activity  factors,  which  are  programs,  projects, 

measures, and general activities. 

Such  data  will  be  developed  into  crucial  information  which  can  explain  the 

relationships  among  status  and factors. This  explanation  will  be  developed  from 

understanding  their  linkages and  will  lead  to appropriate  solutions.    Further, this 

information development will assist and enhance both local communities and officials 

in  understanding  and  exchanging  their  knowledge,  thus leading  to a  knowledge-

management  or  knowledge-based  organization.    In  this  way,  a  poverty  problem 

solving  system  can  be  gradually  developed  in  an  appropriate  way  with  wide  vision.   

Additionally,  the  information  should  be  “real”  and  “live”  so  that  such  a  dynamic 

system  can  be used  in  the  best  way  and  so that  provincial  officials can  react  to  the 

rapid changes in the environments. 
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Fourth, the government should support the related ministries/agencies  in  the 

development of an integration plan for poverty reduction strategies that can be linked 

to  the  service  delivery targets.    The  poor  should  be  the  center of  these  integration 

plans.   Poverty  reduction  service  delivery  will  be  identified according  to the 

perceptions  of  the  poor.    It  will  cover all  poverty  problems;  the  poverty  reduction 

strategies will  be  shaped  into  different  dimensions  such  as  financial  poverty, 

knowledge  poverty,  and  opportunity  poverty.    This  can  lead  to  appropriate  ways  to 

solve  poverty  problems,  especially  in  different  areas  or  regions  in  Thailand.  

Additionally, such integration  plans can  reduce  complexity  and  protect  budget 

leakages. 

Furthermore,  such  development  will  focus  on  the  concrete  responsibility.   

Close  attention  is  paid  to  linking  service  delivery  targets  to  government  policy 

strategies.    The  government  will  be  responsible  for  strategic delivery  targets.  

Ministries are to be held responsible for meeting service delivery targets, and agencies 

for  delivering outputs.    After  the  agencies  translate  their  ministry’s  service  delivery 

targets into outputs, output costing will be negotiated  and then the necessary budget 

allocations will be determined. 

Fifth,  the  government  should  focus  on  the  capacity  of  the  agencies  and 

provinces, which should be supported through different methods.  Sufficient numbers 

of officials should be guaranteed in order to prepare the budget requests and also to 

work on  the  budget  execution  process.    Furthermore,  additional  workers  should  be 

recruited to work as supporters in case the provinces lack personnel resources.  The 

officials  should  have  good training  and  skill  support  continuously,  and  financial 

resources  should  be  provided  sufficiently.    And  of  course,  both  instruments  and 

technology  for  budget  preparation  and  execution  related  to  poverty  reduction  policy 

implementation should be provided. 

In  the  case  of  local  budget  allocation,  the  local  democracy  should  also  be 

supported,  especially  in  the  process  of  decision  making.    Community  plans  will  be 

created  in  every  community;  then  they  will  be  set  coherently  to  the  local  lifestyle, 

area, climates, and culture of the communities.  In order to increase the efficiency of 

budget execution, many changes must be involved in the communities.  The incentive 

to  cooperate  with  the  government  sector  must  be  improved,  and  the  voices  of  local 
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communities  must  be  listened  to.  Monitoring  and  evaluation  systems  should  be 

changed  to  deal more  with  poor  people;  the  poor tend  to hesitate  less  to  become 

involved  in  the  monitoring  and  evaluation  process.    And  then,  the  prioritization  of 

different important poverty reduction activities or projects should be enforced.  Thus, 

fewer budget leakages will occur. 

Last,  the  government  should  facilitate  both  provinces  and  central  agencies, 

such  as  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  in  terms  of  communication  devices,  cooperation 

improvement,  guidelines, and  standard  production.    Especially, rapid  environmental 

changes should be instantly responded to the government. 

 

7.2.2  For the Provinces 

According  to  the  results  of  the  study,  certain  issues  are  recommended  to  the 

provinces.  First, the provincial executives and officials should be persons that always 

seek knowledge and technology.  They should keep close watch on current events and 

possess good vision.  Since the current situation  constantly changes, both provincial 

executives and  officials  must  always  adjust  themselves  to  cope  with changing 

situations.  Moreover,  they  must  respond  to  the  new  rules  and  regulations  that  have 

been launched in relation to their own work, especially emphasizing the requirements 

of the government. 

Second,  in  relation  to  the  above-mentioned  recommendations,  the  provincial 

officials should recognize the importance of the requirements of the central agencies, 

such  as  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and  the  Comptroller  General  Department.    For 

example, the performance and financial reports that are requested by the Bureau of the 

Budget and the Comptroller General Department are crucial tools for the PBBS.  The 

information disclosed in the reports should be used as comparative benchmarking and 

should  be  able  to  expose  the  financial  status  of  the  provinces,  and  especially  if 

comprehensive enough, it should be able to expose the non-budget and extra-budget, 

including  the  financial  burden  and  commitment  related  to  poverty  reduction 

programs. 

Third, the provinces should be open to the results of research studies in order 

to  use  the  lessons  learned  from  them  for  further  development.    As  mentioned  in 
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chapter 6, the provinces present good characteristics of activities supporting sufficient 

and high-quality information.  They are: 

1)  To  set  a  poverty  reduction  committee  at  the  local  level  in  the 

provinces 

2)  To  set  up  development  teams  working  with  local  communities;  there 

will  be  cooperation  among  communities,  and  private  and  provincial  officials.    These  will 

increase  the  degree  of  information  exchange,  and  good  communication  as  regards  both 

inside and outside areas.  The information development activities are created and developed 

at the regional level.  Then, the networking should be supported all over the province. 

3)  To develop  knowledge  management  teams;  their  important  activities 

should  include  both  efficient  information  management  and  a  lessons-learned  collection.  

Team  members  should  come  from  a  variety  of  sectors:  provincial  officials,  academic 

researchers,  hard  core  communities,  communicators,  practitioners,  etc.  The  proposed 

activities are: 

(1)  To create design and data collection tools that efficiently  

gather production factors from local people in different areas. This information should 

be in stored systematic directories.  Such activities will lead to the availability of data 

or information bases that both government and private agencies can easily access. 

(2)  To study different community action plans in order to learn  

from both achievements and unsuccessful experience 

(3)  To gather knowledge from outside the provinces in order to  

enhance the planning process and community proposals 

(4) To compile knowledge and then a medium will be prepared  

and publicized 

(5) To use different areas of the profession that can lead to  

different  effective  problem  solutions.    It  will  be  useful  for  the  planning  process  for 

community proposals. 

 4)    A decision  support  system  should  be  developed  through  the 

cooperation  of  academic  researchers  and  technocrats.    The  data will  be linked  to 

poverty registration information and the explicit information will support the decision 

making of both local people and government officials. 
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Last, the  officials  in  the province  should  open  their  mind to  change.    As  the 

Bureau of the Budget introduces the performance-based budgeting system nationwide, 

there  are  many  measures,  procedures,  and  process  which  require  the  provinces  to 

operate accordingly.  Sometimes, live-long development of strong communities in the 

provinces  support  closed  networking.    These  usually  develop  professional  skills  in 

budget planning and execution related to poverty reduction  program implementation 

at the fast-track level.  Such strong culture communities will sturdily believe in their 

own  ways of  operation;  they  do  not  think  about change.    The  central  agencies’ 

requests will not be easily responded to. Therefore, the way to solve this problem is to 

encourage  the  people  in  the  community  to  open  their  minds to  others’  ideas  and 

recommendations. 

 

7.2.3  For the Bureau of the Budget 

It was  found  in  the  study  that  the  facilitation  provided  by  the  Bureau  of  the 

Budget played an important role in the budgeting process.  The Bureau of the Budget 

is  one  of  the  crucial  central  agencies  that  drives  government  policy  by  utilizing 

limited  financial  resources  while  emphasizing  effectiveness  and  efficiency.    As  a 

result,  the  recommendations  prepared  for  both  the  Bureau  of  Budget  officials  and 

executives, and especially the CBOs that have roles in the coverall provincial budget, 

should be mentioned. 

First,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  should  distribute  enough  information  and 

facilities in order to promote the success of  budget preparation and execution of the 

PBBS  related  to  poverty  reduction  program  implementation  at  the  provincial  level.   

Especially,  approaches  to  accomplishing  the  target  and  objectives  of  each  program 

should  be  recommended.    All  possible  alternatives  in  the  decision-making  process 

should be reviewed and analyzed.  Sharing of  information among Bureau of  Budget 

officials, executives, and also provincial officials should be seen at every opportunity.  

However, consistency among the guidelines and standards issued by the Bureau of the 

Budget  and  other  central  agencies  is  also  important.    The  more  the  central  agencies 

are in harmony, the more compliance among the provinces will obtain. 

Second,  PBBS  training  programs  should  be  provided  continuously  by  the 

Bureau  of  the  Budget.    The  program  curriculum  should  cover  all  critical  issues 
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mentioned  in  the  previous  section.  And  also,  explanation  by  experienced  officials 

should  not  be  dismissed.    The  trainers  should  be  well-experienced  and  articulate 

persons.    Every  answer  and  all  recommendations  to  the  provinces  should  be 

consistent.    Rules  and  regulations  should  be  acknowledged  beforehand.    Thus,  the 

provincial officials will be able to study and prepare for the changes appropriately. 

Third,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  should  strengthen  the  PBBS  standards  and 

should issue requirements that ask the province to do the following: 

1)  To  create  linkages  and  alignments  among  government  policies, 

national development plans, ministry’s  strategies, provincial development plans,  and 

provincial operation plans. 

2)  To develop key success factors and key performance indicators that 

include different dimensions: quality, quantity, timeliness, and cost 

3)  To prepare a Medium-Term Expenditures Framework (MTEF) 

4)  To develop provincial poverty reduction output specifications that 

also include the process of revision and utilization 

5)  To prepare performance and financial reports 

6)  To develop an internal control system, and  

7)  To conduct a comprehensive process of monitoring and evaluation 

Additionally,  each  element  of  the  PBBS  should  be  emphasized  at  every 

opportunity.    For  instance,  at  annually  meetings  for  preparation  of  budget  requests, 

standards  must  be  launched  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.  And,  it  should  also  be 

confirmed  that  every  province  must  prepare  budget  proposals  according  to  every 

Bureau of the Budget requirement; otherwise, the Bureau of the Budget will not revise 

its budget requests. The comprehensiveness of budget requests is also important.   In 

the  past  fiscal  year,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  compromised  with  the 

agencies/provinces that sent incomplete budget proposals.  Inadequacy of information 

usually  leads  to  inefficient  decision  making.    Thus,  the  most  appropriate  way  to 

overcome such  barriers  is for  the Bureau  of  the  Budget to concentrate  on  all  of  its 

standards and requirements. 

Fourth,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  should  set  up  an  information  management 

system  through  the  cooperation  of  both  private  parties  and  the  government  sector.   

Especially, a format launched to gather data should be set in a friendly manner and it 
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should  not  increase  the  respondents’  workload.    In  this  way,  the  officials  in  the 

provinces/agencies  will  have  more  willingness  to  respond  to  all  requests.    Then, 

systematic  information  could  be  complied.    In  this  way,  such  information  will  be 

available to all related parties. 

Last,  the  roles  and  responsibilities  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  should  be 

promoted  and  publicly  recognized.  Provincial  officials  should  perceive  that  the 

Bureau  of  the  Budget’s  work  is  reliable,  accountable,  and  transparent.   

Communications  and  requests  for  assistance  can  be  responded  to  at  any  time.    The 

Bureau of  the  Budget  officials  and  executives  should  always  be  available  for 

consultation and recommendations.  Moreover, they should be friendly, flexible, and 

accessible.    They  should  also  have  good  relationships  with  other  central  agencies, 

since  work  always requires  cooperation  and  teamwork.    The  more  they  earn  a  good 

perception from the public, the more they will be recognized. 

 

7.3  Limitations of the Study 

 

There are methodological limitations that must be considered when evaluating 

the results of this study. 

First,  the  cross-sectional  nature  of  this  study  is  a  limitation  that  must  be 

considered.  A single set of responses at a single point of time was used to represent 

each  research  construct  without  multiple  response  points  over  time;  therefore 

substantive causal influences could not be made.  Even though it was presumed that 

the  independent  variables  and  the  dependent  variable  were  causally  related,  only  a 

correlation  relationship  exists  in  the  study.    Whereas  many  causal  relationships 

between  independent variables  and  the  dependent  variable  in  this  study  can  be 

theoretically  supported,  they  need  to  be  examined  with  a  time  lag  between 

independent variables and their impact on the dependent variable for a more rigorous 

study. 

Second, the respondents to questionnaires set I were single provincial officials 

representing the characteristics of their work in the office of the governor’s office; in 

this case, they may paint too positive a picture  of  his province than what is actually 

happening.  Furthermore, the respondents of questionnaire set II, which represent the 
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provincial  officials  from  different  departments/ministries  in  the  province,  may  have 

over-stated  the  problems  that  have  occurred  in  their  workplaces,  such  as  problems 

with the inadequacy of skilled personnel, technologies, or financial resources. 

Last, the survey methodology employed in this study must also be considered 

as a limitation. Surveys of this type must be carefully constructed in order to allow the 

data  to  be  complete  and  precise.    Simple  questions  and  the  Likert-scale  response 

format limit what a respondent is able to say. 

 

7.4  Future Research Directions 

 

From  the  research  findings,  it  can  be  seen  that  many  possibilities  can  be 

nourished and can contribute to budget preparation and execution of the PBBS related 

to poverty reduction program implementation at the provincial level, especially in the 

Thai context.  First, there are chances to further explore the in-depth details of budget 

preparation and execution by conducting qualitative studies.  Comparisons of the in-

depth  details  between  or  among  provinces  in  similar  or  different  parts/regions  of 

Thailand would be an interesting research direction. 

Second, the study may further be extended to other budget allocation strategies 

or national policies by extending the frameworks and application from this study.   

Third, this dissertation uses provinces as a unit of analysis, since the focus of 

the study is at the provincial level.  There are some other financial resources, such as 

the non-budget or extra-budget, that should have been included in this study.  To be 

more specific, in developing and administrating the community or locality level, there 

are  some  different  sources  of  income,  for  example  local  taxes  and  other  community 

income, which were not included in this study.  Thus, extending the frameworks and 

application  of  this  study  to  other  sources  of  finance  would  also  add  value  to  such 

study. 

Fourth,  the  category  types  of  provinces  discussed  in  this  study  are  not 

exhaustively  classified.  For  instance,  the  level  of  success  of  budget  preparation  and 

execution  was  different  across  provinces  with  certain  provincial  characteristics  such 

as geographic size, appropriation size, regional, availability and accessibility of non-



 

 

223 

budget  resources,  etc.  As  a  result,  future  research  may  need  to  study  the  broader 

context of provincial characteristics 

Fifth, according to the limitations of the cross sectional analysis mentioned in 

an earlier section, future study may be extended to path analysis. Also, a time series is 

also  recommended  to  be  used  in  future  research  in  order  to  understand  the 

longitudinal view. 

Sixth,  further  study  should  analyze  the  barriers  or  obstacles  hindering  the 

success of budget preparation and execution of the PBBS related to poverty reduction 

program implementation because identifying these obstacles could help policy makers 

(the government) to devise strategies in order to overcome these obstacles and thereby 

contribute to successful implementation. 

Finally,  this  dissertation  investigates  three  main  factors  determining  the 

success of budget preparation and execution of the PBBS related to poverty reduction 

program implementation at the provincial level.  There are other areas of determinants 

that are not yet well examined.  Thus, other determinant factors are recommended to 

be explored. 
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Province 
FY 2006 Budget 

(baht) 
FY 2007 Budget 

(baht) 
FY 2008 Budget 

(baht) 

Amnad Chareon 
  

55,562,604  
  

14,421,435  
   

21,295,985   

Ang Thong 
  

12,161,463  
  

12,162,898  
   

13,769,765   

Buri Ram 
  

235,852,514  
  

37,050,136  
   

50,175,015   

Cha Choeng Sao 
  

35,504,814  
  

29,255,637  
   

27,056,090   

Chai Nat 
  

23,464,211  
  

22,631,724  
   

24,544,420   

Chaiyaphum 
  

57,481,147  
  

30,502,527  
   

46,061,420   

Chantha Buri 
  

94,964,446  
  

31,241,380  
   

34,595,670   

Chiangmai 
  

278,176,567  
  

80,413,082  
   

100,929,210   

Chiangrai 
  

124,056,570  
  

39,331,270  
   

42,518,930   

Chon Buri 
  

175,877,103  
  

27,931,858  
   

31,262,905   

Chumphon 
  

60,207,574  
  

20,570,508  
   

21,885,525   

Kalasin 
  

155,628,258  
  

26,554,189  
   

44,001,090   

Kamphaeng Phet 
  

332,342,872  
  

17,719,421  
   

26,364,780   

Kanchana Buri 
  

47,871,508  
  

22,680,567  
   

31,179,675   

Khon Kaen 
  

231,982,173  
  

45,360,863  
   

62,989,350   

Krabi 
  

26,844,112  
  

20,242,537  
   

23,022,285   

Lampang 
  

86,028,879  
  

23,522,994  
   

32,942,375   

Lamphun 
  

94,460,351  
  

20,951,762  
   

22,232,720   

Loei 
  

86,634,072  
  

23,309,177  
   

30,705,395   

Lop Buri 
  

81,507,903  
  

19,835,796  
   

26,369,645   

Mae Hong Son 
  

30,630,107  
  

22,811,066  
   

30,957,255   

Maha Sarakham 
  

150,162,949  
  

26,288,493  
   

43,115,050   

Mukdahan 
  

48,400,661  
  

21,553,406  
   

22,992,640   

Nakhon Nayok 
  

22,985,804  
  

19,200,162  
   

20,654,340   

Nakhon Pathom 
  

89,590,466  
  

18,791,830  
   

20,763,525   

Nakhon Phanom 
  

235,357,201  
  

24,595,455  
   

33,039,960   
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Province 
FY 2006 Budget 

(baht) 
FY 2007 Budget 

(baht) 
FY 2008 Budget 

(baht) 
 
Nakhon Ratchsima 

  
484,344,882 

  
58,714,188 

   
77,547,705  

Nakhon Sawan 
  

178,829,790  
  

29,131,803  
   

33,947,795   

Nakhon Si Thammaraj 
  

76,167,138  
  

70,916,183  
   

57,658,525   

Nan 
  

60,620,267  
  

50,785,317  
   

36,725,350   

Narathiwas 
  

158,470,162  
  

78,579,076  
   

138,537,540   

Nong Bua Lamphu 
  

51,975,507  
  

14,946,190  
   

24,484,475   

Nong Khai 
  

80,795,144  
  

24,025,162  
   

35,342,215   

Nonthaburi 
  

91,964,620  
  

10,929,953  
   

11,880,300   

P.N.S. Ayutthaya 
  

77,853,701  
  

66,941,190  
   

81,652,980   

Pathum Thani 
  

386,418,727  
  

24,405,374  
   

28,599,375   

Pattani 
  

188,018,515  
  

40,141,729  
   

35,106,270   

Phang Nga 
  

20,799,979  
  

15,364,070  
   

17,653,735   

Phatthalung 
  

185,749,079  
  

27,113,450  
   

25,973,150   

Phayoa 
  

66,106,737  
  

21,523,710  
   

35,508,720   

Phetchabun 
  

148,140,191  
  

22,932,383  
   

31,219,715   

Phetchaburi 
  

142,100,487  
  

30,021,081  
   

32,982,630   

Phichit 
  

40,902,544  
  

17,353,339  
   

24,610,560   

Phitsanulok 
  

60,790,075  
  

35,157,386  
   

45,619,395   

Phrae 
  

18,662,332  
  

18,844,307  
   

22,798,860   

Phuket 
  

71,979,360  
  

10,887,573  
   

15,716,215   

Prachin Buri 
  

125,331,637  
  

13,167,139  
   

21,340,050   

Prachuab Khiri Khan 
  

69,042,553  
  

22,728,502  
   

24,962,005   

Ranong 
  

43,832,654  
  

12,241,420  
   

15,214,455   

Ratchs Buri 
  

50,540,511  
  

31,156,479  
   

27,386,175   

Rayong 
  

122,307,986  
  

22,581,081  
   

22,801,850   

Roi et 
  

225,452,285  
  

31,490,709  
   

42,132,645   
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Province 
FY 2006 Budget 

(baht) 
FY 2007 Budget 

(baht) 
FY 2008 Budget 

(baht) 
 
Sa Kaew 

  
80,504,868 

   
18,768,520 

    
26,197,225  

 

Sakon Nakhon 
  

152,177,743  
  

31,050,803  
   

47,328,235   

Samut Prakan 
  

28,652,653  
  

13,942,636  
   

15,956,550   

Samut Sakhon 
  

148,617,175  
  

11,072,947  
   

12,032,560   

Samut Songkhram 
  

8,818,131  
  

9,972,074  
   

11,492,130   

Saraburi 
  

45,446,771  
  

22,696,014  
   

24,263,730   

Satun 
  

31,093,968  
  

15,276,165  
   

20,791,190   

Si Sa Ket 
  

286,175,411  
  

33,790,850  
   

40,981,555   

Sing Buri 
  

11,629,535  
  

11,818,870  
   

12,161,895   

Song Khla 
  

69,867,443  
  

56,427,997  
   

51,662,860   

Sukhothai 
  

175,866,793  
  

82,634,715  
   

31,730,090   

Suphan Buri 
  

39,270,677  
  

22,059,593  
   

26,739,490   

Surat Thani 
  

70,730,324  
  

40,729,975  
   

43,053,490   

Surin 
  

205,328,842  
  

28,212,179  
   

40,044,485   

Tak 
  

168,354,976  
  

22,275,097  
   

29,202,540   

Trang 
  

44,539,271  
  

23,745,315  
   

22,253,415   

Trat 
  

184,984,623  
  

15,147,323  
   

19,250,235   

Ubon Ratchathani 
  

254,620,680  
  

47,627,845  
   

74,116,290   

Udon Thani 
  

167,092,083  
  

33,366,559  
   

46,473,500   

Uthai Thani 
  

26,109,274  
  

17,004,967  
   

25,120,965   

Uttaradit 
  

46,978,293  
  

49,595,645  
   

27,958,505   

Yala 
  

252,545,976  
  

25,841,785  
   

24,030,250   

Yasothon 
  

98,144,553  
  

19,768,826  
   

22,708,645   
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Table B1: PBBS vs. Precision of Poverty Reduction Policy and Procedural Guidance 

Province

Strategic 
budget 
planning MTEF

Output 
specifications

Monitoring 
& evaluation PBBS

Question
 no. 1

Question
 no. 2

Question
 no.3

Question
 no. 4

Question
 no. 5

Precision 
of policy

Amnat Charoen 16 4 23 25 68 3.50 3.60 3.60 2.90 3.30 3.3800

Ang Thong 16 2 7 21 46 3.89 3.67 3.67 3.56 3.78 3.7111

Buri Ram 13 0 7 11 31 4.08 4.08 3.75 3.83 3.83 3.9167

Chachoengsao 4 1 5 9 19 4.00 3.91 3.91 3.90 3.90 3.9200

Chai Nat 13 3 6 9 31 3.92 4.08 4.00 3.55 3.82 3.9091

Chaiyaphum 13 5 11 8 37 3.44 3.44 3.67 3.11 3.22 3.3778

Chanthaburi 5 3 4 3 15 4.00 4.00 4.13 3.63 3.75 3.9000

Chiang Mai 17 2 9 8 36 3.57 3.64 3.57 3.42 3.54 3.5000

Chiang Rai 13 4 16 21 54 3.78 3.56 3.67 3.50 4.00 3.6286

Chon Buri 15 4 13 20 52 3.29 3.29 3.57 3.00 3.57 3.3429

Chumphon 18 0 15 22 55 3.55 3.18 3.18 2.82 3.18 3.1818

Kalasin 7 2 10 17 36 3.67 3.67 3.56 3.89 3.78 3.7111

Kamphaeng Phet 7 2 11 11 31 3.71 3.86 3.71 3.21 3.64 3.6286

Kanchanaburi 20 5 16 20 61 3.70 3.80 3.60 3.50 3.60 3.6400

Khon Kaen 15 3 17 18 53 3.82 3.18 3.55 3.73 3.36 3.5273

Krabi 20 8 21 27 76 3.44 2.89 3.44 3.33 3.56 3.3333

Lampang 17 2 5 7 31 3.46 3.69 3.85 3.69 3.62 3.6615

Lamphun 20 5 23 20 68 4.13 3.87 4.25 4.00 4.13 4.0750

Loei 14 2 11 12 39 3.88 4.13 3.63 3.86 3.71 3.8286

Lop Buri 6 2 8 10 26 3.80 4.10 3.90 3.56 3.89 3.8444

Mae Hong Son 9 4 18 24 55 3.64 3.55 3.73 3.18 3.55 3.5273

Maha Sarakham 15 2 6 10 33 3.50 3.50 3.50 2.75 3.00 3.2500

Mukdahan 15 1 8 17 41 3.55 3.73 3.45 3.00 3.73 3.4909

Nakhon Nayok 8 3 9 14 34 3.89 3.78 3.89 3.44 3.78 3.7556 
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Table B1 (Continued) 

Province

Strategic 
budget 
planning MTEF

Output 
specifications

Monitoring 
& evaluation PBBS

Question
 no. 1

Question
 no. 2

Question
 no.3

Question
 no. 4

Question
 no. 5

Precision 
of policy

Nakhon Pathom 18 3 16 21 58 3.89 3.56 3.78 3.11 3.56 3.5778

Nakhon Phanom 20 8 20 26 74 3.50 3.50 3.30 2.90 3.10 3.2600

Nakhon Ratchasima 18 3 7 10 38 3.67 3.67 3.58 3.42 3.42 3.5500

Nakhon Sawan 5 2 5 7 19 4.10 4.20 3.90 3.33 3.80 3.7778

Nakhon Si Thammarat 6 2 4 7 19 3.73 3.73 3.91 3.64 3.45 3.6909

Nan 17 8 21 29 75 3.82 3.91 3.90 3.64 3.45 3.7455

Narathiwat 16 2 10 12 40 3.10 3.40 3.56 3.50 3.40 3.3778

Nong Bua Lam Phu 17 5 13 22 57 3.90 3.90 3.70 3.70 3.70 3.7800

Nong Khai 11 2 12 15 40 4.00 3.60 4.00 4.00 3.90 3.9000

Nonthaburi 19 4 19 31 73 3.36 3.64 3.71 3.07 3.71 3.5000

P.N.S. Ayutthaya 8 4 8 13 33 3.50 3.58 3.58 3.33 3.45 3.4545

Pattani 15 4 14 19 52 3.50 3.75 3.83 3.25 3.42 3.5500

Phangnga 15 2 7 8 32 3.30 3.30 3.50 3.33 3.33 3.3333

Phathum Thani 3 1 5 7 16 3.56 3.89 3.56 3.44 3.89 3.6667

Phatthalung 8 2 10 14 34 3.69 4.08 3.92 3.54 3.54 3.7538

Phayao 13 2 7 7 29 4.08 3.58 3.92 3.50 3.75 3.7667

Phetchabun 17 4 16 12 49 3.56 3.89 4.33 3.43 4.14 3.8857

Phetchaburi 18 2 22 24 66 3.83 3.92 3.83 3.42 3.67 3.7333

Phichit 16 4 15 17 52 3.86 3.79 3.57 3.69 3.23 3.6462

Phitsanulok 15 6 18 27 66 3.83 3.67 3.58 3.42 3.42 3.5833

Phrachin Buri 15 0 2 2 19 3.71 4.00 3.71 3.00 3.33 3.6333

Phrae 10 1 6 7 24 3.83 3.75 3.50 3.58 3.83 3.7000

Phuket 16 5 14 9 44 3.40 3.60 3.40 3.50 3.44 3.6000

Prchuap Khiri Khan 18 4 23 33 78 3.60 3.50 3.40 3.40 3.80 3.5400

Ranong 19 8 23 2 52 3.80 4.00 3.90 3.80 3.90 3.8800 
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Table B1 (Continued) 

Province

Strategic 
budget 
planning MTEF

Output 
specifications

Monitoring 
& evaluation PBBS

Question
 no. 1

Question
 no. 2

Question
 no.3

Question
 no. 4

Question
 no. 5

Precision 
of policy

Ratchaburi 10  2  20  15  47 3.60 3.10 3.40 3.20 3.60 3.3800

Rayong 20  6  23  33  82 3.89 3.78 3.67 3.67 3.78 3.7556

Roi Et 8  2  10  7  27 3.89 3.78 3.89 3.78 3.89 3.8444

Sa Kaeo 18 6 8 10 42 3.56 3.67 3.44 3.25 3.63 3.4750

Sakon Nakhon 5 2 6 7 20 3.77 3.85 3.92 3.69 3.69 3.7846

Samut Prakan 12  3  16  12  43 3.70 3.45 4.00 3.64 3.55 3.6000

Samut Sakhon 17  3  15  26  61 3.60 3.40 3.80 3.50 4.20 3.6500

Samut Songkhram 4 1 4 7 16 3.50 3.00 3.75 3.75 3.75 3.5500

Saraburi 18 3 7 28 56 3.30 2.90 3.50 2.78 3.30 3.1333

Satun 12  2  14  23  51 3.20 3.10 3.30 3.30 3.40 3.2600

Si Sa Ket 15  6  19  25  65 4.08 4.00 4.00 3.50 3.83 3.8833

Sing Buri 13  3  12  14  42 3.60 3.80 3.80 3.20 3.40 3.5600

Songkhla 11  1  8  7  27 3.89 3.44 3.67 3.33 3.11 3.4889

Sukhothai 9 4 5 7 25 4.00 3.70 3.70 3.60 3.60 3.7200

Suphan Buri 20  5  21  26  72 3.00 3.67 3.33 3.33 3.67 3.4000

Surat Thani 8 3 13 17 41 4.33 3.83 4.00 3.83 4.17 4.0333

Surin 6 2 6 1 15 3.75 3.50 3.63 3.13 3.63 3.5250

Tak 11 3 13 5 32 3.90 3.70 3.70 3.40 3.40 3.6200

Trang 4 2 6 6 18 3.44 3.33 3.33 3.33 3.56 3.4000

Trat 18  5  20  20  63 3.50 3.62 3.62 3.67 3.56 3.5750

Ubon Ratchthani 20  3  20  21  64 3.78 3.78 3.56 3.44 3.78 3.6667

Udon Thani 17  3  11  27  58 3.91 4.09 4.18 3.82 3.91 3.9818

Uthai Thani 11  2  9  7  29 3.82 3.73 3.64 3.45 3.55 3.6364

Uttaradit 4 1 3 3 11 3.64 3.45 3.45 3.36 3.36 3.4545

Yala 13  3  11  13  40 3.73 3.55 3.36 3.09 3.45 3.4364

Yasothon 4 2 5 7 18 3.58 3.67 3.75 3.45 3.82 3.6364 
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Table B2: PBBS vs. Adequacy and Quality of Information 

Province

Strategic 
budget 
planning MTEF

Output 
specifications

Monitoring 
& evaluation PBBS

Question
 no. 1

Question
 no. 2

Question
 no.3

Question
 no. 4

Adequacy & 
quality of 
information

Amnat Charoen 16 4 23 25 68 3.70 3.60 3.50 3.78 3.5556

Ang Thong 16 2 7 21 46 3.56 3.56 3.75 3.63 3.6563

Buri Ram 13 0 7 11 31 3.50 3.50 3.58 3.58 3.5417

Chachoengsao 4 1 5 9 19 3.50 3.40 3.70 3.80 3.6000

Chai Nat 13 3 6 9 31 3.64 3.73 3.91 3.73 3.7500

Chaiyaphum 13 5 11 8 37 3.22 3.67 3.67 3.33 3.4722

Chanthaburi 5 3 4 3 15 3.13 3.38 3.63 3.38 3.3750

Chiang Mai 17 2 9 8 36 3.62 3.15 3.69 3.54 3.5000

Chiang Rai 13 4 16 21 54 3.88 3.63 3.88 3.88 3.8125

Chon Buri 15 4 13 20 52 2.71 2.86 3.14 3.14 2.9643

Chumphon 18 0 15 22 55 2.91 3.18 3.27 3.56 3.3333

Kalasin 7 2 10 17 36 3.33 2.89 3.67 3.67 3.3889

Kamphaeng Phet 7 2 11 11 31 3.64 3.71 3.64 3.64 3.6607

Kanchanaburi 20 5 16 20 61 3.60 3.60 3.70 3.60 3.6250

Khon Kaen 15 3 17 18 53 3.64 3.91 4.09 3.91 3.8864

Krabi 20 8 21 27 76 3.33 3.22 3.33 3.33 3.3056

Lampang 17 2 5 7 31 3.62 3.62 3.69 3.62 3.6346

Lamphun 20 5 23 20 68 3.71 3.86 3.71 3.71 3.7500

Loei 14 2 11 12 39 3.00 3.50 3.33 3.50 3.3333

Lop Buri 6 2 8 10 26 3.78 3.89 4.00 4.00 3.9167

Mae Hong Son 9 4 18 24 55 3.45 3.73 3.82 3.91 3.7273

Maha Sarakham 15 2 6 10 33 3.00 3.25 3.50 3.25 3.2500

Mukdahan 15 1 8 17 41 3.36 3.18 3.55 3.36 3.3636

Nakhon Nayok 8 3 9 14 34 3.67 3.67 3.56 3.67 3.6389 
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Table B2 (Continued) 

Province

Strategic 
budget 
planning MTEF

Output 
specifications

Monitoring 
& evaluation PBBS

Question
 no. 1

Question
 no. 2

Question
 no.3

Question
 no. 4

Adequacy & 
quality of 
information

Nakhon Pathom 18 3 16 21 58 3.44 3.33 3.56 3.33 3.4167

Nakhon Phanom 20 8 20 26 74 3.20 3.20 3.60 3.50 3.3750

Nakhon Ratchasima 18 3 7 10 38 3.50 3.17 3.75 3.64 3.5227

Nakhon Sawan 5 2 5 7 19 3.90 3.50 3.60 3.80 3.7000

Nakhon Si Thammarat 6 2 4 7 19 3.45 3.00 3.27 3.18 3.2273

Nan 17 8 21 29 75 3.36 3.64 3.82 3.45 3.5682

Narathiwat 16 2 10 12 40 3.30 3.60 3.80 3.70 3.6000

Nong Bua Lam Phu 17 5 13 22 57 3.80 3.40 3.80 3.40 3.6000

Nong Khai 11 2 12 15 40 3.60 3.50 3.90 3.90 3.7250

Nonthaburi 19 4 19 31 73 3.21 3.43 3.93 3.71 3.5714

P.N.S. Ayutthaya 8 4 8 13 33 3.18 3.42 3.67 3.42 3.3864

Pattani 15 4 14 19 52 3.50 3.75 3.50 3.67 3.6042

Phangnga 15 2 7 8 32 3.22 2.89 3.44 3.11 3.1667

Phathum Thani 3 1 5 7 16 3.67 3.22 3.89 3.88 3.7188

Phatthalung 8 2 10 14 34 3.46 3.69 3.62 3.75 3.6250

Phayao 13 2 7 7 29 3.67 3.58 3.83 3.50 3.6458

Phetchabun 17 4 16 12 49 3.57 3.43 4.00 3.86 3.7143

Phetchaburi 18 2 22 24 66 3.33 3.42 3.75 3.50 3.5000

Phichit 16 4 15 17 52 3.54 3.46 3.54 3.67 3.5625

Phitsanulok 15 6 18 27 66 3.67 3.50 3.83 3.67 3.6667

Phrachin Buri 15 0 2 2 19 3.17 3.17 3.17 3.00 3.1250

Phrae 10 1 6 7 24 3.42 3.17 3.75 3.64 3.5227

Phuket 16 5 14 9 44 3.11 3.20 3.60 3.22 3.1563

Prchuap Khiri Khan 18 4 23 33 78 3.30 3.40 3.70 4.00 3.6667

Ranong 19 8 23 2 52 3.60 3.70 3.80 3.90 3.7500 
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Table B2 (Continued) 

Province

Strategic 
budget 
planning MTEF

Output 
specifications

Monitoring 
& evaluation PBBS

Question
 no. 1

Question
 no. 2

Question
 no.3

Question
 no. 4

Adequacy & 
quality of 
information

Ratchaburi 10 2 20 15 47 3.70 3.40 3.60 3.10 3.4500

Rayong 20 6 23 33 82 3.78 3.56 3.67 3.56 3.6389

Roi Et 8 2 10 7 27 3.44 3.22 3.78 3.56 3.5000

Sa Kaeo 18 6 8 10 42 3.38 3.38 3.50 3.63 3.4688

Sakon Nakhon 5 2 6 7 20 3.00 3.23 3.85 3.54 3.4038

Samut Prakan 12 3 16 12 43 3.09 2.91 3.45 3.36 3.2045

Samut Sakhon 17 3 15 26 61 4.00 3.60 3.60 3.60 3.7000

Samut Songkhram 4 1 4 7 16 2.75 3.00 3.75 3.25 3.1875

Saraburi 18 3 7 28 56 3.10 3.20 3.40 3.40 3.2750

Satun 12 2 14 23 51 3.40 3.50 3.70 3.40 3.5000

Si Sa Ket 15 6 19 25 65 3.83 3.67 3.50 3.92 3.7292

Sing Buri 13 3 12 14 42 4.00 3.20 3.80 3.60 3.6500

Songkhla 11 1 8 7 27 3.00 3.00 3.44 3.22 3.1667

Sukhothai 9 4 5 7 25 3.50 3.40 3.70 3.70 3.5750

Suphan Buri 20 5 21 26 72 3.67 3.33 3.67 3.33 3.5000

Surat Thani 8 3 13 17 41 3.83 3.33 4.00 4.17 3.8333

Surin 6 2 6 1 15 3.50 3.63 3.38 3.38 3.4688

Tak 11 3 13 5 32 3.50 3.60 3.70 3.50 3.5938

Trang 4 2 6 6 18 3.33 3.56 3.67 3.67 3.5556

Trat 18 5 20 20 63 3.33 3.44 3.67 3.89 3.5833

Ubon Ratchthani 20 3 20 21 64 3.67 3.33 3.67 3.78 3.6111

Udon Thani 17 3 11 27 58 3.73 3.82 3.91 3.82 3.8182

Uthai Thani 11 2 9 7 29 3.36 3.45 3.27 3.55 3.4091

Uttaradit 4 1 3 3 11 3.45 3.45 3.91 3.73 3.6364

Yala 13 3 11 13 40 3.36 3.00 3.82 3.60 3.4250

Yasothon 4 2 5 7 18 3.36 3.36 3.55 3.64 3.4773 
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Table B3: PBBS vs. Capacity of the Provinces in Adopting PBBS in Poverty Reduction Program Implementation                                    
at the Provincial Level  

Province

Strategic 
budget 
planning MTEF

Output 
specifications

Monitoring 
& evaluation PBBS

Question 
no. 1

Question 
no. 2

Question 
no.3

Question 
no. 4

Question 
no. 5

Capacity of 
the provinces

Amnat Charoen 16 4 23 25 68 2.80 2.80 2.80 2.50 2.80 2.7400

Ang Thong 16 2 7 21 46 3.33 3.33 3.00 3.11 3.22 3.2000

Buri Ram 13 0 7 11 31 3.25 3.50 3.33 2.83 2.83 3.1500

Chachoengsao 4 1 5 9 19 2.90 2.90 2.80 2.70 2.80 2.8200

Chai Nat 13 3 6 9 31 3.25 3.42 3.25 2.67 2.92 3.1000

Chaiyaphum 13 5 11 8 37 3.11 3.11 3.00 3.11 3.22 3.1111

Chanthaburi 5 3 4 3 15 3.00 3.13 3.13 3.25 3.13 3.1250

Chiang Mai 17 2 9 8 36 3.43 3.29 3.29 3.07 3.29 3.2714

Chiang Rai 13 4 16 21 54 3.22 3.22 3.56 2.78 3.11 3.1778

Chon Buri 15 4 13 20 52 2.57 2.86 2.57 2.86 3.00 2.7714

Chumphon 18 0 15 22 55 3.09 2.73 3.09 2.73 2.91 2.9091

Kalasin 7 2 10 17 36 3.11 3.22 3.22 2.44 2.67 2.9333

Kamphaeng Phet 7 2 11 11 31 3.21 3.21 3.00 2.64 2.64 2.9429

Kanchanaburi 20 5 16 20 61 2.80 2.90 2.90 2.70 3.10 2.8800

Khon Kaen 15 3 17 18 53 3.36 3.64 3.36 3.09 3.45 3.3818

Krabi 20 8 21 27 76 2.67 3.11 2.89 2.63 3.11 2.9500

Lampang 17 2 5 7 31 3.31 3.23 3.23 3.08 2.85 3.1385

Lamphun 20 5 23 20 68 3.00 3.25 3.13 2.88 2.50 2.9500

Loei 14 2 11 12 39 3.57 3.57 3.29 3.00 2.86 3.2571

Lop Buri 6 2 8 10 26 3.22 3.56 3.11 3.11 3.33 3.2667

Mae Hong Son 9 4 18 24 55 3.00 3.36 3.64 3.00 3.09 3.2182

Maha Sarakham 15 2 6 10 33 3.00 3.00 2.75 2.25 2.00 2.6000

Mukdahan 15 1 8 17 41 3.00 2.82 3.09 2.55 2.55 2.8000

Nakhon Nayok 8 3 9 14 34 3.22 3.56 3.56 3.33 3.11 3.3556 
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Table B3 (Continued) 

Province

Strategic 
budget 
planning MTEF

Output 
specifications

Monitoring 
& evaluation PBBS

Question 
no. 1

Question 
no. 2

Question 
no.3

Question 
no. 4

Question 
no. 5

Capacity of 
the provinces

Nakhon Pathom 18 3 16 21 58 3.22 3.33 3.67 3.11 3.00 3.2667

Nakhon Phanom 20 8 20 26 74 2.90 2.90 2.70 2.40 2.50 2.6800

Nakhon Ratchasima 18 3 7 10 38 3.08 3.50 3.25 2.83 3.00 3.1333

Nakhon Sawan 5 2 5 7 19 3.40 3.50 3.30 3.20 3.10 3.3000

Nakhon Si Thammarat 6 2 4 7 19 3.18 3.36 2.91 3.00 3.00 3.0909

Nan 17 8 21 29 75 3.00 3.18 3.09 2.64 2.82 2.9455

Narathiwat 16 2 10 12 40 3.10 3.10 3.10 3.00 3.10 3.0800

Nong Bua Lam Phu 17 5 13 22 57 3.10 3.20 3.20 2.90 2.90 3.0600

Nong Khai 11 2 12 15 40 2.80 3.00 2.50 2.80 3.00 2.8200

Nonthaburi 19 4 19 31 73 3.15 3.38 3.31 2.85 3.00 3.1385

P.N.S. Ayutthaya 8 4 8 13 33 3.58 3.33 3.33 3.09 3.00 3.2364

Pattani 15 4 14 19 52 3.33 3.50 3.50 3.25 3.33 3.3833

Phangnga 15 2 7 8 32 3.00 3.11 2.89 3.00 2.78 2.9556

Phathum Thani 3 1 5 7 16 3.56 3.78 3.56 3.00 3.44 3.4667

Phatthalung 8 2 10 14 34 3.46 3.46 3.23 2.62 3.00 3.1538

Phayao 13 2 7 7 29 3.67 3.25 3.08 2.83 2.92 3.1500

Phetchabun 17 4 16 12 49 3.29 3.14 3.29 2.71 3.14 3.1143

Phetchaburi 18 2 22 24 66 3.17 3.17 2.83 2.75 2.92 2.9667

Phichit 16 4 15 17 52 3.38 3.38 3.31 3.31 3.15 3.3077

Phitsanulok 15 6 18 27 66 3.17 3.50 3.17 2.75 3.08 3.1333

Phrachin Buri 15 0 2 2 19 3.00 3.00 2.71 2.86 2.43 2.8000

Phrae 10 1 6 7 24 3.08 3.08 2.91 2.25 2.50 2.8182

Phuket 16 5 14 9 44 3.10 3.10 3.00 3.00 2.80 3.0000

Prchuap Khiri Khan 18 4 23 33 78 3.50 3.40 3.30 3.10 3.10 3.2800

Ranong 19 8 23 2 52 3.60 3.50 3.30 3.00 3.10 3.3000 
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Table B3 (Continued) 

Province

Strategic 
budget 
planning MTEF

Output 
specifications

Monitoring 
& evaluation PBBS

Question 
no. 1

Question 
no. 2

Question 
no.3

Question 
no. 4

Question 
no. 5

Capacity of 
the provinces

Ratchaburi 10 2 20 15 47 2.90 3.30 3.00 2.60 2.50 2.8600

Rayong 20 6 23 33 82 3.44 3.33 3.56 3.33 3.11 3.3556

Roi Et 8 2 10 7 27 3.22 3.44 3.22 2.89 3.00 3.1556

Sa Kaeo 18 6 8 10 42 2.87 3.13 3.13 2.88 2.75 2.9500

Sakon Nakhon 5 2 6 7 20 2.69 3.23 3.08 2.46 2.77 2.8462

Samut Prakan 12 3 16 12 43 2.55 3.09 2.82 3.18 3.18 2.9636

Samut Sakhon 17 3 15 26 61 3.40 3.40 3.00 2.40 2.80 3.0000

Samut Songkhram 4 1 4 7 16 3.75 3.25 3.00 3.25 2.50 3.1500

Saraburi 18 3 7 28 56 2.50 3.00 2.50 2.50 2.70 2.6400

Satun 12 2 14 23 51 3.10 3.20 3.50 2.80 2.80 3.0800

Si Sa Ket 15 6 19 25 65 3.25 3.42 3.25 3.08 3.00 3.2000

Sing Buri 13 3 12 14 42 3.20 3.60 3.40 2.60 3.00 3.1600

Songkhla 11 1 8 7 27 2.67 3.22 2.56 2.44 2.56 2.6889

Sukhothai 9 4 5 7 25 3.40 3.50 3.40 3.10 3.20 3.3200

Suphan Buri 20 5 21 26 72 3.17 2.67 2.83 2.33 2.17 2.6333

Surat Thani 8 3 13 17 41 3.50 3.67 3.50 3.33 3.33 3.4667

Surin 6 2 6 1 15 3.25 3.25 3.00 2.75 3.00 3.0500

Tak 11 3 13 5 32 3.50 3.50 3.30 2.50 2.90 3.1400

Trang 4 2 6 6 18 3.00 3.25 3.38 3.13 2.88 3.1250

Trat 18 5 20 20 63 2.87 3.00 3.11 3.33 3.11 3.1250

Ubon Ratchthani 20 3 20 21 64 3.11 2.78 3.11 2.67 2.89 2.9111

Udon Thani 17 3 11 27 58 3.45 3.45 3.55 3.09 3.18 3.3455

Uthai Thani 11 2 9 7 29 3.00 3.00 2.82 2.64 3.09 2.9091

Uttaradit 4 1 3 3 11 3.09 3.18 3.09 2.73 2.64 2.9455

Yala 13 3 11 13 40 3.27 3.18 3.00 2.91 2.82 3.0364

Yasothon 4 2 5 7 18 2.91 3.73 3.18 3.18 3.36 3.2727 
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Table B4: PBBS vs. The Facilitations of the Bureau of the Budget and Other Central Agencies 

Province

Strategic 
budget 
planning MTEF

Output 
specifications

Monitoring & 
evaluation PBBS

Question 
no. 1

Question 
no. 2

Question 
no.3

Question 
no. 4

Question 
no. 5

Question 
no. 6

The Facilitations 
of BOB and 
central agencies

Amnat Charoen 16 4 23 25 68 3.40 3.50 3.30 3.10 3.00 3.00 3.2167

Ang Thong 16 2 7 21 46 3.11 3.22 3.11 3.00 3.11 3.11 3.1111

Buri Ram 13 0 7 11 31 3.25 3.25 3.25 2.83 3.17 3.17 3.1528

Chachoengsao 4 1 5 9 19 3.55 3.64 3.09 3.09 2.91 3.00 3.2121

Chai Nat 13 3 6 9 31 3.73 3.55 3.27 3.17 3.08 3.08 3.2727

Chaiyaphum 13 5 11 8 37 3.22 3.33 3.22 3.11 2.78 2.89 3.0926

Chanthaburi 5 3 4 3 15 3.63 3.38 3.25 2.50 2.50 2.50 2.9583

Chiang Mai 17 2 9 8 36 3.42 3.25 3.33 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.1667

Chiang Rai 13 4 16 21 54 3.56 3.56 3.44 3.67 3.00 3.22 3.4074

Chon Buri 15 4 13 20 52 2.86 2.86 2.86 2.71 2.71 2.86 2.8095

Chumphon 18 0 15 22 55 2.90 3.00 2.60 2.80 2.30 2.60 2.7000

Kalasin 7 2 10 17 36 3.13 3.00 2.88 3.11 2.89 2.89 3.0417

Kamphaeng Phet 7 2 11 11 31 3.08 3.08 3.15 2.92 2.69 2.69 2.9359

Kanchanaburi 20 5 16 20 61 3.40 3.20 3.10 3.00 2.90 2.90 3.0833

Khon Kaen 15 3 17 18 53 3.64 3.30 3.10 3.27 3.36 3.09 3.2167

Krabi 20 8 21 27 76 2.89 3.22 2.89 2.78 2.78 2.78 2.8889

Lampang 17 2 5 7 31 3.31 3.00 2.92 2.62 2.62 2.62 2.9167

Lamphun 20 5 23 20 68 3.57 3.29 3.43 3.00 3.00 2.86 3.1905

Loei 14 2 11 12 39 3.71 3.71 3.29 3.14 3.14 3.00 3.3333

Lop Buri 6 2 8 10 26 3.33 3.56 3.56 3.22 3.22 3.33 3.3704

Mae Hong Son 9 4 18 24 55 3.64 3.55 3.55 3.55 3.36 3.18 3.4697

Maha Sarakham 15 2 6 10 33 2.75 2.25 2.50 2.25 2.00 2.25 2.3333

Mukdahan 15 1 8 17 41 3.27 3.09 3.00 2.82 2.55 2.73 2.9091

Nakhon Nayok 8 3 9 14 34 3.56 3.44 3.22 2.89 3.11 2.89 3.1852 
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Table B4 (Continued) 

Province

Strategic 
budget 
planning MTEF

Output 
specifications

Monitoring & 
evaluation PBBS

Question 
no. 1

Question 
no. 2

Question 
no.3

Question 
no. 4

Question 
no. 5

Question 
no. 6

The Facilitations 
of BOB and 
central agencies

Nakhon Pathom 18 3 16 21 58 3.25 3.75 3.38 3.44 2.89 3.11 3.2500

Nakhon Phanom 20 8 20 26 74 3.10 2.80 2.80 2.70 2.60 2.80 2.8000

Nakhon Ratchasima 18 3 7 10 38 2.83 3.00 2.75 2.83 3.08 2.92 2.9028

Nakhon Sawan 5 2 5 7 19 3.12 3.44 2.89 2.75 2.87 3.00 3.0208

Nakhon Si Thammarat 6 2 4 7 19 3.10 3.20 3.10 2.90 3.10 3.10 3.0833

Nan 17 8 21 29 75 3.36 3.45 3.09 2.91 3.09 2.91 3.1364

Narathiwat 16 2 10 12 40 3.22 3.22 2.90 3.00 2.90 3.00 3.0741

Nong Bua Lam Phu 17 5 13 22 57 3.70 3.60 3.30 3.10 2.90 2.90 3.2500

Nong Khai 11 2 12 15 40 3.30 3.30 3.20 3.00 3.20 2.70 3.1167

Nonthaburi 19 4 19 31 73 3.14 3.14 3.36 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.1071

P.N.S. Ayutthaya 8 4 8 13 33 3.64 3.58 3.50 3.25 3.42 3.25 3.4394

Pattani 15 4 14 19 52 3.33 3.00 3.00 3.17 2.83 2.92 3.0417

Phangnga 15 2 7 8 32 3.10 3.00 2.70 2.60 2.50 2.40 2.7167

Phathum Thani 3 1 5 7 16 3.33 3.56 3.44 3.33 3.33 3.22 3.3704

Phatthalung 8 2 10 14 34 3.17 3.25 3.25 3.08 3.00 3.25 3.1667

Phayao 13 2 7 7 29 3.33 3.67 3.42 3.17 3.00 3.17 3.2917

Phetchabun 17 4 16 12 49 2.75 3.22 2.89 2.67 2.33 2.56 2.8958

Phetchaburi 18 2 22 24 66 3.08 3.17 3.25 3.00 2.58 2.75 2.9722

Phichit 16 4 15 17 52 3.77 3.46 3.38 3.38 3.46 3.31 3.4615

Phitsanulok 15 6 18 27 66 3.50 3.50 3.58 3.75 3.64 3.45 3.6061

Phrachin Buri 15 0 2 2 19 3.00 2.71 2.71 2.14 2.00 2.00 2.4286

Phrae 10 1 6 7 24 3.25 2.83 3.00 2.83 2.83 2.83 2.9306

Phuket 16 5 14 9 44 3.30 3.40 3.20 3.20 3.20 3.10 3.2333

Prchuap Khiri Khan 18 4 23 33 78 3.40 3.60 3.50 2.90 3.10 3.00 3.2500

Ranong 19 8 23 2 52 3.30 3.30 3.30 3.00 2.80 3.10 3.1333 
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Table B4 (Continued) 

Province

Strategic 
budget 
planning MTEF

Output 
specifications

Monitoring & 
evaluation PBBS

Question 
no. 1

Question 
no. 2

Question 
no.3

Question 
no. 4

Question 
no. 5

Question 
no. 6

The Facilitations 
of BOB and 
central agencies

Ratchaburi 10 2 20 15 47 3.11 2.89 2.56 2.78 2.67 2.67 2.7778

Rayong 20 6 23 33 82 3.22 3.33 3.33 3.11 3.22 3.22 3.2407

Roi Et 8 2 10 7 27 3.00 3.11 3.22 2.89 2.78 3.22 3.0370

Sa Kaeo 18 6 8 10 42 3.44 3.22 3.11 2.89 3.11 3.00 3.1296

Sakon Nakhon 5 2 6 7 20 3.15 2.92 2.85 2.69 2.69 2.77 2.8462

Samut Prakan 12 3 16 12 43 3.22 3.22 3.22 3.00 2.80 2.90 3.0370

Samut Sakhon 17 3 15 26 61 3.75 3.50 3.25 3.00 3.25 3.00 3.2917

Samut Songkhram 4 1 4 7 16 3.50 2.75 3.25 2.75 3.50 3.00 3.1250

Saraburi 18 3 7 28 56 3.00 2.90 2.80 2.80 2.60 2.50 2.7667

Satun 12 2 14 23 51 3.30 3.00 3.10 2.70 2.40 2.60 2.8500

Si Sa Ket 15 6 19 25 65 3.92 3.58 3.42 3.25 3.00 3.33 3.4167

Sing Buri 13 3 12 14 42 3.60 3.20 2.80 2.80 2.80 2.80 3.0000

Songkhla 11 1 8 7 27 3.38 3.25 3.00 3.00 2.87 2.87 3.0625

Sukhothai 9 4 5 7 25 3.30 3.20 3.20 3.10 3.20 3.10 3.1833

Suphan Buri 20 5 21 26 72 3.33 3.00 2.67 2.17 2.17 2.67 2.6667

Surat Thani 8 3 13 17 41 3.33 3.33 3.33 3.33 3.00 3.00 3.2222

Surin 6 2 6 1 15 3.14 3.14 2.75 2.75 2.13 2.13 2.7619

Tak 11 3 13 5 32 3.80 3.40 3.10 3.11 3.00 3.22 3.2778

Trang 4 2 6 6 18 2.89 2.89 2.67 2.56 2.67 2.67 2.7222

Trat 18 5 20 20 63 3.33 3.13 3.13 3.33 3.33 3.22 3.1875

Ubon Ratchthani 20 3 20 21 64 3.13 3.63 3.33 2.89 2.89 3.22 3.1875

Udon Thani 17 3 11 27 58 3.64 3.82 3.45 3.36 3.27 3.18 3.4545

Uthai Thani 11 2 9 7 29 3.45 3.45 3.36 3.27 3.18 3.09 3.3030

Uttaradit 4 1 3 3 11 3.00 2.90 3.00 2.80 2.70 2.80 2.8667

Yala 13 3 11 13 40 2.70 3.10 3.00 2.70 2.40 2.40 2.7167

Yasothon 4 2 5 7 18 3.33 3.33 3.25 2.83 2.83 2.75 3.0556 
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APPENDIX C   

QUESTIONNAIRES SET I  

(IN ENGLISH) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Survey Questions 

Set I 

“Performance Based Budgeting System” 

(A Study of Poverty Reduction Policy in Thailand) 
 

Part I  : Personal Data 

Part II : Budget Preparations and Budget Executions Data  

             (Related to Poverty Reduction Policy in Thailand)  

 

Part I  : Personal Data 

Please       in          or fill in the blank for the most appropriate answer. 
1.  Gender   Male    Female  
2. Age    …….. years 
3. Education Levels 
         Lower than Bachelor Degree         Bachelor Degree         Higher than Bachelor Degree 

         (Please  specific…………………  )  
4. Your Current Position  …………………………………………………. 
    Current Office    …………………………………………………. 
    Ministry      …………………………………………………. 
5. How long you are in current position?  ……..years 

6. Province………………………………… 
7. Region 
  North    Central            Northeastern          South     
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Part II : Budget preparation and execution (related to poverty reduction in the 

provincial level) 

Please       in          for the most appropriate answer. 
(The answer can be selected more than once)   

1.  In each fiscal year, is budget for poverty reduction the largest portion in the 

province? 
    Fiscal Year 2004             Yes                   No 
    Fiscal Year 2005             Yes                    No 

     Fiscal Year 2006                        Yes                    No 
    Fiscal Year 2007                             Yes                    No 
     Fiscal Year 2008                             Yes                    No 
2.  Poverty reduction policy implementation  

     2.1 Does the province review poverty problems annually? 

          Yes   No    
       

2.2  Does the province plan for poverty reduction annually?  

Yes, my province has:               No 

Vision                       
      Mission                         

Provincial Strategy                                     
               Service Plans                        
          Key Success Factors                          

      Key Performance Indicators                          
             Quantity                Quality                      
             Timeliness             Cost                 

2.3 Poverty Reduction Strategy of the province is aligned with 

        Government Policy          Provincial Development Plan 
        National Development Plan        Provincial Action Plan 

    Ministry’s  Strategies  
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2.4 Service delivery target, that is consistent with the poverty reduction policy    
        Precisely identify target group, service delivery time interval and   
     methodology  

        Easy to implement and high feasibility  

2.5 Service delivery target is consistent with  

    Ministry’s  Strategies  
    Budget  Allocation  Strategies  
    National  Strategy  Target  

3. Medium Term Expenditures Frameworks (MTEF) of the Provinces 
  3.1 In poverty reduction budget preparation, the province prepares for the budget 
burden for the next 3 years    
        Yes, in preparing budget burden for next 3 year,             No 
    the  province  considers:       

               Based line expenditures 
               Commitment expenditures 
               Fundamental mission expenditures 
               Strategic expenditures 
  3.2 The province uses the following data in preparing the Medium Term  

      Expenditures Frameworks 
          Economic indicators, for example: Inflation Rate, Currency  
          Exchange Rate, Price Index, and etc. 
          New government strategies 
          Provincial performance reports 

          Provincial financial reports 
 
4. Provincial poverty reduction output specification 
  4.1 Is the provincial poverty reduction output specification consistent with the  2

     mission and responsibility of the province? 

     Yes    No 
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  4.2 In reviewing the poverty reduction output, the province reviews the following issues:  
          The consistency between poverty reduction output and provincial  
          strategies  

          The effect of poverty reduction output to the provincial strategy 
          The precision of target group of the poverty reduction output  
          The precision of outcome of the poverty reduction service  
      delivery  
          The cost effectiveness of poverty reduction budgeting 

          The appropriation of the time interval of the poverty reduction  
          service delivery 
          The prioritization of the poverty reduction output  
          The overlapping of the poverty reduction output  
  4.3 In the poverty reduction output specification, the province has: 

      Primary activities    Secondary activities         Supporting activities 
  4.4 The province uses poverty reduction output specification as: 
          primary data for provincial poverty reduction appropriation 

  primary data in provincial poverty reduction process and  
  efficiency  development 

  primary data in comparing provincial poverty reduction outputs  
  from different departments/agencies 

  4.5 Provincial poverty reduction outputs indicators are:  
      correct  
      precise  

      concrete/specific  
      prioritized  
          divided into: 
          Quantity        Quality                        
                 Timeliness        Cost   

5. Monitoring and evaluation of provincial poverty reduction 
  5.1 Provincial poverty reduction performance reporting is: 
      true  
          complete as requested by central agencies  

          on time 



256 
 

          compliant with action plan 
          compliant wirth rules and regulations 
          able to expose provincial poverty reduction budget  

           appropriation and budget monitoring 
          able to benchmark among target outputs 
          able to benchmark among service plans    
  5.2 Provincial poverty reduction financial reporting is:  
      true  

          complete as requested by central agencies 
          transparent and accountable 
          easily to understand 
      reliable  
      comparable  

          on time 
          able to expose complete financial status of the province 
          able to expose complete financial status of the department in  
          the province 
          able to expose external budget, commitment and financial  

           burden related to provincial poverty reduction 
  5.3 Provincial poverty reduction action plan and budget plan is: 
      compliant with the format requested by the Bureau of the Budget        
      sent on time 
  5.4 Provincial poverty reduction internal control system is/has: 

          complete; it covers every potential risk. 
          appropriate to the environment 
          cost effective 
      implemented  
          developed to cope with changes 

  5.5 Provincial poverty reduction evaluation is concerned with: 
          Cluster/provincial strategies         
           The government four-year plans 
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  5.6 Provincial poverty reduction evaluation is done in the following steps:  
         Pre-evaluation      On going evaluation             Post-evaluation 

  5.7 Provincial poverty reduction evaluation reporting has: 
       specific time frame        specific reporter and receiver 
  5.8 Province uses monitoring and evaluation guidance from: 

         Office of the Public Sector Development Commission (OPDC)        
       the Bureau of the Budget 
    Academic  institution       
      Others (please specific)……………….. 
  5.9 Does province have plans to analyze data from monitoring and evaluation?  

   Yes   No 

………………………………………………… 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX D   

QUESTIONNAIRES SET I  

(IN THAI) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

แบบสอบถาม 

เรื่อง ระบบงบประมาณแบบมุงเนนผลงาน 

 (กรณีศึกษาการนํานโยบายแกไขปญหาความยากจนไปสูการปฏิบัติในประเทศไทย) 
 

คําชี้แจง: แบบสอบถามประกอบดวย 2 สวน 

สวนที่ 1: ขอมูลที่เกี่ยวของกับผูตอบแบบสอบถาม 
สวนที่ 2: ขอมูลเกี่ยวกับการจัดสรรและเบิกจายงบประมาณ (ในสวนที่เกี่ยวกับการแกไขความ

ยากจนในจังหวัด) 
 

สวนที่ 1: ขอมูลที่เกี่ยวของกับผูตอบแบบสอบถาม 

โปรดทําเครื่องหมาย        ใน        หรือเติมคําในชองวางตามความเปนจริง 
1. เพศ    ชาย    หญิง 
2. อายุ   …….. ป 
3. ระดับการศึกษาสูงสุด 

         ต่ํากวาระดับปริญญา            ระดับปริญญาตรี           สูงกวาระดับปริญญาตรี  
                                                                             (โปรดระบุ)………………… 
4. ตําแหนงปจจุบัน ………………………………………………….  
    สังกัดหนวยงาน ………………………………………………….  
    สังกัดกระทรวง ………………………………………………….  

5. ทานดํารงตําแหนงปจจุบันเปนเวลา ……..ป 
6. จังหวัด………………………………… 
7. จังหวัดอยูในภาค 
 เหนือ  กลาง       ตะวันออกเฉียงเหนือ        ใต   
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สวนที่ 2: ขอมูลเกี่ยวกับการจัดสรรและเบิกจายงบประมาณ (ในสวนที่เกี่ยวกับการแกไข

ความยากจนในจังหวัด) 

โปรดทําเครื่องหมาย        ใน        หรือเติมคําในชองวางตามความเปนจริง  

(ทานสามารถเลือกตอบไดมากกวา 1 คําตอบ หากขอใดไมมีคําตอบที่เหมาะสม กรุณา

เวนวางไว) 

1.  ในแตละปงบประมาณที่ผานมา จังหวัดไดรับการจัดสรรงบประมาณภายใตยุทธศาสตร

การแกไขความยากจนเปนวงเงินมากที่สุด เมื่อเปรียบเทียบกับวงเงินงบประมาณ

รวมของจังหวัด 

    ปงบประมาณ พ.ศ. 2547                      ใช                     ไมใช 
    ปงบประมาณ พ.ศ. 2548                      ใช             ไมใช 
     ปงบประมาณ พ.ศ. 2549                      ใช             ไมใช 

    ปงบประมาณ พ.ศ. 2550                      ใช             ไมใช 
     ปงบประมาณ พ.ศ. 2551                      ใช             ไมใช 
2.  การแปลงนโยบายการแกไขความยากจนลงสูการปฏิบัติ 

     2.1  จังหวัดมีการวิเคราะหสภาพปญหาความยากจนในจังหวัด เปนประจําทุกป

             ใช    ไมใช    

2.2 การกําหนดทิศทางในอนาคตที่เกี่ยวกับการแกไขความยากจนในจังหวัดเปนประจําทุกป 

ใช จังหวัดมีการกําหนดในหัวขอ ดังนี้       ไมใช 
วิสัยทัศน                     
พันธกิจ                       
ยุทธศาสตรจังหวัด                                       

              เปาประสงค                        

          ปจจัยสูความสําเร็จ                          
   ตัวชี้วัดความสําเร็จ                          
             มิติปริมาณ        มิติคุณภาพ   
                           มิติเวลา          มิติตนทุน             

2.3 ยุทธศาสตรที่เกี่ยวกับการแกไขความยากจนในจังหวัด สอดคลองกับ

     นโยบายรัฐบาล    แผนพัฒนาจังหวัด 
     ทิศทางการพัฒนาประเทศ  แผนปฏิบัติการจังหวัด 
     ยุทธศาสตรกระทรวง 
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2.4 เปาหมายการใหบริการจังหวัดที่เกี่ยวกับการแกไขความยากจน 
      มีความชัดเจน โดยระบุถึงกลุมผูรับบริการ  
      กําหนดระยะเวลาในการใหบริการ และวิธีการใหบริการ 

      สามารถดําเนินงานไดจริง และมีความเปนไปไดสูง 

2.5 เปาหมายการใหบริการจังหวัดที่เกี่ยวกับการแกไขความยากจน สอดคลองกับ 

      ยุทธศาสตรการดําเนินงานกระทรวง 
      ยุทธศาสตรการจัดสรรงบประมาณ 
      เปาหมายยุทธศาสตรชาติ 

3. การจัดทําประมาณการรายจายลวงหนาของจังหวัด 
 3.1  ในการจัดทํางบประมาณที่เกี่ยวกับการแกไขความยากจน จังหวัดไดคํานึงถึงภาระ 
            งบประมาณที่จะเกิดขึ้นใน 3 ปขางหนา       
     ใช โดยจังหวัดไดคํานึงถึงในเรื่องดังตอไปนี้  ไมใช 
               รายจายประจําขั้นต่ํา 

              รายจายตามขอผูกพัน 
              รายจายภารกิจพื้นฐาน 
             รายจายตามยุทธศาสตร  
 3.2  จังหวัดใชขอมูลตอไปนี้ในการคาดการณรายจายลวงหนาที่เกี่ยวกับการแกไขความ 
            ยากจน 

      ตัวชี้วัดทางเศรษฐกิจ เชน อัตราเงินเฟอ อัตราแลกเปลี่ยน 
      เงินตราตางประเทศ ดัชนีราคาสินคา (Price Index) ฯลฯ 
      ยุทธศาสตร หรือ นโยบายใหมของรัฐบาล 
      ผลการดําเนินงานของจังหวัด 
      รายงานทางการเงินของจังหวัด 

 
4. การจัดทําผลผลิตที่เกี่ยวกับการแกไขความยากจนของจังหวัด 2

 4.1  ผลผลิตที่เกี่ยวของกับการแกไขความยากจนของจังหวัดสอดคลองกับภารกิจหลัก  
            และหนาที่ความรับผิดชอบของจังหวัด 
     ใช    ไมใช 
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 4.2  การทบทวนผลผลิต/โครงการที่เกี่ยวของกับการแกไขความยากจน มีการทบทวนใน 

            เรื่องดังตอไปนี้ 
      ความสอดคลองของผลผลิตที่เกี่ยวกับการแกไขความยากจน กับ 
      ยุทธศาสตรจังหวัด 
      ความสําคัญของผลผลิต/โครงการที่เกี่ยวกับการแกไขความยากจน  

      ที่มีตอยุทธศาสตรจังหวัด 
      ความชัดเจนของกลุมเปาหมายของผลผลิตที่เกี่ยวกับการแกไข 
      ความยากจน  
      ความชัดเจนของผลลัพธจากการใหบริการที่เกี่ยวกับการแกไขความ 
      ยากจน 

      ความคุมคาของงบประมาณที่ใชดําเนินการเพื่อแกไขความยากจน 
      ความเหมาะสมของระยะเวลาในการดําเนินการเพื่อแกไขความ 
      ยากจน 
      การจัดลําดับความสําคัญ/ความจําเปน 
      ความซ้ําซอนกับผลผลิต/โครงการของหนวยงานอื่น 

 4.3  ในการจัดทําผลผลิตที่เกี่ยวกับการแกไขความยากจนของจังหวัด จังหวัดมีการ 
            กําหนดกิจกรรม ดังนี้ 
   กิจกรรมหลัก  กิจกรรมรอง  กิจกรรมสนับสนุน 
 4.4  จังหวัดใชขอมูลตนทุนผลผลิตที่เกี่ยวกับการแกไขความยากจนในการตัดสินใจ 
            ทางการบริหารในเรื่องดังตอไปนี้ 

      ใชเปนขอมูลสําหรับขอรับการจัดสรรงบประมาณเพื่อแกไขความ 
      ยากจนภายในจังหวัด 

  ใชเปนขอมูลในการปรับปรุงกระบวนการ และการเพิ่มประสิทธิภาพ 
  ของการจัดทําผลผลิตที่เกี่ยวของกับการแกไขความยากจนใน 
  อนาคต 

  ใชในการเปรียบเทียบผลผลิตการแกไขความยากจนที่มีลักษณะ 
  ใกลเคียงกัน ทั้งภายในหนวยงานและภายนอกหนวยงาน 
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 4.5  ตัวชี้วัดผลผลิตที่เกี่ยวของกับการแกไขความยากจนในจังหวัด 
      มีความถูกตอง 
      มีความชัดเจน 

      มีความเปนรูปธรรม 
      มีการจัดลําดับความสําคัญ 
      สามารถแยกออก เปน 
     มิติปริมาณ        มิติคุณภาพ   
                     มิติเวลา         มิติตนทุน  

5. การติดตามและประเมินผลการแกไขความยากจนในจังหวัด 
 5.1  การรายงานผลการดําเนินงานที่เกี่ยวกับการแกไขความยากจนของจังหวัด 
      เปนไปตามความเปนจริง 
      มีรายการครบถวนตามหลักเกณฑที่หนวยงานกลางกําหนด 
      สงตรงเวลา 

      เปนไปตามแผนการปฏิบัติงานที่กําหนดไว 
      เปนไปตามกฎระเบียบตางๆ ที่เกี่ยวของ 
      แสดงถึงการจัดสรรงบประมาณ การติดตาม ควบคุมคาใชจาย 
      งบประมาณเพื่อการแกไขความยากจนของจังหวัด 
      แสดงถึงเปาหมายผลผลิต/โครงการที่สามารถเปรียบเทียบได 

      แสดงถึงเปาประสงคของผลผลิต/โครงการที่สามารถเปรียบเทียบได
  
 5.2  การรายงานทางการเงินที่เกี่ยวกับการแกไขความยากจนของจังหวัด 
      เปนไปตามความเปนจริง 
      มีรายการครบถวนตามหลักเกณฑที่หนวยงานกลางกําหนด 

      มีความโปรงใสตรวจสอบได 
      เขาใจงาย 
      มีความนาเชื่อถือ 
      สามารถนําขอมูลไปเปรียบเทียบได 
      สงตรงเวลา 

      สามารถแสดงสถานภาพทางการเงินรวมของจังหวัด 
      สามารถแสดงสถานภาพทางการเงินของหนวยงานยอยภายใน 
      จังหวัด 
      แสดงเงินนอกงบประมาณ ภาระผูกพันและภาระหนี้ที่อาจเกิดขึ้นใน 

      อนาคตที่เกี่ยวกับการแกไขความยากจนของจังหวัด 
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 5.3  แผนปฏิบัติงาน และแผนการใชจายงบประมาณที่เกี่ยวกับการแกไขความยากจนของ 
           จังหวัด 
   มีรูปแบบตามที่สํานักงบประมาณกําหนด         สงตรงเวลา 

 5.4  ระบบการควบคุมภายในที่เกี่ยวกับการแกไขความยากจนของจังหวัด 
      มีความรัดกุม ครอบคลุมทุกประเด็นความเสี่ยง 
      มีความเหมาะสมกับสภาวการณในจังหวัด 
      มีความคุมคาเมื่อเปรียบเทียบกับคาใชจายที่เสียไป 
      มีการปฏิบัติจริง 

      ไดปรับปรุงใหสอดคลองกับสถานการณที่เปลี่ยนแปลงอยูเสมอ 
 5.5  การประเมินผลที่เกี่ยวกับการแกไขความยากจนของจังหวัด จังหวัดมีการประเมินผล  
           ดังนี้ 
      การประเมินประเด็นยุทธศาสตรของกลุมจังหวัด/จังหวัด        
           การประเมินประเด็นยุทธศาสตรของแผนการบริหารราชการแผนดิน 

 5.6  จังหวัดมีการประเมินผลที่เกี่ยวกับการแกไขความยากจนของจังหวัด ตามขั้นตอน  
   ดังนี้ 
       ประเมินผลกอนการดําเนินงาน  ประเมินผลระหวางการดําเนินงาน                       

               ประเมินผลหลังการดําเนินงาน 

 5.7  รายงานการติดตามและประเมินผลที่เกี่ยวกับการแกไขความยากจนของจังหวัด 
   มีกําหนดเวลาที่แนนอน    ระบุผูรายงานและ 
         ผูรับรายงานชัดเจน 
 5.8  จังหวัดไดยึดถือหลักเกณฑเพื่อใชในการการติดตามและประเมินผลจาก 
       สํานักงาน ก.พ.ร.     สํานักงบประมาณ  

   สถาบันการศึกษา    อ่ืนๆ (โปรดระบุ)……….. 
 5.9  จังหวัดมีการวางแผนการวิเคราะหขอมูลจากการการติดตามและประเมินผลการ 
            ดําเนินงานเกี่ยวกับการแกไขความยากจนของจังหวัด 
   ใช   ไมใช 

………………………………………………… 
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Survey Questions 

Set II 

“Performance Based Budgeting System” 

 (A Study of Poverty Reduction Policy in Thailand) 
 

Part I  : Personal data 

Part II : Factors affecting the successfulness of budget preparation and execution 

in PBBS in  poverty reduction program implementation at the provincial level’s 

data  
 

Part I  : Personal Data 

Please       in          or fill in the blank for the most appropriate answer. 
1.  Gender   Male    Female  
2. Age    …….. years 

3. Education Levels 
         Lower than Bachelor Degree            Bachelor Degree      
         Higher than Bachelor Degree     (Please specific………………… ) 
4. Your Current Position  …………………………………………………. 
    Current Office    …………………………………………………. 

    Ministry      …………………………………………………. 
5. How long you are in current position?  ……..years 
6. Province………………………………… 
7. Region 
  North    Central            Northeastern          South  
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Part II : Factors affecting the successfulness of budget preparation and execution 

in PBBS in poverty reduction program implementation at the provincial level’s 

data  

Indicate your opinion about each statement in the following list of statements 

by putting a check     in the appropriate column 

 

Statements 

     

1. Precision of poverty reduction policy and procedural guidance 

1.1 Poverty reduction policy is precisely determined 
and easy to understand. 

     

1.2 Poverty reduction policy’s target groups are 
precisely defined (“the poor” is well defined and 
classified). 

     

1.3 Poverty reduction policy’s goals, objectives, 

and guidance are precisely identified. 

     

1.4 Poverty reduction policy has objective to be 
compared in benchmarking. 

     

1.5 The responsible parties of poverty reduction 
policy are identified clearly. 

     

2. Adequacy and quality of information  

2.1 You have enough information about poverty 
reduction strategy/policy. 

     

2.2 You usually acquire information related to 

poverty reduction strategy/policy for budget 
preparation and execution.  
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Statements 
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2.3 In budget preparation and execution, you 
usually revise all available source of information, 
study of possible alternatives, and search for 

feasibility.  

     

2.4 In budget preparation and execution, you know 
how to accomplish the targets and objectives of 

each poverty reduction program implementation.  

     

2.5 You collect all possible alternatives in order to 
accomplish the targets and objectives of each 
poverty reduction policy implementation. 

     

2.6 You receive poverty information from: 

  2.6.1 visiting citizens and communities      

  2.6.2 citizens’ complaint      

  2.6.3 studying, researching, and experiencing      

  2.6.4 explanations of the government agencies       

  2.6.5 newspapers and telecommunication      

  2.6.6 monitoring and evaluation reporting       

  2.6.7 academic papers      

  2.6.8 reports of communities meetings      

3. Executives’ support in adopting PBBS in poverty reduction program 

implementation at the provincial level 

3.1 Provincial executives have important roles in 
supporting budget preparation and execution 
related to poverty reduction policy implementation. 

     

3.2 Provincial executives facilitate all conveniences 
for provincial officials related to budget preparation 
and execution in poverty reduction policy 
implementation. 
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Statements 

     

3.3 Provincial executives provide budget 
preparation and execution consultations related to 
related poverty reduction policy implementation to 

provincial officials. 

     

3.4 Provincial executives give appropriate supports, 
in term of time and financial resources, to 

provincial officials in budget preparation and 
execution related to poverty reduction policy 
implementation. 
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3.5 Provincial executives give appropriate support 

and rewards in budget preparation and execution 
related to poverty reduction policy implementation 
to provincial officials. 

     

3.6 Provincial executives can solve problems in 
budget preparation and execution related to 
poverty reduction policy implementation.  

     

4. Capacity of the provinces in adopting PBBS in poverty reduction program 

implementation at the provincial level 

4.1 Province has enough officials for budget 

preparation and execution related to poverty 
reduction policy implementation. 

     

4.2 Provincial officials have skills in budget 

preparation and execution related to poverty 
reduction policy implementation. 

     

4.3 Province has enough time in budget 

preparation and execution related to poverty 
reduction policy implementation. 
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Statements 

     

4.4 Province has enough financial resources in 
budget preparation and execution related to 
poverty reduction policy implementation. 

     

4.5 Province has enough instruments and 
technologies in budget preparation and execution 
related to poverty reduction policy implementation. 
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5. Provincial officers’ disposition in adopting PBBS in poverty reduction 

program implementation at the provincial level 

5.1 Provincial officials have willingness regarding 
budget preparation and execution related to 
poverty reduction policy implementation. 

     

5.2 Provincial officials perceive importance/benefits 
of budget preparation and execution related to 
poverty reduction policy implementation.  

     

5.3 Provincial officials accept objectives and 
targets of budget preparation and execution related 
to poverty reduction policy implementation.  

     

5.4 Provincial officials understand budget 
preparation and execution related to poverty 
reduction policy implementation.  

     

5.5 Provincial officials do not resist budget 
preparation and execution related to poverty 
reduction policy implementation.   

     

5.6 Provincial officials participate in budget 
preparation and execution related to poverty 
reduction policy implementation. 
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Statements 

     

5.7 Provincial officials have commitment to 
responsibility for the budget preparation and 
execution related to poverty reduction policy 

implementation. 

     

6. Ability of province to induce people participations in the process of PBBS in 

poverty reduction program implementation at the provincial level 

6.1 In the previous fiscal year, the stakeholders of 
budget preparation and execution related to 
poverty reduction policy implementation are 

analyzed.  

 

Str
on
gly
 di
sa
gr
ee
 

 Str
on
gly
 A
gr
ee
 

Ne
utr
al
 

 
Dis
ag
re
e 

 

Ag
re
e 

    

6.2 There are opportunities for people’s 
participations in the process of budget preparation 

related to poverty reduction policy implementation. 

     

6.3 There are opportunities for people’s 
participations in targeting the poor in the province. 

     

6.4 There are opportunities for people’s 
participations in making decisions in budget 
preparation and execution related to poverty 
reduction policy implementation.  

     

6.5 Citizens are able to expose their wants 
regarding budget preparation and execution related 
to poverty reduction policy implementation.  

     

6.6 There are opportunities for people to expose 
their satisfactions with in budget preparation and 
execution related to poverty reduction policy 

implementation.  

     

6.7 The satisfaction of the people with budget 
preparation and execution related to poverty 

reduction policy implementation is evaluated.  
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Statements 

     

6.8 There are public hearings and meetings on 
budget preparation and execution related to 
poverty reduction policy implementation.  

     

7. Facilitation of the Bureau of the Budget and other central agencies 

7.1 The Bureau of the Budget and other central 
agencies have distinctive roles and responsibilities 
in budget preparation and execution related to 

poverty reduction policy implementation 

Ne
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7.2 There are consistency of guidance and 
standards in budget preparation and execution 

related to poverty reduction policy implementation.  

     

7.3 Guidance and standards issued by both the 
Bureau of the Budget and other central agencies 

are precisely identified and easy to understand. 

     

7.4 There are enough documents, standards, and 
methodologies in budget preparation and execution 

related to poverty reduction policy implementation 
issued by both the Bureau of the Budget and other 
central agencies. 

     

7.5 The Bureau of the Budget’s and other central 

agencies’ officials assist, cooperate, and 
communicate with provincial officials in budget 
preparation and execution related to poverty 
reduction policy implementation.  

     

7.6 The Bureau of the Budget’s and other central 
agencies’ officials develop and alter guidance and 
standards in budget preparation and execution 
related to poverty reduction policy implementation 

in order to cope with environmental changes. 

     

 



273 
 

 

Statements 

     

8. Inter-organizational communication and incorporation among related 

agencies 
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8.1 Provincial officials have good relationships with 
the Bureau of the Budget’s officials and other 
central agencies’ officials.  

     

8.2 There are good relationships among the 
Bureau of the Budget’s officials and other central 
agencies’ officials. 

     

8.3 Provincial officials, the Bureau of the Budget’s 
officials and other central agencies’ officials always 
communicate to each others.  

     

8.4 There is communication, assistance, and 
information sharing among provincial officials.  

     

8.5 Local communities, NGOs, private parties, and 

provincial officials cooperate with each others in 
budget preparation and execution related to 
poverty reduction policy implementation.  

     

8.6 In the province, there is well-performed 
integrations of projects related to poverty reduction 
policy.  

     

8.7 Among the provinces, there are well-performed 
integrations of projects related to poverty reduction 
policy.  

     

 
 
Thank you for your full cooperation 
Mrs. Buddhima Trakarnvanich 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX F   

QUESTIONNAIRES SET II  

(IN THAI) 

 



 

แบบสอบถาม 

เรื่อง ปจจัยที่มีผลตอความสําเร็จของระบบงบประมาณแบบมุงเนนผลงาน 

(กรณีศึกษาการนํานโยบายแกไขปญหาความยากจนไปสูการปฏิบัติในประเทศไทย) 
 

คําชี้แจง: แบบสอบถามประกอบดวย 2 สวน 

สวนที่ 1: ขอมูลที่เกี่ยวของกับผูตอบแบบสอบถาม 
สวนที่ 2: ขอมูลเกี่ยวกับปจจัยที่มีผลตอความสําเร็จในการจัดทําและบริหารงบประมาณ ในการแกไข

ความยากจน 
 

สวนที่ 1: ขอมูลที่เกี่ยวของกับผูตอบแบบสอบถาม 

โปรดทําเครื่องหมาย        ใน        หรือเติมคําในชองวางตามความเปนจริง 
1. เพศ    ชาย    หญิง 
2. อายุ   …….. ป 
3. ระดับการศึกษาสูงสุด 

         ต่ํากวาระดับปริญญา            ระดับปริญญาตรี           สูงกวาระดับปริญญาตรี  
                                                                             (โปรดระบุ)………………… 
4. ตําแหนงปจจุบัน ………………………………………………….  
    สังกัดหนวยงาน ………………………………………………….  
    สังกัดกระทรวง ………………………………………………….  

5. ทานดํารงตําแหนงปจจุบันเปนเวลา ……..ป 
6. จังหวัด………………………………… 
7. จังหวัดอยูในภาค 
 เหนือ  กลาง       ตะวันออกเฉียงเหนือ        ใต   
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สวนที่ 2 : ขอมูลเกี่ยวกับปจจัยที่มีผลตอความสําเร็จในการจัดทําและบริหาร

งบประมาณ ในการแกไขความยากจน 

จากขอความขางลางตอไปนี้ใหทานทําเครื่องหมาย      ในชองที่ทานคิดวาตรงกับการ
ดําเนินงานในจังหวัดของทาน ในฐานะที่ทานเปนผูรับผิดชอบการจัดทําและบริหารงบประมาณ 
ในการแกไขความยากจน 

 

ขอความ 

     

ปา
นก
ลา
ง 

นอ
ยที่
สุด 

มา
กที่
สุ ด 

มา
ก 

นอ
ย 

1. ประเด็นดานความชัดเจนของนโยบายการแกไขความยากจน มีคําถามดังนี้: 

1.1 รัฐบาลมีการกําหนดนโยบายการแกไขความ     
ยากจนฯ ใหกับจังหวัดไวอยางชัดเจน 

     

1.2 กลุมเปาหมาย (ผูยากจน) ของนโยบายการแกไข
ความยากจนฯ ไดกําหนดไวชัดเจน 

     

1.3 รัฐบาลมีการกําหนดแนวทาง เปาประสงค และ
วัตถุประสงค เกี่ยวกับนโยบายการแกไขความ        
ยากจนฯ ไวชัดเจน 

     

1.4 นโยบายการแกไขความยากจนฯ มีเปาหมายเพื่อ
ใชสําหรับวัด หรือเปรียบเทียบความสําเร็จของ
นโยบายฯ 

     

1.5 นโยบายการแกไขความยากจนฯ มีการกําหนด
ผูรับผิดชอบการดําเนินงานไวอยางชัดเจน 

     

2. ประเด็นดานความเพียงพอและคุณภาพของขอมูล มีคําถามดังนี้: 

2.1 ทานมีขอมูลเกี่ยวกับ “ยุทธศาสตรการแกไขความ

ยากจนฯ” เพียงพอตอการนําไปประกอบการจัดทํา
และบริหารงบประมาณ 

     

2.2 ทานไดคนควาหาขอมูลเพื่อใชประกอบการจัดทําและ
บริหารงบประมาณ ในการแกไขความยากจนอยูเสมอ 

     

2.3 ในการจัดทําและบริหารงบประมาณ ในการแกไข
ความยากจน ทานไดทบทวน ตรวจสอบขอมูล  คนหา
ทางเลือก และความเปนไปไดทั้งหมดมาใชเพื่อ

ประกอบการตัดสินใจ 
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2.4 ในการจัดทําและบริหารงบประมาณ ทานทราบ
วิธีดําเนินการที่จะทําใหบรรลุเปาหมาย และ
วัตถุประสงคของแตละโครงการอยางครบถวน 
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2.5 ทานไดรวบรวมขอมูลทั้งหมดที่เกี่ยวกับ
วิธีดําเนินการที่จะทําใหบรรลุเปาหมาย วัตถุประสงค
ของแตละโครงการ 

     

2.6 ทานไดรับขอมูลความยากจนจาก 

  2.6.1 การออกพบปะเยี่ยมเยียนประชาชน      

  2.6.2 การรองเรียน รองทุกขของประชาชน      

  2.6.3 การศึกษา คนควา วิจัย และประสบการณ      

  2.6.4 การชี้แจงจากสวนราชการเจาของเรื่อง      

  2.6.5 สื่อมวลชน เชน หนังสือพิมพ วิทยุ โทรทัศน      

  2.6.6 การติดตามประเมินผลการปฏิบัติงาน      

  2.6.7 เอกสารทางวิชาการ      

  2.6.8 ผลการจัดประชุมในชุมชน      

3. ประเด็นดานการสนับสนุนของผูบริหาร  มีคําถามดังนี้: 

3.1 ผูบริหารของจังหวัดมีบทบาทสําคัญในการ
สนับสนุนการจัดทําและบริหารงบประมาณ ในการ
แกไขความยากจน 

     

3.2 ผูบริหารของจังหวัดเอื้ออํานวยความสะดวกตางๆ 
แกเจาหนาที่ในการจัดทําและบริหารงบประมาณ ใน
การแกไขความยากจน 

     

3.3 ผูบริหารของจังหวัดใหคําปรึกษาเกี่ยวกับการ
จัดทําและบริหารงบประมาณในการแกไขความ
ยากจนไดอยางดี 

     

3.4 ผูบริหารของจังหวัดไดสนับสนุนทั้งเวลาและ
งบประมาณในการจัดทําและบริหารงบประมาณใน
การแกไขความยากจน 
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3.5 ผูบริหารของจังหวัดไดสนับสนุนการจัดทําและ
บริหารงบประมาณในการแกไขความยากจน โดยการ
ใหขวัญและกําลังใจแกผูปฏิบัติงาน 
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3.6 เมื่อมีปญหาในการแกไขปญหาความยากจน 
ผูบริหารของจังหวัดสามารถแกไขปญหาได 

     

4. ประเด็นดานศักยภาพของจังหวัด  มีคําถามดังนี้: 

4.1 จังหวัดมีเจาหนาที่เพียงพอในการจัดทําและ
บริหารงบประมาณ ในการแกไขความยากจน 

     

4.2 จังหวัดมีเจาหนาที่ที่มีทักษะและความสามารถใน
การจัดทําและบริหารงบประมาณ ในการแกไขความ
ยากจน 

     

4.3 จังหวัดมีระยะเวลาเพียงพอในการจัดทําและ

บริหารงบประมาณ ในการแกไขความยากจน 

     

4.4 จังหวัดมีงบประมาณเพียงพอในการจัดทําและ
บริหารงบประมาณ ในการแกไขความยากจน 

     

4.5 จังหวัดมีอุปกรณ เครื่องมือ และเทคโนโลยี
เพียงพอในการจัดทําและบริหารงบประมาณในการ
แกไขความยากจน 

     

5. ประเด็นดานความพรอมและการยอมรับของเจาหนาที่ในจังหวัด มีคําถามดังนี้: 

5.1 เจาหนาที่ในจังหวัดมีความตั้งใจในการปฏิบัติงาน
ที่เกี่ยวกับการจัดทําและบริหารงบประมาณ ในการ
แกไขความยากจน 

     

5.2 เจาหนาที่ในจังหวัดเห็นความสําคัญ / ประโยชน 
ของการจัดทําและบริหารงบประมาณ ในการแกไข
ความยากจน 

     

5.3 เจาหนาที่ในจังหวัดใหการยอมรับในวัตถุประสงค 
และเปาหมายของการจัดทําและบริหารงบประมาณ      
ในการแกไขความยากจน 
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5.4 เจาหนาที่ในจังหวัดมีความเขาใจเกี่ยวกับการ
จัดทําและบริหารงบประมาณในการแกไขความ
ยากจน 
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5.5 เจาหนาที่ในจังหวัดไมตอตาน  คัดคาน หรือ
ขัดขวางการจัดทําและบริหารงบประมาณ ในการ
แกไขความยากจน 

     

5.6 เจาหนาที่ในจังหวัดมีสวนรวมในการจัดทําและ
บริหารงบประมาณ ในการแกไขความยากจน 

     

5.7 เจาหนาที่ในจังหวัดมีความผูกพันตอหนาที่ความ
รับผิดชอบในการจัดทําและบริหารงบประมาณ            
ในการแกไขความยากจน 

     

6. ประเด็นดานความสามารถของจังหวัดในการชักจูงใหประชาชนมีสวนรวมในการ

จัดทําและบริหารงบประมาณ ในการแกไขความยากจน  มีคําถามดังนี้: 

6.1 ในปงบประมาณที่ผานมา จังหวัดไดมีการ

วิเคราะหถึงผูมีสวนไดสวนเสียในการจัดทําและบริหาร
งบประมาณ ในการแกไขความยากจน 

     

6.2 จังหวัดเปดโอกาสใหประชาชนมีสวนรวมในการ

จัดทําคําของบประมาณของจังหวัดที่เกี่ยวของกับการ
แกไขปญหาความยากจน 

     

6.3 จังหวัดเปดโอกาสใหประชาชนมีสวนรวมในการ

กําหนดกลุมเปาหมายคนยากจนภายในจังหวัด 

     

6.4 จังหวัดเปดโอกาสใหประชาชนไดตัดสินใจ
เกี่ยวกับการจัดทําและบริหารงบประมาณ ในการ

แกไขความยากจน 

     

6.5 ประชาชนทุกคนสามารถแสดงความพึงปรารถนา
เกี่ยวกับการจัดทําและบริหารงบประมาณ ในการ
แกไขความยากจน 
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6.6 จังหวัดเปดโอกาสใหประชาชนแสดงความ           
พึงพอใจเกี่ยวกับการจัดทําและบริหารงบประมาณ  
ในการแกไขความยากจน 
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6.7 จังหวัดสามารถประเมินความพึงพอใจของ
ประชาชนเกี่ยวกับการจัดทําและบริหารงบประมาณ     
ในการแกไขความยากจน 

     

6.8 จังหวัดมีการสํารวจประชามติ ทําประชาพิจารณ 
ตลอดจนมีการประชุม เพื่อรับฟงความคิดเห็นจาก
ประชาชนอยางตอเนื่องเกี่ยวกับการจัดทําและบริหาร
งบประมาณ ในการแกไขความยากจน 

     

7.ประเด็นดานความรวมมือของสํานักงบประมาณและหนวยงานกลางอื่น             

มีคําถามดังนี้: 

7.1 สํานักงบประมาณและหนวยงานกลางอื่น มีการ
แบงแยกบทบาทหนาที่ความรับผิดชอบเกี่ยวกับการ
จัดทําและบริหารงบประมาณ ในการแกไขความ

ยากจนไวชัดเจน 

     

7.2 แนวทางและหลักเกณฑในการจัดทําและบริหาร
งบประมาณ ในการจัดทําและบริหารงบประมาณ ใน
การแกไขความยากจนที่จัดทําโดยสํานักงบประมาณ

และหนวยงานกลางอื่นมีความสอดคลองกัน 

     

7.3 แนวทางและหลักเกณฑที่เกี่ยวของกับการจัดทํา
และบริหารงบประมาณในการแกไขความยากจน         

ที่จัดทําและเผยแพรโดยสํานักงบประมาณ และ
หนวยงานกลางอื่นมีความชัดเจน และเขาใจงาย 

     

7.4 เอกสาร หลักเกณฑ และแนวทางเกี่ยวกับการ

จัดทําและบริหารงบประมาณ ในการแกไขความ
ยากจน ที่จัดทําและเผยแพรโดยสํานักงบประมาณ
และหนวยงานกลางมีจํานวนเพียงพอตอความ
ตองการของแตละจังหวัด 
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7.5 เจาหนาที่สํานักงบประมาณและหนวยงานกลาง
อ่ืน ใหความรวมมือ/ติดตอ/สื่อสาร/อธิบาย/ใหความ
กระจาง/ชวยเหลือ เจาหนาที่ในจังหวัดเกี่ยวกับการ

จัดทําและบริหารงบประมาณในการแกไขความ
ยากจนอยูเสมอ 

     

7.6 เจาหนาที่สํานักงบประมาณและหนวยงานกลาง

อ่ืนมีการปรับปรุงแนวทางและหลักเกณฑในการจัดทํา
และบริหารงบประมาณ ในการแกไขความยากจนฯ 
ใหเปนไปตามสถานการณที่เปลี่ยนแปลงไปอยูเสมอ 

     

8. ประเด็นดานการติดตอสื่อสารและความสัมพันธระหวางหนวยงานที่เกี่ยวของ       

มีคําถามดังนี้: 

8.1 เจาหนาที่ในจังหวัดมีความสัมพันธที่ดีกับ

เจาหนาที่สํานักงบประมาณและเจาหนาที่หนวยงาน
กลางอื่น 

     

8.2 เจาหนาที่สํานักงบประมาณและเจาหนาที่

หนวยงานกลางอื่นมีความสัมพันธที่ดีตอกัน 

     

8.3 เจาหนาที่ในจังหวัด กับเจาหนาหนาที่สํานัก
งบประมาณ/เจาหนาที่หนวยงานกลางอื่นมีการ
ติดตอสื่อสารกันอยูเสมอ 

     

8.4 เจาหนาที่ในจังหวัดและเจาหนาที่ในจังหวัดอื่นมี
การติดตอสื่อสาร/ชวยเหลือ/แบงปนหรือแลกเปลี่ยน
ขอมูลกันอยูเสมอ 

     

8.5 ชุมชนทองถิ่น NGO ภาคเอกชน และเจาหนาที่ใน
จังหวัด รวมมือกันดําเนินงานที่เกี่ยวของกับการจัดทํา
และบริหารงบประมาณ ในการแกไขความยากจน 

     

8.6 ภายในจังหวัดมีการประสานงานเกี่ยวกับโครงการ
ที่ตองการการบูรณาการ โครงการแกไขความยากจน 
ระหวางหนวยงานที่เกี่ยวของอยางดีอยูเสมอ 
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8.7 ระหวางจังหวัดมีการประสานงานเกี่ยวกับ
โครงการที่ตองการการบูรณาการ โครงการแกไข
ความยากจน ระหวางหนวยงานที่เกี่ยวของอยางดีอยู

เสมอ 
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