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Abstract

This research was conducted mainly in order 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 Thailand.
The results from the 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 have sufficient information and appropriate facilitations provided by the Bureau of
the Budget and other central agencies. However, 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. Finally, the high capacity of a province in adopting the PBBS
could lead to low level of successful budget preparation and execution of the PBBS related to
poverty reduction program implementation. 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. They include, for instance, the provision of
comprehensive information and information management system, the development of integration
plan for poverty reduction strategies, the existence of the accountability and transparency in the

provinces, and the promotion of roles and responsibilities of the Bureau of the Budget.

Keywords: Performance-Based Budgeting System, Public Expenditures, Policy Implementation

Introduction

Because of emerging government
mandates, public demands, professional
recognition, and Budget Execution Regulations,
Thai public agencies, including provinces, now
implement the Performance-Based Budgeting
System (PBBS) nationwide. In preparing the
fiscal year’s budget, the government has set
strategies in allocating a budget which relates
to its policy and that are used as a framework
in submitting budget proposals. Both the PBBS
and the poverty reduction policy are relatively
new schemes for budget officials in the
provinces. In addition, the poverty reduction

policy was launched top-down by the
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government, thus neglecting participatory
policy formation and analysis. Coordination
among related organizations did not work,
communication technology was insufficient,
and there were also other inadequacies. Such
limitations made it difficult to understand
the factors affecting the success of budget
preparation and execution of the PBBS in the
poverty reduction policy.

Review of the Literature

Thailand’s Budgeting System

Budget Act B.E. 2502 was promulgated
in 1959. The beginning Thai budgeting system
was line-item budgeting. It emphasized mainly

individual items and was an input-controlled
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system. When the budget for the entire country
is small and uncomplicated, the system is
suitable. However, the analyses and reviews
of the effectiveness of services provided to
the citizens were highly restricted. In order to
solve such limitations, in 1982, the Planning
Programming Budget System (PBBS) was
adopted by the Bureau of the Budget. This
system emphasized to a greater extent the
linkage between budget and planning. In order
to make the national budget rational, budget
documents showed both the programs/work
plans/projects and the objects of expenditures.
Although there was a change from line-item
budgeting to the PBBS, 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. [1]

As aresult, several attempts were made
to improve the administration. For instance,
in order to relax the government budget
control, in 1981, the Regulation of the Office
of the Prime Minister was created to improve
budget execution in the provinces. 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
were some difficulties and weakness related
to the budget process. In practice, budget

control role and function were emphasized.
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The Bureau of the Budget spent much effort
and time on budget execution, where there
was insufficient time for budget preparation.
In addition, the results of monitoring and
evaluation were not well-integrated into the
budget process. [1]

Besides the inappropriate existing budget
system, in 1997, Thailand faced different kinds
of difficulties, such as: the sudden end of the
economic boom, the rising cost of government
services, weak coalition governments, and
traditional lack of coordination among public
agencies. Additionally, the passage of the
1997 constitution strongly focused on the
participatory process and enhanced transparency
and decentralization. Thus, the starting point
of the reform was in the year 1997. The Bureau
of the Budget was responsible for the second
area of the public sector management reform
plan in improving to new budget system, which
is called “Performance-Based Budgeting
System (PBBS).” According to Tippawan
Lorsuwannarat [1], the reform involves
considerable changes in the budget processes.
The following table shows the principles of

budget reform.
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Table 1 The Principles of Budget Reform.

PPBS

PBBS

Input-oriented to - Emphasizing inputs

- Emphasizing outputs and outcomes

output - Detailed controls - Greater integration of performance
One year to - Weak link between planning issues into budget process, which led
multi-year and budgeting, since the to improved resource allocation and
budgeting National Plan is a five-year overall performance

plan, whereas the budget is an - To facilitate the link between policy,

annual plan planning, and budgeting There are

- Decisions on resource implications of foresight estimation.

allocation were made on an

ad hoc or piecemeal basis.
Decentralization - The budget process became - To provide government agencies with

Transparency and

accountability counter-efficient and
ineffective.

- Budget coverage is

incomplete.

- Quasi-fiscal activities are not

disclosed.

too detailed, rigid, and was

greater freedom in operational
decisions and removing unnecessary
constraints in resource management
- Government agencies need disclose
all the sources of their revenue to the
BOB so that it can reflect the real
fiscal status of the public sector
(both performance and financial

reports are requested to be submitted).

Source: Tippawan Lorsuwannarat. [1]

The political intervention was then
carried out by the government and a deadline
to finally restore momentum for Thai budget
reform was specified. A 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 [2]. From this
policy, the Bureau of the Budget developed a
budget system, from the Performance-Based
Budgeting (PBB) to Strategic Performance
Based Budgeting (SPBB), by considering the
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achievement of the government’s strategic
delivery target together with decentralization
that allowed ministers, ministries, and depart-
ments to manage their own budget for results.
The following figure presents the linkage of
responsibility in the SPBBS



2NsaNsASUASUNSIISCUTVEIIAWCULN (ENNUYBEAMaASIa:doAUMENS)

UA 3 auun 5 unsAu-Onunau 2554

Structure of Government Agency Responsibilities and Targets
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Figure 1 The Linkage of Responsibility in the PBBS.

Source: Somnuk Phimolsathian. [3]

Poverty Reduction Strategy in Thailand

Poverty reduction, which is one of the
crucial Thailand’s national strategies, was
established as main theme of this study.
The government has allocated a budget for
eradicating poverty in the country by different
approaches, such as setting up a system
to manage water resources and land, and
developing mechanisms to manage the
economic and social services necessary for
creating occupations and increasing revenue
for the poor. Infrastructure has developed
along with the provision of accessibility of
sources of funds for solving communities’
problems. Poor people have been given the
opportunity to these funds for their livelihood
and to develop their knowledge to improve
their potential regarding their occupations, etc.
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. The
approach for aggregating poverty is also used
by particular indices, they are the head count
ratio, the poverty gap ratio, and severity of
poverty.

Table 2 presents three measures of
poverty incidence in Thailand covering the year
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 the following
two years the number increased by 1 million

(from 7.9 million to 8.9 million).
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Table 2 Poverty Incidence by Different Measures in Thailand.

. Headcount Poverty Gap Severity of Number of Poor
Period Measure Ratio Poverty Index (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 1.4 2.8 1.1 6.8
1998 12.9 3.2 1.2 7.9
2000 14.2 41 1.7 8.9
2002 9.8 2.4 1.4 6.2

Source: Warr, Peter. [4]

The National Economic and Social
Development Board (NESDB) [5] described
various crucial factors that have an impact on
poverty in Thailand, as follows:

(1) Poverty incidence is highest among
household with larger numbers of members.

(2) The age of heads of households is
one of the important factors. It is found that
household heads in their twenties are least
likely to be poor.

(8) On average, poor household heads
with lower educational levels face serious
problems concerning being poor.

(4) The agriculturalists have the highest
poverty incidence. Agriculturalist households
contribute most to the poverty in Thailand.

According to Warr [4], 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
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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 mechanism
to maintain well-being in terms of pension
programs, health insurance, unemployment
welfare, etc. Community refers to social capital.
The government has attempted to strength
the capacity of local communities to assist
the poor and to develop local self-reliance.
Furthermore, systems of local accountability
have also been developed.

In short, Thai poverty reduction 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.

(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
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capabilities and analytical skills of the poor.

(8) The strategy of a social safety net
improvement creates equitable access to
education and professional training, which are
diversified and adjusted in accordance with
the needs and skills of the poor and the
underprivileged.

(4) The most effective natural resource
management grants the community the
possibility of dramatically participating at
every level of planning and implementation.

(5) 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.

Public Expenditure Theories

Referring to the Normative Theories
of Public Expenditures, Haveman [6] disclosed
the principle of maximum social gain.
He emphasized 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 exceed gains that are generated by
each alternative; he also emphasized 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. Musgrave [7], the proponents
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of the voluntary exchange theory, explained
the revenue-expenditures process (of public
economy) as a phenomenon of economic value
and price. Taxes appear as voluntary payments
rendered by the individual in exchange for
services supplied by the public economy, and
in accordance with his or her evaluation of
those services. Bowen [8] amended the general
pricing rule to be useful in determining the
output of social goods. However, estimating
the marginal rates of substitution presents
problems that cannot be subjected to individual
consumer choice. It is also the fact that citizen
consumers will not disclose their preference
with regard to purely public goods in order to
distribute less tax. According to Bowen [8],
the closest substitute for consumer choice is
voting; therefore, the ideal output can be
determined. The theory encourages the
consumer to disclose information about his or
her preferences and also to participate in the
budget preparation and execution process.
Charles E. Lindblom [9] has presented
two polar types of decision making: the rational
comprehensive model and incrementalism.
The rational approach makes several important
assumptions; they are, perfect information being
available to decision makers, the existence of
the wherewithal necessary for social utility
comparisons of alternative proposals, the
cognitive adequacy of decision makers being
sufficient to utilize perfect information, and
the absence of time constraints. However, such
assumptions are clearly non-existent in the

real world, where complexity and political
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consideration dominate in policy making.
Therefore, incremental budgeting is used in
order to simplify the decision process and to
make meaningful decisions. The works of
Simon [10], Lindblom [9], Wildavsky [11],
Fenno [12], and Davis, Dempster, and
Wildavsky [13], has adopted such an approach
in their research on the budgetary process.
In addition, incremental policy choice will not
cause sudden or drastic changes which may
disrupt established processes [14]. With the
acceptance of incrementalism from an adverse
perspective, incrementalism is not universal
in its explanatory form. In short, the incre-
mentalism or inefficiency in public resource
allocation is a result of (1) inadequate and low
quality of information, and (2) risk avoidance
of on the part of decision makers.

Through out the work of Arrow [15], he
considers the transaction cost--the conflicting
demands of society and the needs of the
individual--and insists that some sense of
balance is required. There are two causes of
transaction risks: bounded rationality and
opportunism. Simon [10], Williamson [16], and
Arrow [15] refer to bounded rationality as the
ability limitation of individuals in different
areas. Opportunism involves self-interest of
economic agents [16]. Horn [17] has suggested
ways to minimize transaction problems by
selecting institutional choices, such as delegating
decisions to the administrative level and the
governance structure of the administrative

agent.
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Policy Implementation

Altogether four models related to
policy implementation are studied in this
research. First is the model called “A Model of
the Policy Implementation Process” developed
by Donald Van Meter and Carl Van Horn [18]
Second, Sabatier and Mazmonian [19] suggest
a set of five conditions for effective policy
implementation. The third model was developed
by George C. Edwards [20] in 1980; he identified
four factors believed to affect implementation:
communication, resources, the dispositions of
the implementers, and the bureaucratic structure.
In the last model, Voradej Chandarasorn [21]
identified a management model of policy
implementation which focused on the ability of
the organization to carry out its programs and
activities. To be more specific, the variables
commonly used in the abovementioned four
models are described individually in detail as
follows.

(1) Goals and objectives identification:
Pressman and Wildavsky [22] indicate that
“implementation cannot succeed or fail
without a goal against which to judge it.”
Therefore, the study of policy implementation
requires that goals and objectives are identified
and measured. Van Meter and Van Horn [18]
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.

In short, standards and objectives cannot be
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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.

(2) Support from executives: According
to Williams [23], the higher hierarchy will
often find difficulty in policy implementation,
since the lower-level bureaucrat try to protect
his or her “turf.” However, sometimes lower-
level implementers face difficulties in policy
implementation since management does not
assist them properly. Specifically, subordinates
expect management to do the following:
(1) provide them with a clear picture of their new
role requirements; (2) adjust organizational
arrangements to make them compatible with
innovations; (3) provide training if required;
(4) provide necessary resources; (5) provide
appropriate support and rewards in order to
maintain their willingness to make implemen-
tation efforts [24].

(3) Capacities of implementing
agencies: Ripley, Franklin, Holmes, and
Moreland [25] view that the characteristics of
administrative agencies affect policy imple-
mentation. Van Meter and Van Horn [18]
offer suggestions of characteristics regarding
the organization’s capacity to affect policy
implementation. They are: (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
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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. In addition, 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 overworked and poorly trained staff,
insufficient information and financial resources,
or impossible time constraints [18]. Additionally,
in the context of the Thai bureaucracy,
successful implementation depends heavily on
the capacity of the implementing agency to
perform its duties as it is expected to do [26].

(4) The disposition of implementers:
The perceptions of implementers within the
jurisdiction where the policy is delivered are
also important. Van Meter and Van Horn [18]
have delineated three elements of the
implementers’ response that might affect their
ability and willingness to carry out policy.
They are: (1) the implementers’ cognition
(comprehension and understanding) of the
policy; (2) the direction of the implementers’
disposition toward standards and objectives;
and (3) the intensity of implementers’ dis-
positions. In addition, according to Stein [27],
the factors shaping successful implementation
of national public policies are internal to the
recipient’s own organization.

(5) Inter-organizational communi-
cations and relationships: In the model of
the Policy Implementation Process developed

by Van Meter and Van Horn [18], inter-
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organizational communication and enforcement
activities are posited as one of the critical
independent factors that link policy and
performance. 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-
governmental organizations and groups of
intended beneficiaries [28].

Based on an integration of theories of
public expenditure and policy implementation,
a conceptual framework for analysis was
derived for this study. The framework suggests
that procedural guidance and information fac-
tors, the 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 are proposed. Variables that
Conceptual Framework

Independent variables

rocedural Guidance & Information Factors)
Precision of poverty reduction policy &
procedural guidance

Adequacy and quality of information ]
~

Characteristics of Implementing Provinces

xecutlves supporl in adoptlng PBBS |n
poverty 1 program
at the provincial level
ity of the provi d
PBBS in poverty reductlon program
1itation at the provincial level
)

5 rovincial officers’ disposition in adopting
PBBS in poverty reduction program

1itation at the provincial level

poverty reduction program implementation

6 Ability of provinces to induce people
participations in the process of PBBS in
at the provincial level

Inter-organizational communications &
Incorporations among related parties

BoB & other central agencies’ facilitations J

A

were hypothesized to have an effect on the
dependent variable are as follows: (1) precision
of poverty reduction policy and procedural
guidance, (2) adequacy and quality of infor-
mation, (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 Bureau of the Budget and other
central agencies’ facilitations, and (8) inter-
organizational communication and incorpora-

tion among related parties.

Dependent variable

The successfulness of budget
preparation and execution in PBBS
in poverty reduction program
implementation

. Strategic budget planning
. Availability & quality of MTEF

. Comprehensiveness of output profile

AW N =

. Availability & quality of monitoring &
evaluations

Figure 2 A conceptual framework of the Performance-Based Budgeting System: a study of

Poverty reduction policy implementation in Thailand.
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Aims

The purposes of this research were:

(1) To examine the characteristics
of budget preparation and execution of the
PBBS related to poverty reduction program
implementation at the provincial level

(2) To identify and analyze the factors
affecting the success of budget preparation and
execution in PBBS related to poverty reduction
program implementation at the provincial

level.

Materials and Methods

A survey questionnaire was conducted
in this study. In particular, there were two sets
of questionnaires. The first set of questionnaires
entirely contributed to the success of budget
preparation and budget execution of the 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 distri-
buted to the Provincial Governor’s Office in
75 provinces. The second set of questionnaires
asked questions concerning the proposed eight
determinants. The respondents of this set of
questionnaires were the provincial officials,
whose work was both responsible for provincial
budget preparation and execution and poverty
reduction program implementation. In short,
the questionnaires were sent to sixteen agencies
in 75 provinces; each agency had main
responsibilities related to poverty reduction.

They are the Office of the Permanent Secretary
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of three ministries (the Ministry of Interior,
Labor, and Agriculture and Cooperatives), the
Department of Provincial Administration, the
Community Development Department, the
Department of Employment, the Department
of Labor Protection and Welfare, the Depart-
ment of Skill Development, the Department
of Fisheries, the Cooperative Promotion
Department, the Department of Livestock,
the Department of Cooperative Auditing, the
Office of Agricultural Land Reform, the Land
Development Department, the Royal Irrigation
Department, and the Department of Agricultural
Extension. The total 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.

Results

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 economic indicators or performance and
financial reporting.

(3) Most provinces are able to develop

the primary activities of their poverty reduction
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outputs but not the secondary and supporting
activities of poverty reduction outputs.

(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 analysis 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

Table 3 Multiple Regression Results.

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.

The results of the multiple regression
analysis are presented in table 3. The
regression coefficients support four of the eight
hypotheses. The model was statistically
significant and explains 23.9 percent of variance
in the dependent variables (R square = 0.239,
F = 2.59, p< 0.05).

Variables Coeflicient 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 0.149 1.033
implementation at the provincial level
4. Capacity of the provinces in adopting PBBS in poverty -0.313 -2.190*
reduction program implementation at the provincial level
5. Provincial officials’ disposition in adopting PBBS in poverty -0.114 -0.721
reduction program implementation at the provincial level
6. Ability of province to induce people’s participation in the process 0.082 0.532
of PBBS in poverty reduction program implementation at the
provincial level
7. Facilitations of the Bureau of the Budget and other central agencies 0.395 2.100*
8. Inter-organization communication and incor among related parties -0.026 -0.140
R 0.489
R Square 0.239
Adjusted 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
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The research findings 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,
the 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 be related to the
rationality and incrementalism approaches
developed by Charles E. Lindblom [9], the
policy implementation model developed by
Donald Van Meter and Carl Van Horn [18],
and the work of Sabatier and Mazmonian [29].
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 requires high-quality and adequate
information, precision of 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) policy is changed,
whenever, it is implemented, (2) top-down

policy is imposed without locality awareness,
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and (3) resistance of top-down policy opera-
tion plan on the part of a community with a
strong culture. According to the characteristics
of the implementing provinces factor, the
findings present adverse results to “A Model
of the Policy Implementation Process” developed
by Donald Van Meter and Carl Van Horn [18],
the model developed by George C. Edwards
[20], and the Management Model developed
by Voradej Chandarasorn [21]. The research
finding indicated that the strong capacity of
provinces in adopting the PBBS in poverty
reduction program implementation at the
provincial level caused a lack of success of
budget preparation and execution of the PBBS
in poverty reduction program implementation
at the provincial level because of lack of
transparency, which opened up the possibility
of the policy adjustment by bureaucrats.
However, regarding the external factor, the
strong performance facilitations of the Bureau
of the Budget and other central agencies
was highly related to the success of budget
preparation and execution of the PBBS in
poverty reduction program implementation at
the provincial level. This phenomenon was
consistent with “The Model of the Policy
Implementation Process” developed by Van
Horn and Van Meter [18].

In order to make the study’s results
more clearly understood, the relationships and
the details involving the dependent variable
and independent variable (accepted hypotheses

only) are described as follows:
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(1) Most provinces believed that the
government poverty reduction policy was
determined precisely, policy targets were
precisely identified, and there were parties
responsible for the poverty reduction policy.
However, there were some problems concern-
ing the comparison of the objectives of the
poverty reduction policy.

For example, 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 were
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 that are
consistent with the requirements. Alternatively,
there are varied levels of perception regarding
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
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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, 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 be able to translate
strategies/policies and then link with their
provincial action plans—thus a low level of
success of budget planning and execution
related to poverty reduction occurred.

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 led to a shortage of
feedback information in the process of budget
planning and thus there was reluctance in
determining key performance indicators; also,
it was not possible to determine the success
of budget preparation and execution of the
PBBS.

(2) From the study, it became apparent
that the provinces which had sufficient 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 infor-

mation development that enhanced the
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strengthening of poverty reduction program
implementation. Mae Hong Son maintained
different types of activities, 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, Mae Hong Son was in good
position. On the other hand, it was found that
Samut Songkhram has had experiences of
failure in its information system. It has also
faced difficulties in budget preparation and
budget execution. According to the survey and
documentary study, both community leaders
and local people lacked learning experience;
the learning society was incapable. 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 responsi-
bility. All decision making was determined
by a specific time span; thus operations were
conducted without a complete set of informa-
tion. In short, as the respondents mentioned
in the survey, they did not have enough
information on poverty reduction policy.

(8) 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 imple-
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mentation, while it exhibited serious problems
in every element of this variable. The respon-
dents 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 preparing budget
proposals, and no skills in creating relationships
among related issues. The 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 capacity. 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.

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. An
integration mechanism was used by both the

private and government sectors in poverty

77 |
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reduction program implementation. Profes-
sional skills in budget planning and execution
related to poverty reduction program imple-
mentation were developed in the “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 communities with a strong culture,
and hence they adhere to their own 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, respon-
sibilities, 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 of the
elements of the central agencies’ facilitations.
Additionally, many provinces gave really low
scores to the central agencies’ facilitations,
and thus they also had low scores regarding

the PBBS.

Conclusions and Discussion

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
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sufficient information and appropriate facilita-
tion 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 prepara-
tion 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 prepara-
tion 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 unsuccess-
ful budget preparation and execution of the
PBBS related to poverty reduction program
implementation. An explanation is that trans-
parency 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 of the PBBS
related to poverty reduction program imple-
mentation, recommendations have been placed
into three groups. First, recommendations

for policy makers/government include the
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following: (1) to provide comprehensive and
general information, rules, and regulations to
the scrutiny committees and subcommittees;
(2) to strengthen the capacity of provinces
by preparing administration and personnel/
officials to fit with the principles of the PBBS;
(3) to set up an independent information
agency in order to collect and compile data
and then generate the available information to
other related agencies; (4) to support related
ministries/agencies in the development of an
integration plan for poverty reduction strategies
that can be linked to service delivery targets;
(5) to focus on the capacity of agencies and
provinces; and (6) to assist both provinces and
central agencies in terms of communication
devices, cooperation improvement, guidelines,
and standard production. Second, recommen-

dations for the provincial executives and
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