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Abstract

This paper presents the area-based budget allocation in Thailand over the
period BE2559-2561 and highlights budget allocation by provinces using institutional
economics as framework. The objectives offers recognizes that budget allocation
may be explained by different theories, for instrances, 1) institutional factors,

2) bargaining power of agencies, 3) growth-led-budget, 4) policy responsive to
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specific problem, and 5) equalization policy. The methodology used a Gini
coefficient estimation, a measure of inequality which is defined as the budget per
capita. The provinces are groups by quintile in accordance to budget per capita.
The results shows that budget allocation tends to be concentrated in central
provinces and unequal distributed across regions. This paper has some limitation
due to rather short-period of study and it should be studied further to include
recent years (BE2562 to present)

Keywords: Area-based Budget Allocation, Gini Coefficient, Provincial Budget per

Capita, Budget Allocation Theories
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Table 1 Provincial Budget Allocation Fiscal Year BE 2550-2561 (Unit: Million Baht)

Fiscal Frequency Sum of Budget Average budget per province
Year (Province) (Unit: Million Baht)

2550 76 203,458 2,642

2551 76 196,651 2,554

2552 76 285,556 3,709

2553 76 213,139 2,768

2554 76 282,509 3,669

¥

NM39nassIulsEIaeTe e tadunasenisnseandiuarANNmMARNa1TIE3IIn
W0 SvnRuanm way Asn Tnudsian



Table 1 (Continue)

Fiscal Frequency Sum of Budget Average budget per province
Year (Province) (Unit: Million Baht)

2555" 77 312,754 4,062

2556 7 414,235 5,380

2557 7 480,167 6,236

2558’ 7 1,092,423 14,187

2559 7 2,495,132 32,404

2560 7 2,325,454 30,201

2561 7 2,504,622 32,528

Source: Bureau of Budget and The Comptroller General’s Department

area-based budget allocation, billion baht
source: Bureau of Budget

1,500 2,000 2,500

sum of bm1000

1,000

500
|

50 51 562 53 54 55 56 57 58 59 60 61

unit of analysis: 76 (77) provinces
unit: billion baht

Figure 1 Provincial Budget Allocation Fiscal Year 2550-2561 (Unit: Million Baht)
Source: Bureau of Budget and The Comptroller General’s Department
Remark: The jumped figures from BE 2559 onward, reflects a major change in the Budget Bureau to measure “an
area-based” allocation- before BE 2559 there was no serious attempt to measure an area-based allocation as such

the budget amounts was counted as “Bangkok” which is the location site of most government departments.

910 Table 2 uansadins1ed18dANUN (Provincial Budget Allocation) lag5eun1msiy
(Aggregated Data) wiounudadunan1sildsuivaade@nrtuy nile genaul 2559 1839789

* Jartadennuensendudminlu U 2554 uazisulasunisdnasseulszanalud 2555
> %l 2558 dinsussinalassuiiiannnistunsfinmunsnseanesulssinaiifvegudanizinsuly
dunaniinisnsgnesulssanaasiludmiaiinisnuveansutuegalsiilddeyanidnaub
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Pautszanm 2559 iuduin msduunsedeauiuiideutisauysal nuefis nies
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(Function) LLazﬁu‘ﬁ (Area)

Table 2 Regional Comparison of Budget Allocation (Provincial average BE 2559-2561)

Region Budget Allocation Budget per Capita Number of provinces

(Million Baht) (Baht per Capita) In each region
Northeastern 7,267.4 6,900.6 20
Northern 6,723.9 9,188.5 17
Southern 7,041.4 10,376.0 14
Eastern 6,576.3 10,775.8 8
Western 4,999.0 8,281.8 6
Central 7,169.6 12,842.6 6
Bangkok and 326,313.4 84,198.1 6
Vicinities

Source: Bureau of Budget and The Comptroller General’s Department
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provincial budget allocation
source: BoB and Dept of Controller General
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Figure 2 Bar Graph Showing Expenditure per Capita Comparing between Regions
(Unit: Baht per Capita)
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Table 3 Gini Coefficient of Budget per Capita

Index (0-1) Percentage
Gini Coefficient (Total) 0.52 100.00
Gini Coefficient (Within Groups) 0.35 68.03
Gini Coefficient (Between Groups) 0.16 31.97
Average (Baht per capita) 15160.00
Frequency (77 Provinces*3 Year) 231.00
Groups 7

Remark: Calculated by the Researcher
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Table 4 Top 15 Provinces that Received the Highest Budget

Budget Allocation Budget per capita
Province Million Baht Baht per capita Ranking
Bangkok 1,724,092 303,437 1
Nonthaburi 176,672 143,621 2
Nakhon Pathom 28,303 30,892 3
Ayutthaya 20,755 25,501 4
Yala 13,344 25,243 5
Pathum Thani 20,016 17,520 6
Nakhon Nayok 4,205 16,176 7
Chiang Mai 24,389 13,964 8
SongKhla 19,718 13,841 9
Chonburi 18,731 12,500 10
Saraburi 7,831 12,272 11
Trat 2,770 12,191 12
Mae Hong Son 2,957 12,143 13
Chai Nat 3,879 11,886 14
Rayong 2,187 11,750 15

Source: Bureau of Budget and The Comptroller General’s Department (Statistical average between

BE 2559-2561)
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Table 5 Bottom 15 Provinces that Received the Least Budget

Province Budget Allocation Budget per capita Ranking
Million Baht Baht per capita

3,618 5,895 63
Chaiyaphum 6,600 5,823 64
Ratchaburi 4,879 5,674 65
Ubon Ratchathani 12,200 5,583 66
Sakon Nakhon 6,399 5,560 67
Sisaket 7,994 5,459 68
Suphan Buri 5,486 5,430 69
Surin 7,505 5,428 70
Yasothon 2,891 5,399 71
Samut Sakhon 2,898 5,233 72
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Table 5 (Continue)

Province Budget Allocation Budget per capita Ranking
Million Baht Baht per capita
Udon Thani 8,212 5,190 73
Roi Et 6,543 5,014 74
Buriram 7,348 4,642 75
Nong Bua Lamphu 2,356 4,628 76
Samut Prakan 5,900 4,486 77

Source: Bureau of Budget and The Comptroller General’s Department (Statistical average between
BE 2559-2561)
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Figure 3 Classification of Budget per Capita into Five Groups by Region
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Figure 4 Scatter Plots of Budget per Capita and Gross Provincial Product per Capita
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Table 6 Budget per Capita Statistics

Percentile Baht Per Capita Min. (Baht Per Capita)
1% 3,459.49 3,203.08
5% 4,217.37 3,391.83
10% 4,703.38 3,459.49
25% 6,434.68 3,629.22
50% 8,760.58 Max. (Baht Per Capita)
75% 11,085.58 153,978.70
90% 14,772.56 298,980.30
95% 26,174.30 303,315.00
99% 298,980.30 308,016.30
Obs. 226 Mean 15,159.99

Std. Dev. 37,247.36

Remark: Calculated by the Researcher

nsdunTminniusuinsiednesUssualul 2561 Tu Table 7 ladoaguin 31
JmInlAsuN1TINETIAIINBENIT 8,000 UMABAN 911U 39 FanIalASUNISINEIITNENY
511314 8,001-20,000 UM 31U 5 Jeninlasuni1sdnasssreataluaiiidgs 20,001-40,000
umdenu kay 2 Yamiaildsunsdnassnedtafunimiauauun (nTumanIuAs uay

=
UUNYT)

¥

NM39nassIulsEIaeTe e tadunasenisnseandiuarANNmMARNa1TIE3IIn
Wan Syafiyann uag fvsn Inuasian



Table 7 Budget per Capita Comparison

Group (Baht) Number of Provinces Percentage Cumulative Percentage
6,000 16 20.78 20.78
8,000 15 19.48 40.26
10,000 19 24.68 64.94
20,000 20 2597 90.91
40,000 5 6.49 97.40

350,000 2 2.60 100.00
Total 7 100.00

Remark: Calculated by the Researcher
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