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THE ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL IMPACT OF THAILAND'’S
RURAL JOB CREATION PROGRAMS

By Medhi Krongkaew*

The subject of this paper is the description and analysis of the Rural Job
Creation Program (RJCP), a novel approach which was adopted by the Thaj
tovernment to supplement its rural development policies, The paper first traces
the origin of this unique concept of development policy. It then discusses five
nspects of the structure and implementation of the RJCP, namely its objectives,
administrative structure, project preparation and implementation procedures,
financial control, and its monitoring and evaluation, It then details the economic

1. Introduction

Despite the fact that Thailand is a predominantly agricultural
country where more than three-fourths of its population live in rural
areas, the attention given to agricultural and rural development by
the government as measured by its budget allocated for such pur-
poses was, relatively speaking, quite meager. Agriculture clearly
played a secondary or supporting role in the overall economic de-
velopment process of Thailand whereas the urban-based industrial
and service sectors were given greater emphasis. Therefore, over 20
years of development efforts since 1961 have produced an economy
with a very high rate of growth, with a fast-growing manufacturing
sector, but with a much less dynamic agricultural sector where about,
one-third of its population still lived in poverty. This is a typical case
of an unbalanced development which is now in need of some struc-
tural adjustments or some changes in policy emphasis.

That change in policy emphasis was clearly visible in the Fourth
National Economic and Social Development Plan launched in 1977
where the top priority was no longer the general economic expansion
but the adjustment and rehabilitation of the economy in the after-
math of the first oil shock, and the reduction of the income gap
among the people which of course implied greater government ef-
forts in agricultural and rural development.
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The actual implementation of the Fourth Plan, however did
produce extraordinary results, particularly on agricultural produg
tivity and alleviation of rural poverty. So in the Fifth Plan beginnin,
in 1982 the government increased its efforts at rural development by
initiating a supplementary plan for combating rural poverty attache
to the main plan. And listed first among several programs under |/ !
special Rural Poverty Plan was the continuation of a rural publis
works program called Rural Job Creation Program (RJCP) for at lean
another five years, that is until 1986.

The description and analysis of this unique public works prd
gram will be the subject of this paper. The program was a novel aj
proach that had been adopted recently by the government to suj
plement its rural development policies. The uniqueness of this pr¢
gram justifies a brief historical account; the paper then gives a shol
description of the operational structure of the RJCP, after which thi
economic and social aspects of the outcomes of this program will I
discussed at some length.

2. History of the Rural Public Works Program in Thailand '

If a public works program is defined as a program initiated by
the government or other public authorities and which involves volun
tary and non-remunerative participation of a large number of
people in carrying out a certain short-term public project such as pu
lic construction or other public activities, then we have had several 0
those programs in the past, particularly during the Government ¢
Prime Minister Sarit Thammasat in the early 1960s. But if it means|
short-term program wherein the government pays the people whi
join in the program under special conditions or arrangements, then |
is a new concept of development policy in Thailand.

The first remunerative public works program was initiated ||
1975 by M.R. Kukrit Pramoj who was then the Prime Minister of
minority coalition government. That this program, which later be
came known as the Tambon Development Program I (TDP (1)), wi
politically-oriented in its concept and expected results was widel;
accepted. But it did have legitimate economic justification of hel
ing create employment for the people in the rural areas throughou
the country during the slack season. Since the rural population
afflicted with a severe drought the year before, TDP(I) aimed ¥
help them earn extra income in a short period of time while, at thi
same time, enhancing the Government’s acceptance and populan
ty to the rural public. The amount earmarked for TDP (I) was 2,6 )
million bahts for a three-month work program from May to July
1975. Considering the size of the allocated budget and the shor
duration of the program, TDP (I) was indeed a very generous pub
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works program. The outcome of the program in terms of completed
infrastructure was not of good quality or durability, but was quite
substantial in terms of additional income eamed by the rural workers
during a dry season. Thus, Kukrit’s Party received enormous political
popularity as a result.

In 1976, a similar program was initiated by Kukrit, this time
with a much larger budget (Baht 3,500 million). However, a change
in government occurred when Kukrit’s party lost out and his brother
M.R. Seni Pramoj was made the new Prime Minister. Realizing the
political popularity of the first TDP, Seni fully adopted the second
TDP designed by the former government and implemented it from
May to dJuly, 1976. The program objectives of TDP (II) were more or
less the same as TDP (I), i.e., to provide an employment (and in-
come) opportunity for the rural people during the slack season, and
to decentralize the administrative authority to the rural people in a
continuing effort to help them govern themselves.

According to Poot (1979), there were about 3.8 million rural
workers who participated in TDP (II) throughout the country, each
working for about 15 days on the average, earning a total extra in-
come of about 7 per cent of their regular annual household income.
Again, in terms of income earned, this was quite good but the pro-
gram experienced a great deal of difficulties. For instance, there were
problems of project preparation, approval and control, and main-
tenance of completed projects which, like those of the first TDP,
were not very durable in the first place.

During the next year (1977), this type of remunerative public
works program was halted under the arch-conservative government of
Mr. Tanin Kraivixian who, instead, cajoled and coaxed Thai people
to work for the government for free. When Tanin was ousted, at the
end of 1977, General Kriangsak Chamanant, the new Prime Minister
readopted a public works program of the TDP format but called it
Rural Economy Rehabilitation Program (RERP). The timing was
appropriate as 1977 was another dry year for the farmers. This
RERP which covered the period from January to June, 1978 had a
budget of 1,600 million Baht and aimed at more or less the same ob-
jectives as the previous TDPs.

When the government changed again in early 1980, Kukrit’s
party regained power. But this time Kukrit was not made Prime
Minister; it was General Prem Tinsulanond who was asked to lead.
One of the new government’s earliest tasks was to prepare yet
another public works program to be operational almost immediately
after the new government assumed power. This program was called
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Table 1 — Rural Public Works Programs in Thailand

Allocated Periods of

s N
Four Frogram. £ ame Budget (million) Operation

1975 Program to Help Local
Development and Create
Jobs for Rural Population
in the Dry Season
(Tambon Development '
Program No. I) 2,500 May 3,-July 31, 1975
1976 Tambon Development i
Program (TDP No. II) 3,500 May-July, 1976
1978 Program to Rehabilitate
Rural Economy Affected
by Natural Disaster

(RERP) 1,600 Jan. — June, 1978
1980 Rural Job Creation
Program (RJCP) 3,500 Jan.-June, 1980
1981 Rural Job Creation
Program (RJCP) 3,500 Jan.-June, 1981
1982 Rural Job Creation
Program (RJCP) 2,000 Jan.-June, 1982
1983 Rural Job Creation
Program (RJCP) 2,000 Jan.-June, 1983
1984 Rural Job Creation I

Program (RJCP) 2,000 Jan.-June, 1984

Rural Job Creation Program (RJCP) and had an allocated budget of
3,500 million baht to be used all over the country except in Bang
kok Metropolitan Areas from May to July, 1980. The RJICP wan
highly successful at least in terms of receiving budget appropriation
year after year from the Parliament. The program was to run every
year from 1980 onward. Now the Government had just completec
the fifth consecutive RJCP with the sixth RJCP waiting to b
launched on the first of January, 1985. A summary list of ru Al
public works programs since 1975 is given in Table 1. |

3. Structure and Implementation of RJCP

Description and analysis of public works programs prior to the
RJCP are omitted for the simple reason that systems were not well
established then. Each program differed from the other and lacked co
tinuity thus making program analysis less meaningful. The RJCE
clearly stands apart from all other public works programs, being he
longest and most well-known, and extensively implemented through
out the country. Five aspects of the structure and implementation @
the RJCP will be discussed in turn, namely, the objectives of the pro
gram, the administrative structure of the program, the project préj
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aration and implementation procedures, the financial control, and
finally, the monitoring and evaluation of the program.

3.1. Objectives of the Program

In 1984, the Government stated the objectives of the RJCP for
that year as follows:

(1) To augment the income of the rural people by providing
them with an employment opportunity;

(2) To build or construct useful public works for the com-
munity according to Tambon Development Plans' ;

(3) To develop and increase the efficiency of the tambon coun-
cils in making plans; in selecting, managing, controlling and
the overall execution of the projects; and in maintaining
and repairing finished works;

(4) To promote cooperation in work efforts between the tam-
bon councils and related government agencies and other
private organizations.

These objectives of the 1984 RJCP differed little in substance
from those of previous years. All the RJCPs have three common
characteristics since the Program’s first inception in 1980. First, it
is a program designed to create or promote work during the slack
season (generally from January to June each year) for the rural po-
pulation so that they can earn some additional income. Secondly,
the resulting public works whether in the forms of roads, bridges,
weirs, canals and so on are expected to contribute to higher agricul-
tural production and productivity. And thirdly, by dispensing with
the usual bureaucratic procedures of spending public money such
that the funds pass directly from the central government to the
lowest operating units of local government, this program will not
only help the grass-root local governments to acquire quickly de-
velopment projects that are more responsive to their needs but also
provide an excellent opportunity for these grass-root local govern-
ments to learn more about self-government and how to stimulate
greater participation from the local people in their community
affairs.

Apart from these core objectives, supplementary objectives are
added or emphasized to suit the changing conditions of each year.
For instance, in the first year of the operation when most of the
rural areas had suffered from a severe drought, the emphasis of the
RJCP for that year (1980) was on water-related projects. But in the
following year (1981) when water shortages were not the urgent

1A tambon is an administrative unit in the local government system of
Thailand. See discussion on the administrative structure of RJCP which follows.



problems, the emphasis of the RJCP was shifted to other types ¢
public works such as health stations and school buildings. In sho
these different points of emphasis can be looked upon as the diver
means towards the same triple ends as mentioned earlier.

3.2. The Administrative Structure

Five years after its inception in 1980 the administrative strug
ture of the RJCP has undergone few changes, but the underlining
structure remains intact. Four organizations form the core of thi
administrative structure more or less in hierarchical order. At the toy
of the structure is the National Committee for RJCP headed by the
Prime Minister with the committee members composed of severul
ministers, undersecretaries of state, directors-general and relatec
experts. This is a policy-making committee which sets quidelines
issues regulations, allocates budgets, approves project extension, ant
SO on.

The second-tier organizations are the Provincial Committee
that are set up in each province to administer the RJCP projects in
that province. The Provincial Governor is officially the chairman of
this committee whose members include almost all provincial rep
resentatives of ministries in Bangkok. Major functions of this provins
cial Committee include reallocation of allotted budgets to Tambon
Councils, approval of the projects submitted by these Tambon Coun:
cils through the District Committees (see below), setting of wage
rates and reference material prices for various locations in that prov
ince, monitoring and controlling the work progress, setting the stans
dard of the work, and so on. In other words, the Provincial Commits
tees are the nerve centers of the RJCP in the provinces. '

Within each province there will be several District Committee
headed by the District Officer whose main duties are to help the
Tambon Councils prepare the RJCP projects, monitor the disburses
ment of funds, and approve the final outcome of the projects. The
District Committees practically act as a link between the Tambon
Councils and the Provincial Committees.

Finally, at the bottom of the RJCP administrative structure a
the Tambon Councils. A tambon is an administrative unit at a su -'-.
district level, and is composed of several Moo Baan or villages which
are the smallest administrative units under the present local governs
ment structure. The chief administrative officer of a tambon is called:
Kamnan, who is also the head of the tambon council. Other memberg
of the tambon council include all village headmen in that tambon
plus the principal of the tambon school, the tambon doctor, the tams
bon community development officer, and one special representative
elected from the people in that tambon.
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\l.3 Project Preparation and Implementation

As far as the RJCP is concerned, the involvement or the role of
lambon councils is the sine qua non for this type of public works
programs. Administratively, the RJCP is designed to give the tambon
touncils a unique opportunity to play an active part in this new
upproach to rural development. They will plan their own projects,
garry them out, and finally make use of the finished projects.

Given the amount of funds available to them under the Pro-
urnm.2 the tambon councils select projects from their respective
Tambon Development Plans that can be done within the allocated
hudget limits. These projects must be in accordance with the types of
projects that the National Committee will specify from year to year.
Once the projects are chosen, the councils prepare the project pro-
posals in detail, taking into account the locations, designs, material
requirements and total cost calculations, and then submit these pro-
Ject proposals to the district committees which will check the suitabi-
lity and technical and financial details of the projects before submit-
tling them to the provincial committees for final approval.

After the projects have been approved by the provincial com-
mittees, the tambon councils can proceed with the projects by hiring
workers, purchasing necessary materials, or subcontracting contrac-
lors. Funds up to 25 per cent of the total costs of the projects can be
requested from the district Committees immediately but this ad-
vanced funding is only for wage payment, and not for other kinds of
payment. It is the primary duty of the tambon councils to make
yure that all projects are completed within the allotted periods. If
problems occur during project implementation which needs adjust-
ments or extension, the cases must be submitted to the district com-
mittees for approval first, and if cancellation of the project is needed,
permission must be sought from the provincial committees. In order
to effectively carry out some difficult projects, the tambon councils
imay appoint one or more technical supervisors to supervise such
projects until they are completed.

Two issues are of special importance in the preparation of the
projects. One is the type of projects that the tambon councils can
propose to do and the other is the technical knowledge that is
needed to prepare project proposals in detail. On the first issue, the
National Committee gives yearly guidelines as to what projects can
- be proposed. In 1984, for example, the projects that can be proposed
nnd carried out were divided into 10 categories as shown in Table 2.

2F‘t;)r the formulas that were used to allocate the central budgets to the
~ provinces and finally to tambons, see the Appendix of this paper.
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Table 2- Types of Projects Allowed by the National RJICP Committ¢
in 1984

Types of Projects Allowed

1. Weirs, watergates, levees, sluices, water retention dams, vario
types of dikes and embankments except earth embankments,
Ditches, canals, water channels, drainage troughs, water pipos
Ponds, pools, water basins, water reservoirs, fish ponds. '
Water tanks, water jars.
Underground water wells, village water works.
Silos or storages for farm produce, rice mills, communal animal
stables, wind-powered water pumps, rubber-sheet improveman
factories, producer markets, silkworm hut nurseries, drying
silos for farm produce.
7. Roads, bridges and culverts, walkways, embankments to prevent
landslide. ' |
8. Health stations.
9. Multipurpose building for tambons, or child-care centers.
10. Others (as they appear in the Tambon Development Plans).

> oA 10

Source: RJCP National Committee.

As for the technical capability of the tambon councils in prepars
ing detailed project proposals, it has been admitted that counoll
members are still incapable of drawing up a complete blueprint of &
project with all necessary cost calculations. However, these problem {
have diminished since the issuance of a series of technical handbooks
for project preparation written by a group of engineers and architects
with the rural officials in mind. These technical handbooks which
had gone through second edition in 1984 cover several areas of
public works, for instance, roads, bridges, waterwells and reservoirs,
health stations, multipurpose buildings, and so on. With the help of
local community development officers and other officials sent by
the district committees, most council members were able to draw up'j
project plans with sufficient technical details and accuracy. After
several years of use, many problems still remain with these unique
technical handbooks, but without doubt, they have become indis-
pensable in the implementation of the rural public works program in
its present form.3 .II

3These handbooks were prepared by a group of engineers and architects
appointed by the National RJCP Committee. This national-level Technical
Handbooks Committee also monitors the use of these handbooks, collects com-
ments and suggestions and makes plans for future revision of the handbooks,
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The National RJCP committee through its Central R..JCP office
had issued several standard forms in which the tambormn councils
would have to use in purchasing project supplies, in conirTacting pri-
vate firms to work on certain projects, and in hiring labHourers to
work in the program. The Ministry of Interior already hamd existing
regulations governing material purchases and disbursemeent of al-
located funds which the tambon Councils must follow while im-
plementing an RJCP project. As a rule, all RICP projectts must be
completed by the end of June which is the last month oof the Pro-
pram.

3.4 Financial Management and Control

According to normal budgetary procedures in Thailland, each
ministry is responsible for making budget requests each y ear. When
the request is approved by the Parliament, the ministry (" hrough its
many departments) can proceed to draw out the money from the
government treasury to be used in the programs proposed izn the bud-
get. The RJICP is the only major public expenditure pro: gram that
does not follow the normal budgetary procedures mentiomed briefly
above. Firstly, the budget request is made by the Prime Minister’s
Office, not by any particular ministry. Secondly, when t_he budget
has been approved, the money can be allocated to the provincial
committees, the district committees and finally the tambom councils
directly and immediately, bypassing the management amd control
of the ministries and their departments. In so doing, the RJCP pro-
vides a most direct channel between the top echelon of central
government and the grass-root level of local government w=ith regard
to a special public spending program.

The RJCP disbursement procedures have enabled both the pro-
vincial committees and the district committees to receive tthe money
quickly. In the first year of RJCP in 1980, the financial control sys-
tem was very tight as the Prime Minister’s Office was afrmid that 2
loose system would be conductive to irregularities and coOrruption.
Although this had resulted in widespread complaints aboutt slowness
in the disbursement of funds, misuse of funds and other types of
corruption were virtually nonexistent. In the following years, how-
ever, the government relaxed many of the financial regulations so
as to speed up the payment of wages to workers. In 1984, for
instance, the chairman of the district RJCP committee was allowed
to withdraw up to 25 per cent of the total costs of RJCP pxojects ap-
proved for that district from the provincial treasury to be deposited
in a local bank in that district. This advanced funding enables the
district officer to pay the tambon councils quickly when the latter
submit their requests for wage payments. As for other types of pay-
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ments such as contractors’ fees, the present procedures also a.llo#
expeditious withdrawal of funds. After many years of ulﬂ‘
present financial arrangements of the RJCP no longer pose hott
necks to the successful operation of the public works progil

3.5, Monitoring and Evaluation

There are several levels for monitoring and evaluating the I
projects. At the tambon level a supervisor who is assigned to sup
vise a certain project that needs some technical know-how will i
monitor the overall operation of that project. The tambon cou \
is of course responsible for the monitoring of all projects in that tw
bon. It receives assistance from the community development o
who will be especially assigned by the district officer. The diaty
officer himself or someone appointed by him will be required to
each tambon every 15 days to monitor work progress and check t}
disposal of project funds. il |'
(9

At the provincial level, the governor receives regular reports
work progress. He and other provincial committee members ]
attend to other problems that are presented to them for decisio
At the national level, four ministers are assigned to monitor |
RJCP operations in each of the four regions of Thailand. The P 1
Minister himself, from time to time, visits project sites all over th
country. It seems that the monitoring system for this program |
quite rigorous to ensure that most projects are implemented
cording to plan, and the timetable. |

The so-called “in-house” evaluation is carried out continudall
by those who monitor the projects, and especially by a special Mok
toring and Evaluation Committee headed by a cabinet member. I !
external evaluation, however, is done by various universities who W
commissioned to do the job on a year-to-year basis. The results @

general public.

These four major aspects of the RJCP, namely, the administii)
tive structure, the project preparation and implementation, the finan
cial management and control, and the monitoring and evaluation a
depicted in Chart 1. f

4. Economic Impact of the RJICP

In the previous three sections, we have discussed the rationult
for, the historical development and the structure of, the Rural Jol
Creation Program. We are now ready to discuss the economic and
social impact of this Program on the rural development of Thailand,



Chart 1 — Operational Steps of RICP, 1984
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In this section, some salient features of the outcomes of the I
will be pointed out before we analyze two aspects of the econall
impact, namely, the income generation aspect and the employ \
generation aspect.

4.1 Some Salient Features of the RJCP

We discuss below some of the salient features (see Table a*
the RJCP from 1980 to 1984: I

(a) Program expenditures .
The central government budgets earmarked for the Hul
Job Creation Program were 3,500 million baht each for the first I
years (1980 and 1981) and 2000 million baht a year for the I
three years (1982, 1983 and 1984). The actual program expendi
shown in line 1 (Table 3) was less than the budget approprintii
because not all the money was spent. A certain proportion of |l
funds was reserved for emergency or for possible extension of o
tain projects which, in the end, did not materialize. The actual 3
gram expenditures also did not include that part of the funds ti
out from the RICP budgets and given to all members of parliam
for political purpose. Of these actual expenditures, about 1-2
cent was allocated for the costs of program management. '

Even though the RJCP budget has been cut down from Bd
million baht to 2000 million baht in the last few years, this is by i
means a small amount of public spending, particularly on a pulili
works program. Compared to such developing countries as Indon !
or Bangladesh, public funds of this magnitude on public works pi
grams were very large indeed. {1

The distribution of program funds to different regions of
land reflects the economic conditions of those regions. The Nork
east which is the poorest region in the country always receives -'ri’j_
major share of the RJCP expenditures, followed by the North, *-f:i;
Center and the South. But the Northeast region is faced with |
declining trend in budget allocation in recent years. U

(b) Number of projects approved !

When the RJCP was first launched in 1980, many tambol
councils were not quite certain what kind of projects to prepi
despite their past experience with similar programs in the previol
governments. The projects selected and approved, therefore, tend ,'
to be small and fragmented. In later years, however, the coundll
began to appreciate the relative merits of larger projects. Some co 0
cils in different tambons even embarked on joint projects which wore
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Table 3 — Salient Features of the Results of the Rural Job Crention
Program, 1980-1984, by Region

Year
1980 1981 1982 1983 1984

~ I'rogram Expenditures

|, (Baht million)
North 721.0 6126 363.3 4105 365.3
Northeast 1428.2 1575.5 856.5 844.7 8274
Center 4717 4274 361.7 381.0 381.5
South 379.1 3659 268.8 262.3 266.4

Whole Kingdom 3000.0 2981.4 1850.6 1898.5 1840.6
2. Number of Projects Approved

North 126562 13237 4357 4112 2990
Northeast 12956 27946 9898 8460 6166
Center 23719 10404 4998 4439 3600
South 5996 8042 3160 2546 1798

Whole Kingdom 55323 59629 22413 19557 14554
. Number of Workers Employed (000)

North 913 852 627 578 389
Northeast 1949 1339 1300 1110 795
Center 643 656 243 205 129
South 249 238 119 85 65

Whole Kingdom 3754 3087 2589 1948 1378
1. Expenditure per worker

North 790 719 579 710 939
Northeast 733 1177 659 761 1041
Center 734 652 14488 1859 2957
South 1523 1537 2269 3085 4098

Whole Kingdom 799 729 715 975 1336
4. Wage/Non-wage Expenditure Ratio

North 87/13 61/39 56/44 39/61 35/65
Northeast 92/8  68/32 46/54 43/57 44/56
Center 90/10 60/40 44/56 36/64 27/73
South 89/11 52/48 37/63 32/68 28/72

Whole Kingdom 90/10 60/40 47/53 37/63 32/68

Source: Data obtained from the RJCP Secretariat, Prime Minister’s Office.

much larger than what they each individually planned. This enter-
prise is encouraged by the central government as it creates greater
unity and cooperative spirit among the local population. The number
of projects has thus continually become smaller as the size of each
project becomes larger.
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(c) Number of workers employed; expenditure per wt I
and wage/non-wage expenditure ratio ff

has also caused some changes in the number of workers emplo)
in the projects. Normally, within the same budget, the numb
workers employed should not be affected even when the slg
projects become larger unless of course there are changes In |
pattern of factor use in the projects. This is exactly what had b
pened in the RIJCP projects in the last three years. '

First, the number of workers declined secularly from 1984
1984. This had increased the average expenditure per work of Il
projects for the whole kingdom from 715 baht in 1982 to 1
baht in 1984. The main reason for this phenomenon is the changel
the factor use and factor intensity of projects all over the counli
The figures on the wage/non-wage expenditure ratios clearly subut
tiate this assertion. The RJCP was started as a very labor-intenil
public works program in 1980 with an average nationwide wagé
non-wage expenditure ratio of 90 to 10. This ratio was quickly |
duced to 60 to 40 in 1981, and the factor reversal continued Wil
the ratio reached 32 to 68 in 1984, In 1984 the RIJCP had beconi
capital-intensive public works program.

What were the main reasons for the transformation of the Rl
from a labor-intensive to capital-intensive program? One reason (i
viously, was the central government’s desire for more durable pu 1
works projects. The simple labor-oriented, earth work projectﬁ-
the first year were quickly replaced by more material-oriented, tog
nically-sophisticated projects. Public criticism to the Program (th
it was wasteful as the outcomes were not durable) played a large pil
in shifting the government’s position away from the original intl
tion of using the Program for income redistribution purpose. M@
permanent structures in the districts and provinces were also favorl
by the district and provincial officials who wanted to let these stri
tures serve as records of their performances. When a larger portion i
the budget is spent on materials and machines, a smaller portion
left for labor. As a result, the number of rural workers employed'f
the projects in all regions began to decline at the average rate {
about 12 per cent per year from 1980 to 1984. Iif

4.2. Income Generation

The first objective of the RICP in the past five years has alwayl
been to augment the rural income during the slack season roughi
between January and June each year with peaks around March aii
April. This income is to be received by working in the projects ¢
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ginized by the tambon councils. Several issues are involved in (he
process of income generation, such as the size of income received by
un average worker, the pattern of spending of households receiving
that income, the changing distribution of income after participating
In the Program, and $o on.

(a) Size of income received
We are interested to know how much income an average

worker receives from working in RJCP projects. Is it large enough
lo help a poor worker? Do they have to work harder than usual?

" As this amount of income depends on the period of employment and

the wage rate, we would like to know how many days an average
worker works in the Program and what is his average wage rate.

Tables 4 and 5 show the length of employment in the RJCP in
virious regions and the total income received by households whose
imembers worked in the Program. On number of days worked, it
van be seen from Table 4 that the South was consistently the region
where an average worker got to work the longest both in 1980 and
1984, This fact is confirmed in Table 5 which shows that an average
household in the South received the highest amount of income from
the RJCP compared to households in other regions. On the average

- for the whole kingdom, the number of days worked in the Program

was about 12.3 days in 1980. It seems that this figure would be
bigger in 1984 (if one could deduce from the figures for Northeast,
Center and South) which means that the people who got to work in
the Program lately were able to work longer, and with higher pay.
This was traded off by the smaller number of workers who could
he employed in the Program as evidenced in Table 3.

Workers in the Program normally get paid either by daily wage
or by the amount of work done. On the daily wage system, the basic
wage rate is usually the legal minimum wage in force in that location.
But often the provincial committees who set wage rates in the prov-
inces were forced to set higher wage rates for RJCP projects to at-
tract workers from other jobs. On the other hand, the piece-rate
system is mostly used in earth-work projects where the work done
¢an be easily measured. This method of payment was almost ex-
¢clusively adopted during the first year of the Program as most of the
public works projects were of the earth-work types.‘t

4 This system also enabled workers who were willing to work hard and work
overtime to earn a higher wage income compared to those who were paid on a
daily wage rate. In 1980, this fact was clearly seen in the average income of
vorkers in the North in which the daily wage system was widespread as com-
pared to that in other regions.
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Table 4 — Average Length of Employment in the RJICP,
1980 and 1984
(unit : No of days worked)

Region 1980 1984
North 13.9 n.a.
Northeast 104 16.0
Center 14.2 20.7
South 21.8 28.9
Whole Kingdom 12.3 n.a.

Source: Compiled from various evaluation results.

Note: Only data for 1980 are complete and consistent across raj
For 1984 only the figures for the Center and the South are consistnﬂi
those for 1980. Il

Table 5 — Household Wage Income Received from Work
in the Rural Job Creation Program

1980 1981 1982 19833

North
Income from Project 706 3751 930 -
As % of regular income 4.0 n.a 4.8 i
Northeast
Income fromProject 774 909 1015 =
As % of regular income 4.7 n.a 8.3 Lo
Center
Income from Project 1125 550 726 =
As % of regular income 4.9 n.a 3.0 it
South
Income from Project 1170 1146 1182 =
As % of regular income 5.0 4.9 752 —
Whole Kingdom
Income from Project 877 n.a n.a =
As % of regular income 4.6 n.a. n.a T

Sources: Compiled from various project evaluation reports.
1 most likely understated
25 % of cash income only

3Evaluation for 1983 RJCP was not attempted ; the su rvey in 108
was actually for 1982 operation.
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RURAL PUBLIC WORKS

Figures in Table 5 also reveal something about the economic
- tonditions of the people in different regions. In the Northeast where
the people are poorest, there were no shortages of workers who are
willing to work in the Program each year. The limited amount of
work has to be shared among villagers resulting in lower average in-
tome received than that of workers in the Central Region and in the
- Bouth where severe shortages of workers plague certain projects.
Those who were employed thus worked longer and were paid better.
In terms of the proportion of this income from RJCP to the total
fogular income of the family of those workers, it can be seen that
Wworkers in the South generally fared better than those in other
loglons. It may be argued that this proportion is too small to make
iny difference in intra-regional income positions let alone inter-
logional income positions. But it can be equally argued that an in-
(rease in income of three to four per cent of total annual income
Mter about two weeks of relatively simple and riskless work should
N0t be taken too lightly either.

(b) Spending patterns of income received

What a worker or his household spends out of his income
loceived from the RJCP is of special interest in the overall evaluation
0f the Program. From these spending patterns, multiplier effects of
the Program can be calculated. On a less technical level, household
Mpending patterns of RCJP income can also tell us something about
the economic and social conditions of rural households. Unfortunate-
ly, resource and time limitations at each annual evaluation prevented
' study on the multiplier effects of the Program. However, data on
Imple spending patterns were obtained during household interviews
by asking participating households to rank the item or activity that
they would be spending their money on in descending order. The dis-
ribution of the types of spending that were ranked first was com-

juted for various years (see Table 6).

, Many interpretations can be deduced from Table 6. But what
Is @ most significant revelation is that a large part of the income re-
teived from working in the Program was spent on food first as
foported by more than 62 per cent of households in 1980. In 1981
ind 1984, the percentage was practically unchanged for sampled

(c) Post-program income distribution
That the RJCP provides an opportunity for the rural
population to earn supplementary income during the dry season is
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Table 6 — Household Spending Patterns of Income From RJCFi
I l

Tvpe of Expenditure  North? North- Center South Wholw
ype of Expenditur o] ]

1. Agricultural expenses

—1980 19 230 116 268 2008
— 1984 wgtl 'yge 103 5.2 '
2. Food |
— 1980 677 545 790 449 6244
—1984 697" 'B4a4 ' ' 644 ' 59.7 '
3. Education 1
— 1980 2.5 3.9 1.8 8.5 38
— 1984 7.2 1.3 22 ' 11.83 i
4. Medical care
—1980 0.9 4.8 1.1 1.0 4
—1984 1.3 2.5 0.5 -
5. Clothing
— 1980 4.0 6.6 1. 4.1 46
— 1984 20 JEAMRE 5 5.4 7.2
6. Housing i
— 1980 0.6 1.3 0.2 2.2 1.0
— 1984 2.0 2.5 2.5 —
7. Spirits, tobacco
and entertainment
—1980 ot g o3
— 1984 0.3 1.2 1.6 12
8. Debt payment .
— 1980 1.6 2.2 1.8 4.3 2.
— 1984 - - 2.5 - f
9. Saving . |
—1980 208 1.2 0.7 2.6 1.1 1;
— 1984 - - 2. - il
10. Other i
--1980 2.0 1.8 1% 4.0 2.4
—1984 7.2 6.3 7.9 9.4 |
Total b
—1980 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.
— 1984 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 Al

Source: Compiled from various evaluation reports

19htained from the rank order expenditure items by sampled hou
The distributions reported here were expenditure items that were ranked

2Data for North and Northeast are for 1981, not 1984.
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well accepted. But who are these workers? Are they well-to-do
farmers who really do not need this type of work but were given the
work anyway due to their acquaintance with members of tambon
councils? ® If richer, farmers got most of the work and income com-
pared to poorer farmers, then the income distribution among those
who worked in the Program must have worsened. For this we would
like to know the income redistribution effects of the RJCP on the
rural households participating in the Program.

The total income of households was estimated during
evaluation surveys. When we add the income received from the Pro-
gram into this pre-program household income we would have the

Table 7-Distribution of Income of Workers Before and After
the Projects, as Measured by Gini Coefficients, 1980-1984,

1980 1981 1982 1983 1984

North
I Before 4687
After 4734
Northeast
Before .4337 4968
After .4193 4706
(lenter
Before 4797 .6400 .5025
After 4632 .4500 .4869
South
Before 4384 5198 .4145' .3005'
After 4255 4757 .3870' .2801"
Whole Kingdom
Before .4690
After .4349

Hources: Compiled from various evaluation reports.

Based on distribution of cash income only.

post-program household income and its relevant distribution. Com-
parison is made between these two distributions to find the redis-
tributive effects of the Program. The results of this comparison are
presented in Table 7.

51n 1980, it was shown that a more well-to-do farmer was more likely to
sarn higher income from the RJCP than a poorer farmer. See Krongkaew et al.
(1981), chapter6.

955



The summary indicator of income inequality used in Tabl il
is the Gini coefficient. The available estimates clearly show that (i
post-program distribution has become more even in all regions, I
all years, except for the North in 1980 where distribution of ruik
household income had become more unequal as a result of th
RJCP. The improvement or alleviation of income inequality (mé
ured in terms of percentage reduction in Gini coefficients) was in th
range of about 3-7 per cent which was quite substantial considerii
the fact that this was just a short-term relief program.

4.3. Employment Generation ‘I'
|

Some of the employment characteristics of the RJCP have i
ready been mentioned earlier such as the number of workers oiii
ployed in the RJCPs in each region and the wages paid to thol
workers. In this section additional issues concerning the employ
ment generation of the RJCP will be discussed as follows: employ
ment procedures of the RJCP, the extent of employment creatl'
of the RJCP, effects of the RJCP on rural-urban migrations, lj.i
general employment problems of the RJCP. i

(a) Employment procedures of the RJCP

A primary intention of the RJCP was to engage low-incoml
farmers in the rural areas in local-level public works that would ]”
them a chance to earn additional money. During the first year, i
specific instruction was given to the tambon councils regarding |
employment procedures of the RJICP. Therefore, most tambon ¢o 1
cils all over the country hired workers who came in to apply for th
jobs.® This hiring practice obviously did not favor poorer worke
in terms of priority, and length of employment. In fact, it was ric
workers who actually benefited more from the program by workii
longer and receiving higher pay. In later years, the central gov ]|
ment did suggest to the tambon councils to specifically hire '.'
poorer workers, but the outcome did not change much. In the € 1
tral Region in 1984, for example, less than 10 per cent of th
tambon councils surveyed would specifically hire someone simjil
because he is poor (Krongkaew etal., 1984, p. 62). Theoreticall
the income redistribution effects would have been greater if pool

workers were able to work more.

The reasons given by workers employed in the projects are nli
of great interest. As shown in Table 8, workers in different regiofl
stated different reasons for joining the Program. In 1980, W

6The result of the survey in 1980 showed that 70.3 per cent of all tamh
councils adopted this ““come all, hire all”’ policy. See Krongkaew et al. (14 :
p. 53.



Instance, workers in all regions except the Northeast cited having no
ther work as the most important reason for working in the Program,
Whereas for the Northeastern workers, it was the desire to earn more
money. These two reasons together, plus higher wage rates, explained
more than three-fourths of all the reasons given by these workers for
I,]nining the Program. In 1984, similar data, which were available only
il‘nr the Central Region, showed that having no other work was no
longer the most important reason as in 1980. What was more im-

Table 8 -Reasons Given by Workers for Participating in the RJCP

Hiving been
requested or
hired to

(Percentages)
N, 1980 1984
Reasons North  North- Center South Whole Cente
east Kingdom
laving no other
work 35.6 26.0 53.6 24.0 34.5 18.9
living some free
time from
. regular work 1.6 0.3 2.0 5.7 1.5 26.8
Winting more
money 274 36.2 14.6 11.9 27.0 21.0
Wigher wage rates
- than usual 8.8 18.0 9.9 5.3 12.8 0.8

Join the program 14.2 3.7 3.6 11.8 6.8 19.5

unting to
' (levelop village 4.1 4.7 44 195 5.8 -
\ving near
. work site 2.7 8.4 7.1 182 (. —
wuired by
' duties 1.5 0.1 06 29 0.8 2.5
Uihors 4.1 2.6 4.2 5.8 36 10.6
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

:. foe: Krongkaew et al (1981), p 84 and Krongkaew et al, (1984), p. 63.

jitant was the ‘“underemployment” factor (expressed as having
fine free time from regular work). As the nature of the work in
Il Program also changed from labor-intensive to material-intensive
Wiore more skilled workers were required, the local authorities (in
| Ih case the tambon councils) were forced to hire more skilled
itkers to work in the Program. This is indicated by the very high
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proportion (19.5 per cent) of Program workers who said that th

had been requested or hired to join the Program &
(b) Extent of employment creation

As was shown in Table 8, one of the major reasons wh

workers join the RJCP is the existence of unemployment or un¢

employment in the areas. To explore this phenomenon in maf

detail, we asked about the employment status of workers priot &

Table 9 — Employment Status of Workers Prior to Joining '

the Rural Job Creation Programs, 1980-1984 -

Region 1980 1981 1982 1983
North

Unemployed 467 181 54.9

Had Some Work 53.3 213 45.1

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0
Northeast

Unemployed 39.0 416 56.3

Had Some Work 61.1 58.4 43.7

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0
Center

Unemployed 46.7 113 65.4

Had Some Work 53.3 88.7 34.6

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0
South

Unemployed 29.7 236 59.7

Had Some Work 77.3 664 40.3

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0
Whole Kingdom

Unemployed 41.1

Had Some Work 58.9

Total 100.0

Source: Compiled f'rom various evaluation reports.
11ikely to be overstated as it included those workers who might already be wo |
prior to RJCP but joined RJCP to receive higher wages.

joining the RJCP, the responses to which are reported in Table 9I |

In Table 9, the data for 1980 were the most complet_é
consistent across regions, except for the Central Region in 198

the whole Kingdom, about 41.1 per cent of workers in the RJCE

il
71t should be mentioned here that the figures for 1980 for this rease ‘

ferred strictly to those who were requested, not hired, to work in the Progrii

Only in 1984 was direct hiring practised in addition to ordinary requests.
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1980 stated that they were not properly employed or did not have
gainful work to do one week before entering the RJCP. This employ-
ment-unemployment situations differed from one region to the
other, with the North and the Center regions having the highest
incidence of unemployment during the dry season of 1980, followed
by the South and the Northeast regions. The fact that the Northeast
had lower unemployment incidence than the Center and the North
might be contrary to the reality that the Northeast is the poorest
region in Thailand and thus should have more unemployed farmers
(uring the dry season compared to other regions. But a deeper analy-
sis would indicate that, precisely because the Northeast is poor, the
people in this region will have to work almost all the time to earn
subsistence wages. It was a different case for the South where the
rural people could find work in the rubber plantations during the dry
season, thus helping reduce unemployment incidence. The unem-
ployment incidence for the South in 1982 and 1984 was most likely
overstated (probably due to changes in interviewing techniques or
questions), but for the Center in 1984, the figure appeared to be con-
sistent and reasonable. The Northeast Region was shown to have
even lower incidence of unemployment during the slack period in
1984 than in 1980. This may seem odd, especially when compared to
the situations in 1981 and 1982. It is advisable that no comparison
is made across the years, except perhaps for the Center in 1980 and
1984 where the same sample areas were selected, and sample opera-
tions were more or less the same.

To conclude, using the 1980 survey results as reference,the
RJCP helped create employment for over 40 per cent of a sntall
group of rural population who would otherwise be without proper
jobs®- Even in the region where unemployed workers were relatively
small, such as the Northeast, the RJCP still provided an opportunity
for a higher-wage work. Problems however existed within each region
which were not reflected in the data shown in Table 9. For instance,
in the fruit-growing provinces of Chanburi and Rayong in the Cen-
tral Region, the local authorities often had difficulty finding suffi-
cient number of workers who would participate in the Program main-
ly because they already had higher-paying jobs. In these provinces,
the Program did not actually create new jobs but simply substituted
one type of work for another which was already in existence. For
some provinces in the South, these same problems also occurred.

8According to the RIJCP Secretariat data as shown in Table 3, the total
number of workers employed in the 1980 RJCP was about 3.754 million people.
IForty-one per cent of this would be about 1.539 million people. However, since
many were hired to work in more than one project, the actual number of
workers involved in the Program would be smaller (by about 23 per cent). See
Krongkaew et al. (1981), p. 32.
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(c) Effects on outward migration i
One of the objectives of the 1980 RJCP was to curh |
rural-urban migration, particularly to Bangkok, during the d
season. The results of the first year RJCP had shown thal L
Program had some effects on the outward migration of farm wo I
during the dry season, but not much. For those who were nal )
ployed before joining the RJCP, the problem of outward migril
obviously did not arise. But for those who were previously emplay
it would be interesting to know where these workers worked, I
10 presents the results of the surveys about the locations of Wi
of workers prior to joining the RJCP.

It may be seen in Table 10 that the majority of

workers (about 90.4 per cent on the average for the Whole Kingdal
had been working in the same localities where the RJCP proj
were being implemented. In this sense, the RIJCP effects on oulwi
migration were rather small, especially for the migration to Bangli
Metropolitan Areas, with the smallest incidence of about 1.4
cent. Roughly speaking, the RICP reversed the flow of migratiof [
Bangkok for about 28,000 people for the whole country, which !
not many considering the several hundred thousands of rural poop
who migrate to Bangkok each year. This phenomenon was mora f
less confirmed by responses to another question asked in Il
surveys about the type and location of work that the formers wo :
do once they had finished working in the RJCP. Most farmers waull
go back to their old jobs which they had been doing before joinil
the Program; few would migrate to work in other areas after (}
work with the RJCP (Krongkaew et al. 1984, pp. 64-65. It can |
deduced, therefore, that the outward or rural-urban migration W
not significantly affected by the existence of the RJCP. The decisli
to migrate seemed to be influenced by other factors not coverd
in this study.

5. Social Impact of the RJCP

Although primarily designed and intended as a short-term o
nomic relief program, the development within and around i
Program in the last several years has moved the RJCP from the et
nomic into the socio-political sphere as well. As mentioned earli§
one of the major objectives of the RJCP was to help develop
increase the efficiency of subdistrict-level local governments in logk
planning and administration. To see whether this and other relaté
administrative and social objectives are fulfilled, the project evalil
tion teams have included several questions concerning local s
government and local-level participation in their annual evalua
surveys. Some of the results will be discussed below.
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5.1 Effects on Local Self-Government

Projects in the RJICP are seen in this context not only au
nomic ends but as socio-political means by which the tambon ¢
cils learned to make plans, select and implement projects, |
generally carry on the administration of local governments. At
several problems were encountered by most tambon couneil
taking on the responsibilities of RJCP project execution. But as l
passed their ability apparently increased and so did their confide ~",
Tables 11, 12, and 13 present the responses from various grouj
people on several questions concerning the administrative capab
of the tambon councils. !

Table 11 — Different Views About the Planning and Administrat :
Ability of the Tambon Council, 1984

Responses (%)
Good to  Fair No
Very Good Good

ASK Tambon Councilors
(1) The planning of

5-year Tambon Plan 62.7 35.3 1.3
(2) The selection and

preparation of

RJCP projects for
approval 81.4 16.0 1.3

ASK District Officials
(1) The planning of

5-year Tambon Plan 35.9 56.4 b.2
(2) The selection and

preparation of RJCP

projects for
approval 56.5 33.3 7.1

Source: Krongkaew et al.(1984), p. 106.



Table 12 — Evaluation of the Performance of Tambon Councils
in RJCP, Central Region, 1984

-
I
- Responses (%)
Total Good to Fair Not Good No
Very Good to Worst Respc

Ht-sponses from RJCP workers
Diligence and devotion to

work 100.0 71.2 16.2 1.8 10.
* Honesty 100.0 75.8 111 1.9 10.
- Acceptance of villagers’

views 100.0 70.2 14.4 4.5 10.

Team work and unity 100.0 11.3 10.1 1.0 11
© Overall efficiency 100.0 64.9 22.5 2.0 10.
Nesponses from District Officials
© Diligence and devotion

to work 100.0 74.4 256 = -
* Honesty 100.0 74.4 20.5 5.1 =

Acceptance of villagers’

views 100.0 66.7 30.8 = 2.¢
" Team work and unity 100.0 79.5 15.4 5.2 e

+ Overall efficiency 100.0 64.1 35.9 — —

wrce: Krongkaew et al.(1984), p. 106.

In Table 11, opinions of tambon councilors and district officials
were sought regarding the planning, selection and employment im-
plementation of the RIJCP projects at the local level. About 62.7 per
cent of these councilors believed that their ability to plan the 5-year
Tambon Development Plans ranged from good to very good. For the
selection and preparation of the RJCP projects for approval, the posi-
tive responses were even higher at 81.4 per cent. This kind of res-
ponse partly reflected the confidence of the tambon councilors on
these matters. The district officials who had to work most closely
with the tambon councils also believed in the planning and adminis-
trative ability of the tambon councils as can be seen from the res-
ponses in Table 11, although the degree of confidence might not be
as high as that of the tambon councilors themselves.

Table 12 reports on the evaluation of the performances of the
tambon councils in the Central Region in executing the 1984 RJCP
projects. According to the opinions of RJCP workers, the tambon
councils had performed well in all five categories, namely: diligence
and devotion to work, honesty, acceptance of villagers’ views, team-
work and unity, and overall efficiency; the degree of positive accept-
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Table 13 — Different Perceptions of the Ability of Tambon Councils

in Handling Rural Development Programs, 1984

Village. Tambon District
Workers Councils Officials

Question: If the Government
allocates a certain amount of
fund to a Tambon council for

the purpose of rural development,
do you think the Tambon Council
and the people in the village

will be able to prepare and
operate such projects by them-
selves without any help from

the Central Government?

Answer: :
1. Yes 86.1 89.3 46.2
2. No 13.9 10.7 53.8
of which:
— knowledge is lacking 7.8 7.3 35.0
— Corruption will occur 1.5 3.3 10.9
— No benefits expected T = 7.9
- Others (No unity etc.) 3.1 = o
— No reason given 1.6 ol i
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0

Source: Krongkaew et al.(1984), p. 114.

ance did vary from one category to the other. Similar views w#l
also expressed by district officials. It can be concluded, thereft

administration of the RJCP projects in the Central Region, was
with general approval both from the local population and from th
immediate superior, the district administrator.

Finally, the ultimate indicator of local-level ability to hand
rural development programs in general was put to test. All the pi

people in the localities would be able to prepare and operate the -;I
jects in which the Central Government provides full funding '“'
without any other assistance. The responses from village workers, |I
tambon councils themselves, the district officials and the provine
officials in the Central Region in 1984 are shown in Table 13. If
evident that the confidence of the tambon councilors in their oW

ability was still very high at 89.3 per cent, while the trust of the ruj
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people on the tambon councils was not much lower at 86.1 per cent,
The responses from the central government representatives, that is
the district and provincial officials were less enthusiastic, however.
More than half (53.8 per cent) of the district officials interviewed in
the Central region still did not believe that the tambon councils
could administer by themselves the entire process of a rural develop-
ment project. The provincial officials were even stronger in their be-
liefs that the tambon councils were not fully capable of taking on
rural development projects entirely by themselves; the lack of tech-
nical knowledge was often cited as the major reason for them being
50. In a way this may be correct, but it should be kept in mind also
that the local administration of the central government might have a
lendency to underestimate the capability of the tambon councils
owing to their familiarity with “top-down” administrative behavior.

5.2 Effects on Local-Level Participation
in Rural Development Efforts

It was expected that both the rural leaders and rural population
would benefit from participating in the RJCP in terms of improved
self-government and increased local-level participation in rural affairs.
Improved self-government was shown to have taken place in the
course of the RJCP in the last several years. Participation from the
local population apparently had also taken place, but to a limited ex-
lent. Broadly speaking, local participation would be higher if the
local people know more about the structure of local governments
and who are running them. Moreover, if they (the local people)
believe that they benefit from a public program, they would be more
likely to take part in the development efforts at the local levels.
These two points are brought up in Tables 14 and 15.

Table 14 — Villagers’ Knowledge About the Tambon Council, 1980

North Northeast Center South  Whole

Kingdom
Question to Villagers:
Do you know what
a Tambon Council is?
— Yes 49.8 37.2 37.7 69.5 43.2
— No 50.0 62.8 61.9 30.4 56.6
— Others 0.2 0.0 04 0.1 0.2
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Bource: Krongkaew et al,(1981), p. 43.
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In Table 14, the workers who joined the Program were asked in
1980 whether they knew about the tambon councils. Surprisingly,
the majority of these workers (56.6 per cent on the average for the
whole country) did not know what a tambon council was. But as the
NJCP became more popular, the knowledge about the structure and
working of tambon councils also increased among the rural popula-
llon. This increased knowledge could be looked upon as a concrete
tontribution of the RJCP in the social development of rural Thai-
lind.

Table 15 further confirms the positive social impact of the
HJICP on the rural population. Most of the workers who took part in
Ihe Program overwhelmingly believed that the RJCP was good to
Ihem. It not only gave them the chance to earn more money during
Ihe slack season, but also improved their livelihood through increased
water supply, better roads, better sanitation, and so on. Lest this
ay be looked upon as a biased answer because it was given by those
workers who had vested interest in the Program, the evaluation team
In 1980 also posed a similar question to villagers who did not parti-
‘vipate in the program. Again, the response from this group was ever-
whelmingly in favor of the RJCP.

While it has become apparent that the rural population like the
Rural Job Creation Program and will support it when needed, the
RJICP is not without its social critics. Many people who look upon
the tradition of non-monetized work-sharing in the rural areas as
' unique to Thai culture and needs preserving would sometimes cast
loubt and aspersion at the RJCP as something that would destroy
that local work-sharing spirit. This attitude is indefensible, firstly,
because if the farmers themselves should decide to work for money,
no one else should be in a position to say that that decision is ir-
rational or improper. Work specialization and monetization of the
rural areas are recognized as a part of modern economic develop-
ment. Besides, not all farmers are money-conscious; it has been de-
monstrated in many evaluation surveys that the rural farmers knew
exactly when to work for money and when to work for community
welfare and spirit.

Overall, the RJCP is said to have contributed positively to the
social development in the rural areas of Thailand. According to some
perceptions, the RJCP is even regarded as more a social rather than
an economic program, with its social impact greater than the eco-
nomic impact. Whether this is true depends on who is looking at it. -
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target provinces, districts and tambons. They certainly canng
arbitrary rules to allocate such funds as the resistance -.'.-
province competing for funds would be too great. So, some
explicit formula will have to be devised as an allocation r
RJCP budget.

Since 1980, there have been 3 formulae designed for the |{
there was one for the 1980 RJCP, one for the 1981 RJCP, all
for 1982 RJCP which was also used for the 1983 and 1984 N
(and probably 1985 RJCP also). The following account will ot
each formula in some detail.

1. The 1980 Formula .

In this first year of the RJCP, the immediate concerr ¢
government was to relieve the hardships of the rural populatioi
result of a widespread, severe drought throughout the country
previous year. It was expected, therefore, that the allocation o
would have to include an indicator of this hardshlp relal "

P./H:
@) B %ﬁ_ x K

z (P;/H;)
i=1

R; YC;
0.25 [RJ+ 0.75 [?U}

oca
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where:

B; = the amount of fund allocated to province i

K = the total appropriated RJCP budget for the year in ques-
tion.

P; = the size of rural population in province i

R;j = the actual rainfall in province i in the year in question

R i = the average rainfall for province i

YCj= Per capita income of population in province {
YC = the average per capita income = population in province i

According to the above formula, it is obvious that (a) the larger
the province in terms of population, the larger is the allocated fund;
(b) the lesser the rainfall for that province in that year compared to
an average year, the more is the allocated fund; and (c) the poorer
the population in the province in question compared to the average
income level of the entire population, the higher is the allocated
fund.

Once the funds are received by the Provincial RJCP committee
from the central government, it would be further allocated to
lambon councils according to another set of criteria which give dif-
ferent weights to the following determining factors: the areas
damaged by drought, the non-irrigated areas, and the size of rural
population.

2. The 1981 Formulae
The drought problems which beset the rural situation in

- 1980 did not occur in 1981. It was obvious, therefore, that the 1980

formula became irrelevant and obsolete. The new formula for 1981
was designed to tackle new problems. It can be shown as follows:
I :P;
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where: B; . the amount of fund allocated to province i
the total appropriated RJICP budget for the yeal

K

question |
P; the size of rural population in province i !
1 Provincial index
Kooyt EET capita farm income of the richest province
X; Per capita farm income of province i
Ynax : Per capita highest cultivated area in the countr,',ﬂ ,
Y. : Per capita cultivated area in province i '

i
In this 1981 formula, the variable related to water, namely
the area damaged by drought was dropped out, and in its place, il
factor on landholding was substituted with the stipulation that (i

smaller the per capita landholding, the more is the allocated tund;'
that target area. I

!

. In 1981 the Government explicitly set a criterion for each pros
ince to further allocate RJCP funds to tambon councils. This-lo_;

level fund allocation formula was as follows:

Ty =B; | 0. Aji) +o.3(Pﬁ)+ 0.2 (Eﬁ)

|

where:
Tji the amount of fund allocated to tambon j in provinet |
B; : the amount of fund received by province i I
A ji the cultivated area of tambon j in province i
A; total cultivated area of province i
Pﬂ- - total farm population in tambon j in province i
P; total farm population in province i i
U.. : anunderdevelopment index of tambon jin province [ii'
|

]
All tambons in each province will be classified into 3 groups
cording to their development status ranking from Status 1 to 3 in th
order of underdevelopment. Thus status 3 would be the most u clé
developed and would be given a weight of 50 points. The weigh
for Status 2 and 1 are 30 and 20 points, respectively.

(4T total points of underdevelopment in province i

3. The 1982 Formulae |
The allocation formula was changed once again for the 198

RJCP. This time an additional weight of consideration was giv&ngi
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! the minimum amount of RJCP fund that each tambon must receive

as a matter of right before further funds could be allocated to it
according to a set of criteria. The implication behind this change
seems to be that the government now takes the upgrading of tambon
councils very seriously; each tambon council now will have the op-
portunity to fully select, plan and implement its development pro-
jects with at least the minimum obligatory amount of money that
the central government will give it in the RJCP. The new 1982 for-
mula is as follows:

(1) B = M+C
2) B = M;+C;
72
" R
(4) M = mTC
IL.P:
(5 ) Ci = %_‘. xC
| Z IyB
1
‘ ©6) I = ;i;—-—
| 5L
| 7 v
max
(7 I, = 07 [ X, + 0.3 [ﬂ
wbere:
B . total appropriated funds
M : total minimum allocated funds to all provinces
c : the remaining funds after the minimum amounts are
allocated =B — M
i : province 1 -72; the 72nd province was established
in 1982
B; the amount of fund allocated to province i
M; minimum allocated funds in province i
C; funds over and above M; received by province i
m minimum amount of fund to be allocated to each tam-
bon. In 1982 this amount was baht 150,000.
TC; : the number of tambon councils in province i
P, : total farm population in province i

I; : provincial index




X,ax © Percapita farm income of the richest province |
X; per capita farm income of province i !
Y nas per capita highest cultivated area in the country .
Xy : per capita cultivated area in province i

In 1982, the reallocation of funds from the province to ta
council was decided in Bangkok using the formula below whidl
slightly different from the one used for 1981:

T. =m;+C; 0.5(_@') + 0.3(?3':') +o.2( RRﬁ) '

J
A P; RR,

where:
Tji : the amount of fund allocated to tambon j in proving
m;  :the minimum fund allocated to each tambon in pro
C;  :the remaining funds to province i after the minimui
funds are allocated
A gl v total cultivated areas of tambon j in province i
A; : total cultivated areas in province i
Pﬁ : total farm population in tambon j in province i
P; : total farm population in province i

RR;. :the reciprocal of income of tambon council jin pr:q]

: the sum of reciprocals of income of all tambon cour
in province i

It is obvious that the 1982 formula was biased in -m=.

provinces which have a larger number of tambons and thul;';

bon councils. Despite this apparent distortion, this 1982 formu
was adopted also for the 1983 and 1984 RJCPs, and probably il

for the 1985 RJCP. (I
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