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In this thesis, the researcher conducts an efficiency analysis of budgetary
expenditures at the provincial level in 75 provinces, excluding Bangkok
Metropolis, in the fiscal years 2006 and 2008.

The researcher studied budgetary allocations and expenditures in each
province as divided into three categories: economic spending, educational
spending and public health spending. The data collgcted were subsequently
analyzed by means of an application of the data envelopment analysis (DEA)
technique. There were three input factors, viz., the economic spending budget,
the educational spending budget, and the public health spending budget. There
were four output factors, viz., annual per capita income, O-Net scores, the

number of in-patients, and the number of out-patients.
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Findings are as follows:

1. In the fiscal year 2006, the fourteen most efficient provinces were
Chiang Mal, Khon Kaen, Udon Thani, Nakhon Ratchasima, Buriram, Si Sa
Ket, Surin, Nonthaburi, Ratchaburi, Samut Prakan, Rayong, Nakhon Si
Thammarat, Phuket, and Songkhla.

2. In the fiscal year 2006, the ten least efficient provinces were Pattani,
Yala, Kalasin, Nong Bua Lam Phu, Narathiwat, Mae Hong Son, Maha
Sarakham, Nakhon Phanom, Amnat Charoen, and Sa Kaeo.

3. In the fiscal year 2008, the 31 most efficient provinces as shown
by an efficiency score of 1 were Chiang Rai, Chiang Mai, Lamphun,
Kamphaeng Phet, Phetchabun, Sukhothai, Khon Kaen, Nong Khai, Udon Thani,
Chaiyaphum, Nakhon Ratchasima, Buriram, Yasothon, Si Sa Ket, Surin,
Ubon Ratchathani, Nonthaburi, Phra Nakhon Si Ayutthaya, Saraburi,
Kanchanaburi, Nakhon Nayok, Nakhon Pathom, Ratchaburi, Samut Prakan,
Samut Songkhram, Samut Sakhon, Suphan Buri, Chon Buri, Rayong,
Nakhon Si Thammarat, and Phuket.

4. In the fiscal year 2008, the ten least efﬁcient provinces were
Narathiwat, Yala, Pattani, Mae Hong Son, Nakhon Phanom, Satun, Loei,
Ranong, Ang Thong, and Sing Buri.

5. In comparing the results of the 2006 and 2008 analyses, the researcher
found that 31 provinces belong to the category of most efficient provinces in

2008, thereby constituting an increase in efficiency in 2008 of 17 provinces in



237709

Findings are as follows:

1. In the fiscal year 2006, the fourteen most efficient provinces were
Chiang Mal, Khon Kaen, Udon Thani, Nakhon Ratchasima, Buriram, Si Sa
Ket, Surin, Nonthaburi, Ratchaburi, Samut Prakan, Rayong, Nakhon Si
Thammarat, Phuket, and Songkhla.

2. In the fiscal year 2006, the ten least efficient provinces were Pattani,
Yala, Kalasin, Nong Bua Lam Phu, Narathiwat, Mae Hong Son, Maha
Sarakham, Nakhon Phanom, Amnat Charoen, and Sa Kaeo.

3. In the fiscal year 2008, the 31 most efficient provinces as shown
by an efficiency score of 1 were Chiang Rai, Chiang Mai, Lamphun,
Kamphaeng Phet, Phetchabun, Sukhothai, Khon Kaen, Nong Khai, Udon Thani,
Chaiyaphum, Nakhon Ratchasima, Buriram, Yasothon, Si Sa Ket, Surin,
Ubon Ratchathani, Nonthaburi, Phra Nakhon Si Ayutthaya, Saraburi,
Kanchanaburi, Nakhon Nayok, Nakhon Pathom, Ratchaburi, Samut Prakan,
Samut Songkhram, Samut Sakhon, Suphan Buri, Chon Buri, Rayong,
Nakhon Si Thammarat, and Phuket.

4. In the fiscal year 2008, the ten least efﬁcient provinces were
Narathiwat, Yala, Pattani, Mae Hong Son, Nakhon Phanom, Satun, Loei,
Ranong, Ang Thong, and Sing Buri.

5. In comparing the results of the 2006 and 2008 analyses, the researcher
found that 31 provinces belong to the category of most efficient provinces in
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comparison to 2006. This indicates that many provinces have improved their

overall performance.





