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ABSTRACT 22 2 0 4 3

The objectives of this research were to study 1) the knowledge , understanding , and operation in
performance — based budgeting systém at Khon Kaen University ; 2) implementation of budgeting system
3) current situations , problems , and suggestions to find guidelines for the development and improvement of
the aforementioned system. The target group for this research consisted of 100 people responsible for the
budgeting or planning this budgeting system in 36 offices affiliated with faculties at Khon Kaen University.
The tools in use were composed test of knowledge , understanding and operation , including performance
assessment and data from focus group discussion process. Data analysis was carried out by tﬁe SPSS for
Windows program for frequency , percentage , content analysis and standard deviation .

The results of the research :

1. Knowledge , understanding , and general information on performance — l:;ased budget‘ing system
was overall found at high level ( 81.80 % ) . When individually considered , all this items in descending order
were that knowledge and understanding in financial measure for purchasing and hiring  ( 91.00 % ),
followed by that for planning the budget system ( 89.00 % ) , property management ( 87.25 % ), financial
management and budget controlling ( 85.75 % ), internal audit ( 85.25 % ) , calculating of activity cap{tal
(83.00 % ) and reporting of finance and result of operation (81.75 % )respectively .

2. The knowledge to work performances and assessment guideline for Implementation

2.1 Performance — based budgeting system was overall found at a moderate level ( X = 2.87),
while the highest level was the planning in moderate budgeting and annual budgeting with a moderate level of
practice - (X =342),and the lowest level was found with the data planning on activity capital
(X =247)respectively .

2.2 Performance — based budgeting system was overall found at 2 moderate level ( X =3.15) ; the
highest was the developmént of financial information and budgeting system ( X =3.62), followed by the
lowest , which was a handbook preparation of financial management at work ( ¥ =2.55).

2.3 On the performance — based budgeting assessment , the operation was overall found at a
moderate level ( X = 3.08 ) ; while the highest level was found with the reporting of internal audit to the
university ( X =3.36 ) and the lowest level was the financial report and result of operation on major issues
such as productiop cost each kind , balance sheet , income , expenses and cash flow ( X =2.89)

3. The current situation , problems , obstacles on the budget performance and suggestion :

3.1 In budgeting , administrators.should fix clear objectives , indicators , and directions of offices as
well as setting up training programs continuously for personnel and appoint an ad hoc working group .

3.2 The budgeting management should be impleménted by competent committee . Furthermore , this
management should be transparent with follow — up and assessment at périodical operation for work
improvement .

3.3 The assessment follow — up should be systematically inspected for transparency with a clear

indicator for such systematic assessment .





