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Abstract

There has been an increase in the role of nongovernmental organizations
(NGOs) in the Thai policy process. This study examines some of their characteristics by
comparing them to these of public organizations. Their roles in public policy as well as
their relationship with public erganizations are also studied. This study focuses further
attention on two policy types — environment and welfare.

A survey on public organizations and NGOs invalving in the environmental and
welfare policy areas, through the perception of the organizations’ employees, is used as
the method of data collection. Comparative analyses are performed on two
organizational and two pelicy types with respect to some characteristics and roles of the
organizations in the policy process.

The study results found many positive characteristics of NGOs, such as their
high level of altruism and civic consciousness, effectiveness, efficiency, commitment
and high sense of reward among their employees, as well as their active roles in public
policy. Less corruption is reported from NGOs than from public organizations.
However, while the two-organizations share tasks-in the policy process, differences in
organizational characteristics and attitudes, such as their different focus on national
versus local interests, likely contribute to conflicts between them. -Few shared traits,
such as their multiple social goals could be the focal point in the effort to build
relationship between them, so that they can complement and supplement each other's
role in public policy. In terms of the two policy areas, environmental policy area exhibits
a high level of conflict in public organizations and NGOs' relation. A more pleasant work
atmosphere in the form of more cooperative effort is found in welfare policy area. An

attempt to explain such empirical finding is offered at the end of the study’s report.
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Introduction

Today, the roles of non-governmental organizations (NGOs), as part of the civil
society, have increased tremendously throughout the public policy process. They help
aggregate demands in policy formulation and help implement public policy. Such
increase in their roles is sometimes viewed as privatization and coproduction of public
policy (Savas, 1987; Brudney & England, 1983). It is the intention of this study to
understand them as one kind of organizations with roles in public policy through
empirical testing.

Most scholars regard NGOs as an important part of the civil society, as they are
non-state in nature..Jumbala and Mitprasat (1997) provided several observations
regarding the NGOs sector, in that they must not be part of government; they must not
be profit making; and they must have altruistic objectives. This is in contrast with
private, for-profit organizations such as businesses that are also non-state, since they
operate to produce goods and services with the aim to create profits. For NGOs, they
usually direct their effort and rescurces toward the disadvantaged. Many NGOs assist
people to become self-reliant and sufficient in their lives. Many of them operate across
countries, trying to transter more resources from the richer to the poorer countries. This
study has an aim, therefore, to study NGOs in many aspects, by comparing them to
public organizations, since they are both involved in the public policy process.

In public policy, there are kinds.of policy, in-which the two types of organizations
operate. This study will compare and contrast public organizations and NGOs involving
in environmental and welfare policy areas. Ripley and Franklin(1986) categorize public
policy into four separate types. The environmental policy area, with concern in the
protection of the environment, should be placed into the protective regulatory policy. Its
examples are the discouragement of the consumption of certain commodities, such as
gasoline, cigarettes, and foam products as well as the discouragement of certain acts,
such as strip mining. These products and activities have adverse effects on the
environment. On the other hand, the social welfare policy, which usually involves the

relocation of resources from the more wealthy to the less wealthy people, should be



placed in the redistribution policy. Some of its examples are jobs placement programs,
jobs training programs, as well as various types of aid to disadvantaged families and
children.

According to Ripley and Franklin (1986), regulation and redistribution policies
comprise the two most controversial and coercive kinds. With regulatory activities
administered by the government, people are required to act or not to act in certain ways,
such as refraining from smoking in some public areas or limiting the amount of pollution
released from factories. For redistribution paolicy, the wealthy class of people will be
displeased with the transfer of their resources to the poorer class of people. While for
the former, people are farced to pursue or refrain from certain acts, some people's
resources are taken away from them and given to others, for the latter type of policy.

Today, both public erganizations and NGOs have roles in these two policy types.
The government is, by function, involved in environmental protection and control as well
as public welfare services. Altruistic people voluntarily set up philanthropic
organizations that provide services such as food and shelters to the indigent. Some
NGOs, usually by ways of environmental movement and actions, focus their roles in
environment, ecology-related issues with an objective to have a sustainable resource
use. Sometimes Known as environmental activists, they work alongside public
organizations, such as Pollution Control Department and Royal forest Department
(Pongsapich, 1995). Since these two organizational types have to work together in
public policyissues, relationship-among them, as enetopic.of interest in this research,
will be explored thoroughly.

Taking-off from these points, this study mainly examines NGOs empirically by
comparing them to public organizations, their counterpart in two policy areas --
environmental and welfare policies. The comparisons will be geared toward the
following specific aspects.

1. Organizational characteristics. Since NGOs are mostly created voluntarily
in democratic societies, some characteristics within the organizations must be different

from those of public organizations operating in similar policy areas. Such characteristics



to be studied are, for instance, organizational efficiency and effectiveness, corruption, as
well as organizational goals.

2. NGOs' roles in the public policy process. Their roles are compared to
those of public organizations in similar policy areas. Also, the relationship between the
two organizational types is examined.

3. Altruism and civic consciousness of NGOs. Again, these NGOs'
characteristics are compared to those of publie crganizations.

The assessment of these aspects are based on the views and perceptions of
individuals who work in NGOs and those in public organizations. It is assumed that
being employees of these organizations, these individuals should prove to be valuable in

reflecting and revealing the three aspects of inquiry.



Survey of Related Literature

The literature is divided into four parts for a more effective and thorough review.
These are organizational characteristics; roles of actors in the public policy process;
altruism and civic consciousness; and environmental and welfare policy areas.
Following are detailed descriptions of each part.
1. Literature related to organizational characteristics.

Some earlier studies on organizations compare public organizations to
business, for-profit arganizations for better understanding of both types of organizations.
Generally, public organizations pick up the social functions that are not performed by
the private counterpart. These functions, such as income distribution and law
enforcement, are undertaken by the government due to the market failure. With different
sets of objectives between the state and for-profit organizations, differences are found
with respect to certain characteristics, such as operating efficiency or the tendency to
reduce costs in operation, effectiveness or goals achievement, competition in operation
among similar agencies, internal control, external control or accountability or public
scrutiny, personal reward of work satisfaction, legal and financial constraints,
characteristics of goals, and eperational flexibility (Rainy, Backoff, & Levine, 1976; Perry
& Rainey, 1988).

It is the intention of the present study to examine NGOs by comparing
them to public-organizations in the same way as the comparisons between public and
for-profit organizations. ‘But morerecent studies also did thearetical surveys on NGOs.
Vakil (1997) specifies organizational characteristics such as accountability,
transparency, and efficiency as beneficial attributes to be studied. 'Uphoff (1993) makes
a theoretical comparisons of bureaucratic / public organizations, market-oriented
organizations, and voluntary associations in terms of their structure and roles. For
example, bureaucratic organizations usually possess and exercise coercive power,
which is appropriate for assuring compliance such as the enforcement of environmental
preservation. For-profit organizations, with respect to the environmental issue, will

operate or produce goods and services while preserving the environment as long as



such actions generate greater profits than costs to them. Not-for-profit, voluntary
organizations operate by ways of agreement, understanding, and social pressure. While
making comparisons among the three organizational types, Uphoff contends that they all
have values and flaws. Even though NGOs have become increasingly accepted as a
means of promoting economic, social development, and demaocratization in the Third
World, voluntary activities tend to be volatile and subject to changes in the public mood
and climates of opinion. By the same token, at tough times such as when there is a high
scarcity of resources, for-profit firms tend to attribute too high a weight to self-interest in
the process of resource acguisition. In the similar vein as Uphoff (1993), Daft (1989}
discusses three means of control in organizations: bureaucratic, market, and clan. The
clan control strategy relies on the use of values, commitment, tradition, shared benefits,
and trusts among nrganizationé! members in the operation.

2. Literature related to actors within the public policy process.

With the increase in the roles of NGOs throughout the public policy
process, the line that separates the publicness between state and non-state
organizations become increasingly unclear. Bozeman (1989) sees the publicness in all
organizational types because they all are affected by political authority. But the
publicness in all organizational types in this study is viewed from the perspective that all
organizations — public, for-profit, and non-profit alike -- all affect the public or society in
some ways — directly or indirectly, and in the short term or in the long term. An example
would be the effect of a'smaker erapoliuting firm-has onthe-society as a whole.

With more participation in the public policy process of NGOs along with
their effects on the public life and society, their roles in public policy, politics, and
society have become increasingly discussed. Daft (1989), in the discussion of
organizational life cycle, in which organizations originate and progress, the latter stages
of their development — formalization and elaboration stages — usually require
reorganization. This is true for most public organizations in Thailand, as they naturally
tend to privatize and decentralize tasks in order to prevent too high a degree of

bureaucratization. In a way, over-bureaucratization in public organizations by means of



de-concentration of functions by the creation of branches from the central governmental
offices is believed to do more harm than good to the political system and society of a
democratic country. In this way, positions and working space within the Thai public
policy process are open for the non-state sector. On the theoretical ground of the public
sector economics, Musgrave and Musgrave (1989) and Stiglitz (1988) discuss the
possibility for the non-state sector to participate in many kinds of public service delivery
or policy implementation, which is mainly dug to the exclusion and / or rival consumption
in most public goods. Savas (1987) explores various means of privatization. Public
service delivery by voluntary organizations is considered one particular type of
privatization. Also, the increase in the roles of NGOs as the civil society can be
regarded as counter-balancing the roles of public and for-profit sectors.
Sangiampongsa (1398) views the roles of these latter two sectors, sometimes, as those
of collusion type in the system of state corporatism. In the Thai case, such collusion
works to benefit both the state and for-profit organizations at the detriment or cost
incurred on the society. Examples are large and mostly construction projects, through
the contracts between the state and for-profit companies, that could be viewed, on
another angle, as environmental destruction.

Theoretical and political possibilities have led to increased activities and
roles of NGOs as the civil society force in today's globalization era and in the
democratization process among many Third World countries, including Thailand (Rodan,
1997, Clarke, 1994). The roles of NGOs represent.a highen level or a more direct way of
political participation of the non-state sector of society in the system of representative
democracy.” The role of the'state, on the other hand, is automatically constrained or
sometimes seen as dwindling in some places through de-bureaucratization and
privatization (Clark, Heilman, & Johnson, 1995/1996). The necessity of cooperative
efforts between the state and NGOs throughout the public policy process might be
unavoidable if they want to avoid confrontation and conflicts. Discussions on the new
kind of governance by such methods as minimizing the state's roles, inter-organizational

networking or public and private partnership are common in modern days' public policy



literature (Brudney & England, 1983; Rhodes, 1996; Fredericksen & London, 2000;
Grubbs, 2000). Today's public policy without the consultation with the non-state sector
will likely be unsuccessful (Tyler, 1994 — 1995), while the cooperation between the state
and non-state sectors in public program implementation should result in social capital,
leading, in turn, to program success (Brown & Ashman, 1996). Not only do NGOs assist
the state in delivering some services to the public, they could also have the role of cross-
checking the state as a protection against the possibility of its abuse of power (Foley &
Edwards, 1996).

In public policy, policy formulation and implementation are sometimes
separately analyzed for @ more thorough understanding of the policy process. In policy
formulation, NGOs take the role of policy advocacy, trying to influence the decision
making of elected officials (Lowry, 1995). In Rinquist's study (1994) regarding policy
influence in state pallution control in the U.S., a significant positive relationship is found
between a strict water pollution control and the strength in the environmental groups’
pressure. In policy implementation, the roles of NGOs have been witnessed in service
delivery. Such roles are beneficial in terms of increasing consumers’ choices. NGOs'
services could supplement the median level of provision, which is usually the quality and
level provided through governmental services. With more number of organizations in
operation, information and technology have a better chance to be further developed.
They can be shared between the state and non-state actors. Some studies also found
non-profit ofganizations to be flexible, effective, innovative, and altruistic in operation,
which help them gear efforts to certain groups with low visibility (Nyland, 1995; Berman
& West, 1995; Hayes, 1996).. NGOs'‘operation also creates more jobs for the society
(Meyer, 1995).

However, NGOs also receive criticisms on certain aspects. They are
criticized for their lack of accountability, since they are not dependent on the legislature
and usually do not face a very high degree of supervision or control from other
organizations (Gates & Hill, 1995). This is contradictory to public organizations that are

generally more prone to be supervised by legislators and some independent



organizations. Also, NGOs are known to develop specialized efforts and specific roles,
sometimes in the form of focusing on limited issues or limited problem areas, such as
gearing services to particular groups of people or to certain locations. This can have
adverse effects, as a more complete understanding of public policy issues and
problems may require a broader, more general scope of vision, activities, and efforts
(Hayes, 1996).

3. Literature related to altruism and Civic consciousness.

Altruism and civic consciousness are part of the interest in this study,
since they are a source of motivation for people to increase their roles in public policy.
Schwartz (1970, 1973) and Herberlein (1971) found that prosocial behaviors are a result
of two main factors, which are an awareness of consequences of those behaviors (AC)
and an ascription of responsibility {AR) or a sense of personal responsibility in pursuing
such behaviors. Therefore, most of the time, prosocial acts take place as people realize
social benefits as a result of those acts and as people bring the responsibility in
pursuing the acts toward themselves rather than pushing it to other people.
Sangiampongsa (1995) found that there is also the perception of costs in pro-
environmental behaviors, as another factor that determines people’s environmental
behaviors. The present study will examine AR as well as the perception of costs in some
prosocial behaviors among those working in public organizations and NGOs, while
leaving out AC, since most middle class people should already be well aware of benefits
of prosocial behaviorsto the society.

4. Literature related to environmental and welfare policy issues.

Perhaps similarto mast countries, the environmental degradation and
resource depletion, while becoming an important policy issue in Thailand, have caught
interest of more people, especially the middle class. In the Thai NGOs, most of their
staff come from the educated, middle class background, sitting somewhere on the
divide between the elitist decision makers and rural, grassroots, marginal people
(Hirsch, 1997). With the interest and movement of the environmental NGOs in

environmental policy, the Thai political climate has changed for the past few decades,



whereby coalitions of interests are formed among the NGOs and the grassroots people
to articulate and pressure demands on environmental issues. The environmental
movement among NGOs and their coalition is mainly due to the fact that people’s lives
are affected as a result of many governmental projects, such as dam constructions and
conservation forests. This movement in the non-state sector has gained political
significance, as some of its success could be witnessed, such as campaigns to prevent
construction of Nam Choan Dam and Kaeng Krung Dam (Jumbala & Mitprasart, 1997).
Occasionally confrontation, conflict, and somelimes violence take place between NGOs
and governmental agencies such as pollution control agencies and some public
enterprises. Recent cases of conflict are, for example, waste water treatment projects,
dam constructions, and the building of Thai-Malaysian natural gas pipelines as well as
the construction of natural gas separation factories (Thabchumpon, 1997).

For the public welfare, the Ministry of Labor and Social Welfare as well as
other related agencies such as certain divisions and departments of the Ministry of
Education and Ministry of Health are mainly responsible for this type of public policy.
But many NGOs such as Duang Praleep Faundation and Foundation for Children are
also known to deliver some welfare services to those in need, such as disadvantaged
children and women. Unlike weifare states in European countries and the U.S., Thailand
has traditionally relied on family and friends for such welfare as the caring for the young,
the elderly, and the disabled (Vatikiotis, 1996). As such, social welfare services
delivered mainly by the Ministryof Laborand Social Welfare, albeit increasing steadily
from the past, has rarely been sufficient. Perhaps, the large number of NGOs focusing
on welfare issues and services are the result of inadeguate governmental services.
Crone (1993) states that a redistribution policy by all means confronts and displeases
certain portions of socioeconomic elites. Therefore, redistribution is by nature difficult for
any state, in that it must possess both the intention and political capacity to challenge
powerful group interests in the relocation of their wealth to the poorer people. In the
mean time, when the capacity and intention are difficult to find, the reliance of welfare on

friends and family as well as on NGOs likely continues in Thailand, along with other non-
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welfare states. Midgley (1993) discusses the problems in social welfare implementation
in the Third World countries, whereby social security programs fail to reach the vast
majority of the population living in conditions of poverty and deprivation. Midgley
suggests that more innovative approaches that possibly differ from the western welfare
system should be explored.
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Procedure and Methods

The strength of this study is its empirical research on NGOs by, on one

dimension, comparing them to related governmental agencies and, on another

1

dimension, the comparison of environmental and welfare policy areas. The comparative

study should enhance the understanding of NGOs as an organizational type as well as

their roles in the two policy areas. The comparisons in organizational characteristics and

policy involvement among organizations could perhaps be made by gathering such

information from those employed in the organizations. This is, therefore, the study of

organizations based on the views and perceptions of employees in public organizations

and NGOs that are.involved with environmental and welfare policy areas as illustrated in

Figure 1.

Figure 1. The main model of the study.

pes of organization
Public organizations NGOs
Policy areas
Quadrant 1 Quadrant 3
n=60 n=60
Environment mean (DVs) = mean {DVs) =
SD= SD=
Quadrant 2 Quadrant 4
n=60 n =60
Welfare ' mean{DVs) = mean (DVs) =
SB= sh=

Mote: n = number of respondents / samples,

mean (DVs) = means of dependent variables, as listed in the section of Survey

Instrument and Variables.

5D = standard deviation.
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Sampling

Organizational employees were sampled from the following four types of
organizations and policy areas corresponding to the main model of the study illustrated
in Figure 1.

1. Sixty samples were randomly selected from employees involving with
program implementation in the following public organizations that deal with
environmental issues. (Quadrant 1 in Figure 1)

B Urban Environmental and Area Planning Division (Office of
Environmental Policy and Planning, Ministry of Science, Technology,
and Environment).

M international Environmental Affairs Division (Office of Environmental
Policy and Planning, Ministry of Science, Technology, and
Environment).

B Natural and Cultural Heritage Conservation Division (Office of
Environmental Policy and Planning, Ministry of Science, Technology,
and Environment).

B Environmental Information Division (Department of Environmental
Quality Promotion, Ministry of Science, Technology, and
Environment).

B Factory Environmental Technology Bureau (Department of Industrial
Works, Ministry of Industry).

B Hazardous Substances Control Bureau (Department of Industrial
Work, Ministry of Industry).

W Environment Division (Department of Mineral Resources, Ministry of
Industry).

B water Quality Management Division (Pollution Control Department,
Ministry of Science, Technology, and Environment).

W air Quality and Noise Management Division (Pollution Control

Department, Ministry of Science, Technology, and Environment).
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Pollution Management Coordination division (Pollution Control
Department, Ministry of Science, Technology, and Environment).
Bureau of Energy Regulation and Conservation (Department of
Energy Development and Promotion, Ministry of Science,
Technology, and Environment).

Forest Enforcement Research Division (Royal Forest Department,
Ministry of Agriculture and Cooperatives).

Watershed Management Division (Royal Forest Department, Ministry
of Agriculture and Cooperatives).

Fishery Planning and Policy Division (Department of Fisheries,
Ministry of Agriculture and Cooperatives).

Marine Fisheries Division (Department of Fisheries, Ministry of
Agrigulture and Cooperatives).

Fish Inspection and Quality Control (Department of Fisheries,

Ministry of Agriculture and Caoperatives).

2. Sixty samples were randomly Selected from employees involving with

program implementation in the following public erganizations that deal with social

welfare issues. (Quadrant 2 in Figure 1).

Payathai Shelter for Girls (Department of Public Welfare, Ministry of
Labor and Social Welfare).

Center for the Elderly’'s Social Welfare, Din Daeng (Same).
Payathai Shelter for Infants (Same).

Shelter for Adolescents (Same),

Ratchavithee Shelter for Girls (Same).

Thanyaburi Shelter for Women (Same).

Thanyaburi Shelter for the Homeless (Same).

Rangsit Shelter for Infants (Same).

Center for Job Training for the Handicapped (Same).

Center for Women, Central Region (Same).
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Pakkret Shelter for Infants (Same).
Nonthaburi Shelter for the Homeless (Same).
Pakkret Shelter for Boys (Same).

Shelter for Handicapped Infants (Same).
Shelter for Mentally-Disabled Infants (Same).

Office of Public Welfare, Area 2 — Din Daeng (Same).

Office of the Secretary (The Office of Accelerated Rural

Development, Ministry of Interior).

Planning and Project Division (The Office of Accelerated Rural
Development, Ministry of Interior).
B Research and Evaluation Division (The Office of Accelerated Rural
Development, Ministry of Interior).
M Child Welfare protection Division (Department of public Welfare,
Ministry of Labor and Social Welfare).
B Skills Development Promotion Division (Department of Skills
Development, Ministry of Labor and Social Welfare).
M | abor and Social Welfare Studies Bureau (Office of the Permanent
Secretary for Ministry of Labor and Social Welfare, Ministry of Labor
and Social Welfare).
M Women and Child Labor Division (Department of Labor Protection
and Welfare, Ministry of Labor.and-Social Welfare).
B General Affairs Division (Office of the Permanent Secretary for
Ministry of Labor and Social Welfare, Ministry of Labor and Social
Welfare).
B Department of Employment (Ministry of Labor and Social Welfare).
3. Sixty samples were randomly selected from employees involving with
program implementation in the following NGOs that deal with environmental issues.
(Quadrant 3 in Figure 1).

B | ocal Development Institute.
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Green World Foundation.

Thailand Environment Foundation.

Thai Institute for Rural Development,

The Environment and Community Development Association.
Recycle Paper for Trees.

Environmental Engineers Association of Thailand.
Rajchapruk Project Foundation.

Appropriaie Technology Assaciation.

Media Center for Development.

The Foundation of the Protection of Environment and Tourism.
Friends of Asian Elephants.

Sueb Makhasathien Foundation.

Wildlife Fund Thailand under the Royal Patronage of H.M. the Queen.

Alternative Energy for Projects for Sustainability.
B Network for Rights to the Thai Wisdom.
M Agricultural Certification of Thailand.
M Foundation for Anti Air Pollution and Environmental Protection.
B v.M.C.A. Bangkok.
B project for Ecological Recovery.

4, Sixty samples were randomly selected from employees involving with
program implementation in the following NGOs that dealwith social welfare issues.
(Quadrant 4 in Figure 1).

B Foundation for Women,

| Group for Development and Education for Children,
M The Center for the Protection of Children's Rights.
M Sikkha Asia Foundation.

L Duang Prateep Foundation.

B Welcome House : AIDS Response Program.

B Saeng Tien Group Foundation.
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Arom Pongpangan Foundation.
Care — Thailand.
Path — Thailand.

Urban Community Foundation.

Foundation for Thailand Rural Restoration Movement under Royal
Patronage.

Foundation for Children.

Holt Sahathai Foundation,

Friends of All Children Foundation.

Dr. Sem Foundation,

Sos Foundation of Thailand under the Royal Patronage of H.M. the
Queen.
M \World Vision Foundation of Thailand.

Survey Instrument and Variables

This study employs a survey instrument as the method for data collection. Such
instrument was designed particularly for the present study in order to gather appropriate
information in accordance with the study's objectives. The information which becomes
variables in the study comprises organizational characteristics, organizational roles and
inter-organizational relationship in the public policy process, and altruism / civic
consciousness among those employed in the organizations. The survey instrument was
pretested one time with the evening, graduate class of the Master of Public
Administration Program at Faculty of Political Science. The majority of the students are
public officials invarious-areas of civil service and public enterprises. -The main purpose
of the pretest was to increase the clarity and conciseness of the statements and
questions in the instrument. The pretest result shows that the respondents spent
approximately ten to fifteen minutes in completing the questionnaire. A revision of the
questionnaire was made using the suggestions of respondents in the pretest, with an
expectation that the revised instrument comprises clear statements and questions.

Graduate students at the Department of Government, Faculty of Political Science were
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hired and instructed to take the survey instrument with a cover-letter to the selected
organizations and return with completed questionnaires.

The guestionnaire with a cover-letter is located in the appendix of this report.
The first part of questionnaire comprises general, background information of
respondents. The second part of the survey consists of fifty-two items of statements /
questions which quantitatively assess or measure variables, becoming the dependent
variables in the study. Each of 52 items has the measurement scale of one to seven,
provided on its right side. Respondents were instructed to select only one response
from the one to seven scale for each item. Variables are composed from the items by a
series of summation among the items. Variables, their measurement, scale, and

meanings are listed in Table 1.

Table 1
Variabl M [ £ in

1. Variable = Formal.
Measurement : Items 1 — 3 - Maximum possible score =7 * 3 = 21
Minimum possible score=1*3=3
ltem 1 : whsrswibirredAgwindnEniaasnitey
ltem 2 : e uredindssillounuune MR

Item 3 : wisrureeriu SadutuniniAudns $noe - gnlas)

Scale : an i (7) & >-tiot / lidau (1)
Meaning : The level of formalization / internal control in the organization.
7 = High'level of farmalization /internal cantral.

1 = Low level of formalization [ internal control .

2. Variable = Commit.
Measurement : ltems 4 — 6 : Maximum possible score =7 *3 = 21

Minimum possible score=1*3=3



(Table 1 continued)
. -y -l - '
Itern 4 vigAnFnmiasauivinu jidiuey
ltem 5 : viudiarugmiuiumissauivin juRiaues)

Item 6 : vinunenenuUntlasmiisa e situ Weiliffsrnimdissure iy

Scale : 3 (7) & > tiew (1)
Meaning : Commitment of employees in the organization.
7 = High level of commitment,

1 = Low level of commitment.

3. Variable = Reward.
Measurement : ltems 7 =10 : Maximum possible score =7 *4 = 28
Minimym possible score =1*4=4
ltem 7 vinuffinda fusegelaiiiiinusenU fiieuiwianeuse s
ltem 8 : ¥iugeuiauResTs Tolsslomd
ltem 9 :  vindfndn snmeaituiinoadnAtyundes

ltem 10 : vudAniianaiias luwiiatesny

: P N

Scale : unn (7) . ——> o (1)

Meaning : Sense of personal reward that employees receive at work.
7 = Sense of high reward.

1 = Sense of low reward.

4. Variable = Effective.
Measurement: items 11— 12 Maximum possible score=7 * 2 = 14
Minimum possible score=1*2=2
Item 11 « mhtmquﬁﬂwnmﬂwmumwﬂfmﬂu‘mﬁﬁiﬂﬁ
Item 12 : wirpauresinutaudlufywidan

Scale: ¥ (7) < } ting (1)

Meaning : Organizational effectiveness / goal achievement.
7 = High level of effectiveness / High level of goal achievement.

1 = Low level of effectiveness / High level of goal achievement.



19

(Table 1 continued)

5. Variable = Efficient.
Measurement : Items 13 — 14 : Maximum possible score =7 *2 = 14
Minimum possible score =1*2=2
Item 13 : wheugewig Ussvdaaulsznnlunmnl e
Item 14 : uaRlFFUA NN IR M BB eI AuATuL sz

Scale : wn (7) { > tat (1)

Meaning : Organization, operational efficiency / Cost effectiveness.
7 = High level of efficiency.

1 =Low level of efficiency.

6. Variable = Accountable.
Measurement ;ltems 15 — 18 ; Maximum possible score =74 =28
Minimum possible score=1*4=4
Item 15 : AAnagsasunsUATRMUIBINIgEIUTE Y
Item 16 : witen B AU PURTROUTE BB TR
ltemn 17 : wirsauswiminguaneaRIIANN U TR

Itern 18 : fspn AsAr UM iRt ue i

Scale : un (7)€ — } fiow (1)
Meaning : Accountability of the organization to society / External control.
7 = High level of accountability.

1-= Low level of accountability.

7. Variable = Flexible.
Measurement items 19 —=20 ;: Maximumpossible score =7 *2 =14
Minimum possible score =1*2 =2
item 19 : wsamawi A Asuwssnnl iR lidfusomunien]
Item 20 : efiasiou mhsursainafiFnmeusuesitsauads

‘ N
Scale : Wiudiae (7) ,< > Bdvhudian (1)
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(Table 1 continued)
Meaning : Organizational, operational flexibility / Extent of adaptability.
7 = High level of flexibility.

1 = Low level of flexibility.

8. Variable = Multiple.
Measurement : Iltems 21 - 22 : Maximum possible score : 7*2 =14
Minimum possible score: 1*2=2
ltem 21 : maufjiAnussmsnurewind uaudiwing

F [} J e )
ltem 22 : maUfifvueewnanusssing isafesdniudiuvarunguau

Scale : Wiudine (7) € > Tldiudan (1)
Meaning : Multiple goals of an organization.
7 =/An arganization has multiple goals.

1 = An organization does not have many goals.

9. Variable = Conflict.
Measurement : ltems 23 —24 : Maximum possible score : 7 * 2 = 14
Minimum possible score: 1*2 =2
ltem 23 : iheanesing imaadivneidnudiei

ltem 24 : Wit RURURT SIS UANAI TUss A ENgLAY

Scale : wiudat (7) &€ > llifiudan (1)
Meaning : Conflicting goals of an organization.
7 =Anorganization has conflicting goals:

1 = An organization does not have conflicting goals.

10.Variable = Interest.
Measurement : Items 25 - 26 | Maximum possible score: 7*2 =14
Minimum possible score: 1*2=2
Itern 25 : wssaesinfiRu Tnefunafiazfstuuilsmedundn

Item 26 : Tumnfjifeu mﬂﬁmwﬁﬁﬁmﬁuuﬂﬁ'ﬁnﬁm%uuﬁﬂ?:mﬁ wnndieatiu

. Vs Y Hak
Scale : Wiudae (7) & > Litudon (1)
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(Table 1 continued)
Meaning : Focus of an organization on national versus local interests.
7 = An organization emphasizes national interests.

1 = An organization emphasizes local interests.
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11. Variable = Vague.
Measurement : Items 27 — 28 : Maximum possible score : 7* 3 = 21
Minimum possible score:1*3 =23
Item 27 : vudhlsdhuvingeeashoanutesmiog
ltem 28 : witEenagwiN inei dusuilsziumaudndalddunn
Item 29 : majiAenliiasaiaesin SdwnossWiduplsssdaeu

Scale : 10 fiTFag (7) { > vine / Liwhudiag (1)

(Scale for ltems 27 and 29 is reversed.)
Meaning : Vagueness of organizational goals.
7 = An organization has vague goals.

1 = An organization has clear goals.

12. Variable = Corruption.
Measurement : Item 52 : Maximum possible scare ; 7 *1=7
Minimum possible score: 1*1=1

ltem 52 : YiRadnfinsaeldu mulumisase i

Scale : b (7) & > Tiwudion (1)
Meaning : Gorruption in:an-organization.
7 = High extent of corruption in an organization.

1 =Low extent of corruption iman organization,

13. Variable = Relation.
Measurement : Items 30 — 32 : Maximum possible score : 7* 3 = 21
Minimum possible score: 1*3=3
Item 30 : fimsUfjiiAnuduiu ssudnambsnuniaigiu NGOs
ltem 31 : fimsuanuatudeyalunis i swdrenissaunaigiu NGOs

ltemn 32 : finstauwmdeiu szudinanisaumaigiu NGOs
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(Table 1 continued)

: Vi \
Scale : #n (7) 4 > tine (1)

Meaning : Relationship between public organizations and NGOs.
7 = High level of relationship.

1 = Low level of relationship.

14, Variable = Roles.
Measurement : ltems 33 — 35 : MaximUm possible score : 7*3=21
Minimum possible score: 1*3=3
Item 33 : wdrgeugaawiie Slanadnaustssdutiywdnuiiaosldsunisutle
ltem 34 : wiitusn i HlenananauiRnuag
Item 35 : witte e SunumAniueiesns s Tomd

Scale : 1 (7) ‘<— } vag (1)

Meaning : Organizational roles in public policy.
7 = High level of organizational roles in the public policy process.

1 = Low level of organizational roles in the public policy process.

15. Variable = Limit.
Measurement : Items 36 — 37 : Maximum possible score : 7 * 2 = 14
Minimum possible score : 1*2=2
Item 36 : whsnrawiumudissadadmngng TRy

Item 37 : whnswraninmudediadunsiu lumalfifeu

Scale N7 < } tian(1)
Meaning : Work limitation / constraints of an organization
7 = High'level of work limitation'/ constraints while operating.

1= Low level of work limitation / constraints while operating.

16. Variable = Perception.
Measurement : ltems 38 — 40 : Maximum possible score : 7* 3 = 21

Minimum possible score : 1*3=3



(Table 1 continued)
Item 38 : NGOs lunudenlunsUfcureimaiy
Item 39 : NGOs &M1T0TI8ULALINTITEINLDINIATY

Item 40 : FarwdndudenlfiRandauiu lusswinniafguas NGOs

Scale : Wiukau (7) & > bludau (1)
Meaning : Perception / attitude toward NGOs.

7 = Good perception toward NGOs.

1 = Not very good percephion toward NGOs.

23

17. Variable = Relation-society.
Measurement: ltems 41 —43 : Maximum possible score: 7 * 3 = 21
Minimum possiblescore:1*3=3
Item 41 : wdBadyIu HasauAuasiulinmday
ltem 42 : madfiifiugemissIMIBYINY AsARRBITUANABIN TN
Item 43 : &nuWinseiusunalfifinuremicsanurerin

: Z N
Scale : un (7) - > tine (1)

Meaning : Relationship between arganization with the society.
7 = Good relationship between organization and society.

1= Not very good relation between organization and society.

18. Variable = Innowvation.
Measurement : ltems 44 — 45 : Maximum possible score: 7 * 2 = 14
Minirnum possible score: 1* 2 =2
ltem 44’: wirtminading fintamases@eini 1 muluvettheendivin

Item 45+ fvinuas dinnamaaasiolunl 1 s fide

i x
Scale : 4N (7) € = Vau (M
Meaning : Innovation / Initiation / risk taking of an organization.
7 = High level of innovation.

1 = Low level of innovation.
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(Table 1 continued)

19. Variable = Behavior.
Measurement : Items 46 — 47 : Maximum possible score: 7*2 =14

Minimum possible score :1*2=2
Item 46 : vinuusnue Liiﬂﬂi:'iu‘u'li'l.umrﬁﬁﬂqmwﬂwnﬁuuﬂﬂuﬂ

\ af
ltern 47 : MunENeIRINEIATIHAZEA IUNATE T

Scale : un (7) € —> Yian (1)

Meaning : Prosocial behaviors of organizational employees.

7 = High level of prosocial behaviors.

1 = Low level of prosacial behaviors.

20. Variable = AR (Ascription of responsibility).
Measurement ; ltems 48 — 49.: Maximum possible score : 7 * 2 =14
Minimum possible score : 1*2 =2
item 48 : vimidafhuihiuesinuiidemenuey Wevihdaqunsettanduanldlm

} Tidiudine (1)

Scale ; Wiudinu (7) {

Meaning : The extent of AR.
T-=High AR / Accepting the responsibility of pursuing prosocial acts.

1 = Low AR [ Not accepting the responsibility of prosocial acts .

21. Variable = Cost.
Measurement : Items 50 - 51 : Maximurm possible score . 7* 2 =14

Minimum-possible score:1*2 =2
- s " ! B :
Item-50.:-mausnrezfiarrinquaetrndun i lu dwnnsswindgwiuring

Item 51+ msneatussaniiansass (Jumsswindmiuviau
\/\ Tiiusan (1)

Scale : s (7) {
Meaning : Perception of costs in prosocial behaviors.
7 = Perceiving prosocial acts as costly or a burden in some ways.

1 = Not perceiving prosocial acts as costly or a burden.
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Variables from Table 1 comprise dependent variables entering a series of two-
way analyses of variance. There are two independent variables in the analyses. One is
organizational types (Organizations), varying between public organizations and NGOs.
The other one is types of policy (Policy), varying between environment and welfare.
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Result

Study Samples : General characteristics

Sample of the study consists of respondents who are employees involving with
program implementation in randomly selected public organizations and NGOs in
environmental and welfare policy argas. With the total sample size of 240 respondents,
they are categorized for the purpose of comparative analyses into four sub-samples,
each consisting of sixty respondents. For the demegraphic characteristics of the whole
sample, there are 57 male-and 183 female respondents. Since the study asked for a
cooperation from employees in the selected organizations, they could freely decline to
respond to the survey. And other respondents were asked to participate in the study, so
that each sub-sample has a total of sixty respondents. As such, it seems that female
employees were more cooperative in making themselves available for the study than do
male employees. The mean age and the mean length of time in the organizations
among the respondents are 33.31 years (SD = 8.95) and 5.75 years (SD = 6.06),
respectively. A majority of réspondents or 66 percent (159 respondents) hold an
undergraduate degree, while18 percent (43 respondents) have certificates, professional,
professional training, or other diplomas below an undergraduate degree. Sixteen
percent (38 respondents) hold advanced degrees, that are above undergraduate
degrees.
Variables in the study

Variables are assessed by the guestionnaire items. The items were grouped by
series of summation to form variables for further analyses. Table 2'lists means and
standard deviations of each variable as well as their maximum and minimum possible
scores. These latter scores are the highest and lowest possible values that a
respondent can indicate for each variable. They are listed in Table 2 for the purpose of
their comparison to the mean value of each variable. Each variable’s mean can, then,
be preliminarily judged whether it has a high or a low value, as compared to its
maximum and minimum possible scores. As one may expect, respondents tend to reply

in the positive direction of a variable, which is usually true for variables that possess
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conspicuous negative or positive connotations. For instance, high levels of efficiency
(Efficient), effectiveness (Effective), and commitment toward an organization (Commit)
are reported, resulting in high mean values of 10.54 (SD = 2.32), 11.10 (SD = 11.85),
and 17.30 (SD = 3.18), respectively, as compared to the maximum and minimum
possible scores of these variables. By the same token, a low level of corruption in
organizations (Corruption) is reparted with the mean of 2.71 (SD = 1.86), in comparison
to the maximum possible score of 7.0 for this variable. On the other hand, for variables
with somewhat neutral implications, such as national versus local interests (Interest), the
mean responses are usually located around the midpoint between the maximum and
minimum possible scores. With a debatable issue of whether an organization will place
an emphasis on nationalor local interests while operating, the mean result of 8.10 (SD =
3.35) for this variable is around mid-wa';r between maximum and minimum possible
scores. However, the judgement of a low or a high mean is usually subjective and could
be debated endlessly. The comparative nature of this study will help make this kind of

judgement more objective.

Table 2

Variables Mean SD Maximum Minimum

possible possible
1. Formal 16.38 3.11 21.00 3.00
2. Commit 17.30 3.8 21.00 3.00
3. -Reward 23.17 3.48 28.00 4.00
4. Effective 11.10 185 14.00 2.00
5. Efficient 10.54 2.32 14.00 2.00
6. Accountable 20.50 4.38 28.00 4.00
7. Flexible 11.48 1.99 14.00 2.00
8. Multiple 11.30 227 14.00 2.00
9. Conflict 8.53 2.85 14.00 2.00

10. Interest 8.10 3.35 14.00 2.00



(Table 2 continued)

Variables Means sD Maximum Minimum

possible possible
11. Vague 9.03 2.9 21.00 3.00
12. Corruption 2.7 1.86 7.00 1.00
13. Relation 14,73 4.74 21.00 3.00
14. Roles 15.48 4.02 21.00 3.00
15. Limit 10.04 2.46 14.00 2.00
16. Perception 15,75 4.03 21.00 3.00
17. Relation-society  16.75 3.16 21.00 3.00
18. Innovation 9.43 2.72 14.00 2.00
19. Behaviors 11.30 239 14.00 2.00
20. AR 11.84 2,16 14.00 2.00
21. Cost 5.58 333 14.00 2.00

Results of two-way analyses of variance (Two-Way ANOVAs)
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It is the intention of this study to explore similarities and / or differences between

organizational types {Organization) and policy areas (Policy), the independent variables,

and their effects on dependent variables. Table 3 shows the results of twenty-one

factorial ANOVAs, while Table 4 shows means and standard deviations of those

dependent variables inceach category of organizational and.policy type.



Dependent variables /

Source df SS MS F

1. Eormal.
Organization (O) 1 69.34 69.34 7.30*
Policy (P) 1 1.50 1.50 A6 ns
Qrp 1 .20 .20 .02 ns
Error (Residual) 236 = 2241.45 9.50

2. Commit.
Organization (Q) 1 82.84 82.84 8.49 **
Policy (P) 1 14,50 14.50 1.49 ns
O*P 1 21.00 21.00 2.15ns
Error (Residual) 236— 230165 9.75

3. Reward.
Organization (O) 1 47.70 47.70 4.11°*
Policy (P) 1 92.50 92.50 7.96 **
orp 1 3.50 3.50 .30 ns
Error (Residual) 236 274228 11.62

4. Effective:
Organization (O) 1 30.10 30.10 9.45 **
Policy (P) 1 39.20 3920 12.31
L0l o 1 .00 .00 .00 ne
Error (Residual) 236 751.48 3.18

29
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(Table 3 continued)

Dependent variables /

Source df S5 MS F

5. Efficient.
Organization (Q) 1 75.94 75.94 14,91 **
Policy (P) 1 510 5.10 1.00 ns
o*P 1 2.60 2.60 51 ns
Error (Residual) 236 1202.02 5.09

6. Account.
Organization (O) 1 233.00 | 33.00 1.74 ns
Policy (P) 1 94 94 .05 ns
O*P 1 69.34 69.34 3.65 as (p = .057)
Error (Residual) 236 - 4486,72 19.01

7. Flexible. '
Organization (O) 1 7.00 7.00 1.78 ns
Palicy (P) 1 .04 .04 01 ns
P 1 5.10 510 1.29 ns
Error (Residual) 236 931.52 3.95

8. Multiple.
Organization (O) 1 .94 .94 .18 ns
Policy (P) 1 1.50 1.50 29 ns
o*P 1 34 .34 07 ns
Error (Residual) 236  1229.22 5.21

9. Conflict.
Organization (O) 1 324.34 324.34 47 .45
Policy (P) 1 .20 .20 03 ns
o*pP 1 A0 A0 02 ns

Error (Residual) 236  1613.15 6.84




(Table 3 continued)

a

Dependent variables /

Source df SS MS F

10. [nterest.
Organization (O) 1 185.50 185.50 17.90 **
Policy (P) 1 00 .00 00 ns
o*pP 1 5134 51.34 495"
Error (Residual) 236 2445 55 10.36

11. Vague.
Organizattion (Q) 1 96.27 96.27 12.38**
Policy (P) 1 B3F5 93.75 12.06 **
o*P 1 42 42 .05 ns
Error (Residual) 236 _ 1835.30 7.78

12. Corruption.
Organization (O) 1 203.50 203.50 78.81 ™
Policy (P) 1 4.54 4.54 1.76 ns
o*p ! 7.70 7070 2.98 as (P = .085)
Error (Residual) 236 609.42 258

13. Relation.
Organization (O) 1 448.27 44827 22.38*
Policy (P) 177 (206035 205.35 10.25 **
Oo*P 1 A2 A2 02 ns
Error (Residual) 236 | 4726.90 20.03

14. Roles.
Organization (O) 1 180.27 180.27 11.61™
Policy (P) 1 4.82 4.82 31 s
o*p 1 18.15 18.15 1.17 ns
Error (Residual) 236 3664.70 15.53




(Table 3 continued)
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Dependent variables /
Source df S5 MS F

15. Limit.
Organization (Q) | 53.20 53.20 9.10*
Policy (P) 1 10.84 10.84 1.85ns
O*P 1 5.10 2.10 .87 ns
Error (Residual) 236 1379.52 5.85

16. Perception.
Organization (O) 1 324.34 324.34 22.85*
Policy (P) 1 196.20 186.20 13.82*
o*P 1 14.50 14.50 1.02 ns
Error (Residual) 236 3350.45 14,20

17. Relation-society.
Organization (O) 1 52.27 52.27 7 I e
Policy (P) 1 194.40 194.40 21.45 **
o*P 1 1.67 1.67 18 ns
Error (Residual) 236  2138.67 9.06

18. Innovation.
Organization (O) 1 93.75 93.75 13.41 **
Policy (P) 1 16.02 16,02 2.29 ns
o*'P 1 6.67 6.67 .95 ns
Error (Residual) 236< ) 1650.50 699

19. Behaviors.
Organization (O) 1 46.82 46.82 8.60 **
Policy (P) 1 28.02 28.02 514*
Oo*P 1 27 27 .05 ns
Error (Residual) 236 1285.30 5.45




(Table 3 continued)
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Dependent variables /

Source df 55 MS F

20. AR.
Organization (O) 1 9.20 8.20 1.99 ns
Policy (P) 1 7.00 7.00 1.51 ns
O*P 1 6.34 6.34 1.37 ns
Error (Residual) 236  1081.52 4.63

21. Cost.
Organization (O) 1 34.50 34.50 3.13 as (p =.078)
Policy (P) 1 14.50 14.50 1.31ns
QP 1 24 .34 03 ns
Error (Residual) 236 260515 11.04
*p<.05 **p<.01
ns p=>.05 as P = approaching significance

Table 4

Organizational types Group total
Dependent Palicy Fublic org NGOs
Variables areas Mean SD | Mean" SD | Mean SD
1. Formal Enviranment | 16.87 02:76-) 15731 3:38.+16:30 3.13
Welfare 16.97 '3.18 [(15.952961 1646 3.10
Group total 16.92 297 | 1584 3.17] 1638 3.1
2. Commit Environment | 16.17 3.74 | 17.93 256 | 17.05 3.31
Welfare 17.25 3.34 | 17.83 2.70 | 17.54 3.04
Group total 16.71 357 17.88 262 |17.30 3.18




(Table 4 continued)

Organizational types Group total
Dependent Policy Public org NGOs
Variables areas Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD
3. Reward Environment | 21.98 4.05| 2312 313 | 2255 3.65
Welfare 2347 361 | 2412 269 | 2379 3.19
Group total 2273 389 | 23.62 295 | 2317 3.47
4. Effective Environment | 10.33 1.77 | 11.05 181 | 1069 1.82
Welfare 11,16 207 | 11785 1.42 ] 11.50 1.81
Group total 10.74 1961|1145 167 | 11.10 1.85
5. Efficient Environment | 10.02 2.14 | 11.35 202 | 1068 2.17
Welfare 993 2681085 2141038 246
Group total 998 2411|1110 2.08 | 1054 2.32
6. Accountable Environment | 21.47 3.78 | 1965 4.46 | 20.56 4.22
Weifare 2027 484 | 20060 4.17 | 2043 4.56
Group total 20.87 4.42 | 2013 4.33| 2050 4.38
7. Flexible Envirgnment 11,130 01,83 W77, 2212 | 11.45 2.04
Welfare 1145 2151 1150 1.72 ] 11.48 1.94
Group tatal 11.29 0204111630 19341146 1.99
8. Multiple Environment | 11.40 1.89 | 11.35 247 | 11.38 2.19
Welfare 1132 224 | 1112 248 | 11.22 236
Group total 1136 2.07 | 11.23 247 | 11.30 2.27

34



(Table 4 continued)

Organizational types Group total
Dependent Policy Public Org NGOs
Variables areas Mean SD Mean SD | Mean SD
9. Conflict Environment | 9.70 236 | 742 3.10| 856 297
Welfare 068 236| 7.32 257| 850 273
Group total 969 #235| 737 283| 853 285
10. Interest Environment | 9.45 3.06| 6.77 344 | 8.11 3.51
Welfare B52 313| 768 323| 810 3.20
Group total go8 3.12| 7.23 3.36| 810 3.35
11. Vague Environment | 10.25 263 | 9.07 3.00| 9.66 287
Welfare 908 267| 7.73 285| 841 283
Group total g67 270| 840 299| 903 2M
12. Corruption Environment | 3.95 190| 145 120| 285 1.93
Welfare 332 185| 183 1.36| 258 1.78
Group total 363 190| 179 1.28| 271 1.86
13. Relation Environment |112.40, 545 1522 -4.74 | 13.81 513
Welfare 1433 4571 16.98 3.20 | 1566 4.15
Group total 1337 “4.94,|016.10 | 4,12 14173 4.74
14. Roles Environment | 1503 4.23 | 16.22 3.59 | 1563 3.95
Welfare 14.20 4.48 | 16.48 3.37 | 1534 4.11
Group total 1462 4.35]| 16.35 3.47 | 1548 4.02
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(Table 4 continued)

Organizational types Group total
Dependent Policy Public Org NGOs
Variables areas Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD
15. Limit Environment | 10.87 1.87 963 2281025 217
Welfare 1015 2.27 950 3.09 982 272
Group total 10.51 210 957 270] 10.04 248
16. Perception Environment | 13.43 425 | 16.25 3.89 | 14.84 4.29
Welfare 1873 379 17.57 3.04 | 1665 3.54
Group total _ 1458 417 | 1691 354 | 1575 4.03
17. Relation-society | Environment | 1530 3.25| 1640 294 | 1585 3.13
Welfare 17.27 3.44 | 1803 228 | 1765 2.93
Group total 16.28 3.48 | 17.22 274 | 1675 3.16
18. Innowvation Environment 8.72 258 963 2.54 9.18 2.59
Welfare 890 2.87 | 1048 256| 9.69 282
Group total 881 2721006 258| 943 272
19. Behaviors Environment | 711.23 | 23741205 1 237 | 11.64 2.40
Welfare 1048 240 11.43 2181096 2.33
Group total 10.86. ‘24111174 V229 |-.1120 239
20. AR Environment | 11.75 245 | 1247 183 | 1211 2.18
Welfare 11.73 2151180 2413 11.77 2.13
Group total 11.74 2301|1213 200 11.84 2.16

36
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(Table 4 continued)

Organizational types Group total
Dependent Policy Fublic org NGOs
Variables areas Mean SD | Mean SD | Mean SD
21. Cost Environment | 575 3.17| 492 293 | 533 3.07
Welfare 617 3.70| 548 345| 583 358
Group total 596 343] 520 3.20| 558 3.33

Interaction Effects of Organization and Policy

It was expected that the results of two-way ANOVAs would display a number of
two-way interactions between Organization and Policy on dependent variables. But only
one significant interaction effect was found, with respect to Interest (F(1,236)=4.95, p <
.05). Two interaction effects were found to be approaching significance in two
dependent variables — Accountable and Corruption ( F(1, 238) = 3.65, p = .057 and
F(1.236) = 2.98, p = .085, respeclively). With such interaction effects, three diagrams are
drawn with respect to these three dependent variables for a clearer picture of the

effects,

Figure 2. Interaction between Organization and Policy with respect to Interest.

(Note : Refer to Table 4 at Variable Interest for means used in the diagram.)
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Figure 2 shows an ordinal interaction between Organization and Policy with
respect to Interest. Public organizations in both environmental and welfare policy areas
place a higher emphasis on national interests than do NGOs in both of these policy
areas. But as indicated in the diagram, the difference between public organizations and
MNGOs in their emphasis on national and local interests is much higher in environmental
policy area than in welfare policy area. The simple main effect of Organization on
environmental policy is highly significant (Fe1,236) = 20.79, p < .01), while that on welfare
policy is not significant (F1,236) = 2.04, p > .05). These results suggest that in the
environmental policy area, NGOs clash with public organizations, in terms of their focus

on national or local interests,

Figure 3. Interaction beiween Organization and Policy with respect to Accountable.

(Note : Refer to Table 4 at Variable Accountable for means used in the diagram.)
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Figure 3 illustrates a disordinal type of interaction between Organization and
Policy with respect to Accountable. |n environmental issue, public organizations

reported a higher degree of accountability or external control than do NGOs, with a
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corresponding simple main effect of F(1,236) = 5.23, p < .05. In welfare policy issue,
although NGOs reported facing a somewhat higher accountability than do public
organizations, the simple main effect test does not show a significant result

(F(1.236) = .17, p > .05). These results imply that public organizations must operate with
a particularly high degree of public scrutiny in the area of environment.

Figure 4 shows another ordinal interaction between Organization and Policy, with
respect to Corruption. The diagram indicates a higher report of corruption incidence in
public organizations than in NGOs, regardless of public policy issues. This is why the
main effect of Organization, asindicated in Table 3, is highly significant (F(1, 236) = 78.81,
p <.05). And the simple Organization main effect test shows significant results at both
policy areas (F(1, 236) = 56.24, p <01 for the environment policy and F(1, 236) = 25.80, p
< .01 for welfare policy. Nevertheless, with an approaching significant two-way
interaction effect between Organization and Policy (F(1.236) = 2.98, p = .085), as
reported in Table 3 at the Variable Corruption, the corruption incidence in public

organizations is less frequent in welfare pﬁlicy.

Figure 4. Interaction between Organization and Policy with respect to Corruption.

(Note : Refer to Table 4 at Variable Corruption for means used in the diagram.)
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There are no more significant interaction effects in the results of 21 two-way
ANOVAs. Further focus is, henceforth, geared toward main effects in each of the two

independent variables with respect to each dependent variable.

Organization Main Effect

There are sixteen significant main effects and one approaching significant main
effect of Organization with respect to the dependent variables. Fourteen of these main
effects are highly significant beyond the .07 level. Table 3 exhibits particularly high F
values with respect to Corruption, Conflict, Perception, and Relation. These results
suggest that public organizations and NGOs differ significantly from each other in the
incidence of corruption, the extent of conflicting goals of the organization, as well as on
their perspectives toward NGOs and relationship between the two types of
organizations. Table 5 summarizes significant main effects of Organization and their
meanings in each dependent variable by locking at group total means or marginal

means of public organizations and NGOs

Table 5

Dependent Means (Organizations)

Variables F Public NGOs Meanings

Formal 730 ~ 1692 ~1584 Publie-ornanizations have a more formalized
oOperation than do NGOs.

Commit 849* " 16.71 - 17.88 Employees in NGOs are more-organizationally
committed than those in public organizations.

Reward 4.11** 2273 23.62 Employees in NGOs feel more personally

rewarded at work than do those in public

organizations.
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Dependent Means (Organizations)

Variables F Public NGOs Meaning

Effective 9.45* 10.74 11.45 Effectiveness or reported goals Achievement is
higher in NGOs than in public organizations.

Efficient 1491 * 9.98 11.10 There is higher efficiency or cost effectiveness in
the operation of NGOs than in public
organizations.

Conflict 4745 969 787 There are more conflicting goals in public
organizations than in NGOs.

Interest 17.90* 888 7.23 NGOs focus their operational results on local
interests more than do public organizations .

Vague 12.38 987 8.40 Public organizations have goals that are more
vague than do NGOs.

Carruption 78.81* 3.63 1.79 There is a higher reported corruption in public
arganizations than in NGOs.

Relation 2238 * 1337 “16.10 Employees in NGOs reported a working
relationship-between public-organizations and
MGE0s more than those in public organizations.

Roles 11.61* 1462 16.35 People in NGOs feel that they have more roles in

public policy than do those in public

organizations.
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Dependent Means {Organizations)

Variables F Public NGOs Meanings

Limit 9.10** 10.51 9.57 Public organizations reported more work
limitation than NGOs.

Perception 2285" 1458 1691 People in NGOs tend to see the significance
of their roles, while those in public organizations
do not perceive NGO's roles as very significant.

Relation- 5772 16.28 = 17.22 NGOs tend to be more closely related to society

Society than do public organizations.

Innovation 13.49* 881 -10.068 NGOs have a higher tendency toward innovation
and risk taking than do public organizations.

Behaviors 860* 10361174 People in NGOs behave more pro-socially than
do those in public organizations.

Cost J.13as 5596 520 People in NGOs perceive a lower cost in
prosocial behaviors than do thase in public
arganizations.

*p<.05 o< .01 as appkﬂaching significance

Policy Main Effect

There are seven Policy main effects indicated in Table 3. Such effects are more

thoroughly described in Table 6, which lists group total means or marginal means of

environmental and welfare policy areas, F values, as well as meanings of the effects, in

accordance with each dependent variable.
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Table 6
n in Val he Meaning of

Such Effect in Each Dependent Variable

Dependent Means (Policy areas)

Variables F Environment Waelfare Meanings

Reward 7.96* 2255, 23719 Working in welfare organizations seems Ilo be
more rewarding than in environmental
organizations.

Effective 12.318% 18069° //11.50 Reported effectiveness or goals achievement
is higher in welfare organizations than in
envirenmental organizations.

Vague 12.06* 966 8.41 Environmental organizations tend to have goals
that are more vague than do welfare
organizations.

Relation 10:25* 13.81 1566 There is a higher degree of reported relationship
and cooperation between public organizations
and NGOs in welfare organizations than in
environmental organizations.

Perception 13.82** 1484 16,65 = Welfare organizations have more positive
attitude toward NGOs thando environmental
organizations.

Relation- 21.45* 1585 17.65 Welfare organizations reported a closer relation

Society to society than environmental organizations did.
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(Table 6 continued)

Dependent Means (Policy areas)

Variables F Environment Welfare Meanings

Behaviors 5.14* 1164 1096 People in environmental organizations tend to
behave more pro-socially than do those in
welfare organizations,

*p<.01

Zero-Order Correlations

Along with results of two-way ANOVAs, this section shows some of the
interesting results of zero-order comelations between some pairs of variables in the
study. These results are used to supplement the results of ANOVAs. For instance,
organizations expressing work limitation tend to repert a high level of conflicting goals
(Pearson Correlation FLinit, Conflicty = .21, p <.01). Correspondingly, in the results of two-
way ANOVA, public organizations reported a higher degree of work limitation and more
conflicting goals than do NGOs. There is a negative correlation between conflicting
goals of an organization and the level of effectiveness ar a reported goal achievement in
an organization (Pearson Correlation f(Confiic, Effectiveness) = =.21, p < .01). Public
organizations exhibit both conflicting goals and low level of effectiveness or goal
achievement. Also, reported active roles in public policy tend to conform with a high
level of initiation and risk taking (Péarson Correlation l(Roles, Initiation) = .30, p < .01).. From
the two-way ANOVAs on these variables, NGOs reported a high level. of both
characteristics, in comparison with public organizations. In addition; organizations
reporting a high relationship between public organizations and NGOs tend to have
positive attitude and perception toward NGOs (Pearson Correlation r(Relation, Perception) =

A7, p =.01). Some other pairs of relationship between variables are shown in Table 7.
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Correlation
Variables (Pairs) r Meanings
Vague, Conflict .27 ™" An organization with vague goals, more goal conflicts,

Role, Initiation

Limit, Conflict

Role, Vague

Role, Reward

Formal, Account

Interest, Corruption

Interest, Conflict

Interast, Limit

Conflict, Corruption

Conflict, Efficient

S

L™

A4 #

A8

.30 **

= i

a7

48*

=27

Mare roles in public policy, more initiation.

More wark limitation, higher extent of goal conflicts.

Mare roles in public policy, less extent of vague goals.

More roles in public policy, more sense of reward among

employees.

More formal an organization, more accountable it is to the public.

An organization with an emphasis on local interests, less

comuption. An arganization with an emphasis on national interest,

more comuption.

More focus on national interest, more conflicting goals. More

focus-on local interest; less conflicting goals.

More focus on national interest, more work limitation. More focus

local interest, less work limitation.

More conflicting goals, more corruption.

More conflicting goals, less effieciency.
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(Table 7 continued)

Correlation
Variables (Pairs) r Meanings
Conflict, Effective -21** More conflicting qgoals, less effectiveness.

Perception, Relation .47 ** More paositive attitude toward NGOs, more reported relationship

between public erganizations and NGOs.

Perception, Interest =13 ** Mare positive attitude toward NGOs, more focus on local interest.

Relatiion-society, .35 ** An organization with a closer relationship with society, more
Accountable accountable it is to the public.

Relation-society, AT **  An organization with a closer relationship with society, more
Role accountable it is to the public.

Relation-society, .35 ** _An organization with a closer relationship with society, a more
Perception pasitive attitude it has toward NGOs.,

Relation-society, 44 **  An organization with a closer relationship with society, more
Effective effective it is.

Role, Effective 41 ** More reported role in public policy, more effective.

Role; Efficient .21 ** More reported role in public policy, more efficient.

Commit, Reward 70 ** More commitment in an organization, higher sense of reward

among employees.
Commit, Behavior 19 ** More commitment in an organization, more prosocial behaviors

among employees.
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(Table 7 continued)

Correlation
Variables (Pairs) r Meanings
Reward, Behavior 19** More sense of reward from work, more prosocial behaviors among
employees.
Commit, AR .26 ** More commitment in an organization, higher AR amang
employees.
Reward, AR .31 ** More sense of reward from work, higher AR among employees.

*p=<.05 **p<a01
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Discussion

The results of analyses mainly indicate both the effects of arganizational and
policy types on the series of dependent variables of interest. Therefore, further attempts
are to interpret such significant effects.

Types of Organizations and Public Policy in General

With more non-state types of organizations involving in public policy, this study
brings NGOs more to ourunderstanding, in refation to public organizations, through its
empirical findings. Political Science and public policy literature has listed a variety of
reasons for the increase in_pon-profit sector's roles in public policy. The state and for-
profit sectors of the eeonamy are known to exhibit certain unfavorable characteristics by
their nature. The government, throughout the pelicy process, is usually caught in too
high a level of politics and a tardy bureaucratic procedure. The for-profit sector or the
market sector, on the other hand, needs a profit and money making incentive for its
involvement in public service delivery through privatization. Without such incentive, the
provision of some essential services will be lacking. The voluntary, altruistic, and
philanthropic nature of NGOs could make services and roles of this sector an alternative
in the public policy process. In addition, the present trend revolves around familiar
terminologies such as globalization, privatization, good governance, inter-organizational
networking, co-production of public policy, and more limited roles of the state (Rhodes,
1996; Hayes, 1996).

The present study provides empirical findings mainly on characteristics and roles
of NGOs and public organizations as actors in the'public policy process. Employees in
NGOs seem to show a high commitment to their arganizations. And they express a
sense of rewarding work experience. NGOs seem to operate efficiently and effectively.
As compared to public organizations, NGOs have a much less reported incidence of
corruption. This trait, in particular, is usually considered promising and attractive in most
Third World countries where corruption in the government is widely known and cited.
NGOs, also reported a very active role throughout the policy process. They are more

innovative and risk taking than are public organizations, NGOs also reported having a
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close and productive relation with society, usually with more concern with local interests,
as opposed to national interests. And in their own self-report, they see themselves as a
significant actor in the public policy process. Their altruism is clearly shown in their
prosocial behaviors and a low perception of cost in such behaviors. The altruism and
other positive characteristics found in this study such as work commitment and close
relation with society among NGOs could probably be explained by the fact that
approximately half of the staff in the nonproiit organizations usually consists of
volunteers. The proportion of employees' salaries in this sector's budget is, therefore,
comparatively less than that of public employees’ salaries in the public sector’'s budget
(The Bureau of the Budggt, 1997, National Statistical Office, 1997). In addition, the high
levels of commitment and sense of reward are found by this study to be very closely
related to the high level of altruism, as reflected in prosocial behaviors and ascribed
responsibility. This study also found that people in NGOs are more altruistic than are
those in public organizations, as suggested by their prosocial behaviors and perception
of cost in such behaviors. Therefore, a large part of NGOs' commitment and sense of
reward in their work throughout the public policy process is perhaps attributable to their
altruism.

The empirical fifidings of this study could be added to the literature of previous
research. Earlier studies on for-profit and voluntary organizations suggest the traits of
efficiency, risk-taking and innovation, effectiveness, and clearer goals in these
organizations-as compared to their state counterpart (Raiman, Backoff, & Levine, 1976;
Vakil, 1997). Nonprofit organizations are known to have an active role, operating
alongside the government, in-public policy. In-policy implementation, the operation of
non-state sector is believed to take a burden off the government in functions that could
be performed by the non-state sector. Particularly when societal needs arise or when
circumstances change such as during the time of increased incidence of ilinesses such
as the early times of HIV / AIDS epidemic, the need for new not-for-profit organizations
were high, due to the unfamiliar nature and course of iliness, its public perception, and

types of people and families living with AIDS and HIV (Chambre, 1995; Lowry, 1995).



Berman and West (1995) describe the role of nonprofit organizations in the provision of
homeless shelters. Increases in the need of emergency shelters provided by nonprofit
organizations are due to, for instance, a high work load of community organizations,
rises in unemployment, the scarcity of housing for low-income people, and the
insufficient city funding for housing programs. Their study also found a higher
satisfaction in the use of shelters that are provided by nonprofit organizations than those
of state organizations.

The literature on nonprofit organizations also discusses their role in policy
advocacy. These organizations help ariiculate interests, particularly those of the
disadvantaged, in the pelicy formulation stage. They advocate for some public policies
or policy changes. In Ringquist's study {1894), environmental groups are found to
comprise an influence on the direction of state's water pollution policy. The roles of the
environmental pressure groups, counterbalanced those of other organized interests
such as the mining industry that desired weaker pollution control programs.

Other literature cites the working relationship between state and nonprofit
sectors. Brown and Ashman (1986), for instance, study public program implementation
in Africa and Asian countries with cooperation between state and nongovernmental
actors. The coopeération between the two sectors helps lead to the program'’s success,
as cooperation is regarded as an asset or social capital that usually increases the
chances of program success. Berman and West (1995) also found various types of
collaborative efforts between the government organizations and nonprofit organizations
in the provision of programs for the homeless.

With the present study, one important focus is on the empirical differences and
similarities of the state and NGOs. The analyses show more differences than similarities,
with respect to the organizational characteristics of NGOs and public organizations. But
the results of analyses also show important differences between the two that might imply
their conflicting relations.

Firstly, the organizational attitudes and emphasis regarding national and local

interests differ significantly. Public organizations in this study reported to pay more
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attention to national interests than do NGOs. In fact, this finding should not be
surprising, as NGOs are known to be particularistic, while public organizations seem to
be more universal in their scope of operation (Hayes, 1996). NGOs, by their nature, tend
to develop a specialist role and a focus on specific sets of public problems, issues,
groups of people, or locations of operation. For example, some NGOs in Thailand
operate only in certain localities, such as certain provinces. By the same token, certain
NGOs focus their operation on certain groups, especially those with low visibility in
society and public policy issues, such as autistic children, persons with multiple
sclerosis, muscular dystrophy or cerebral palsy, the alcoholics, drug addicts, or ex-
mental patients. The state, on the other hand, usually has to be concerned with a
broader view of issues. \With an increase in the shared roles in public policy, but also
with the differences in focuses on national versus local interests, different attitudes,
opinions, and even actions are the likely results, with respect to a particular public policy
issue, For example, working on environmental issues from a national perspective and a
local perspective might differ considerably. In fact, the debate on national versus local
concern itself seems to be one important part of many environmental issues in Thailand.
Effects of dam construction and natural gas pipelines from-a national perspective and
interest could contradict with local interest. While such projects can be illustrated to
benefit the nation as a wholg, they can alse be shown to become a burden to the
livelihood of local people. Such differences in national versus local emphases in
interests canresultina clash and conflict between public organizations and NGOs.
Secondly, the extent of perceived relationship differs considerably between the
two arganizational types: NGOstend to report a higher level of working relationship and,
hence; a cooperation or willingness to cooperate. This difference might be due to the
fact that public organizations used to have a monopolistic role in public policy. Part of
that mentality perhaps still persists nowadays among public officials, making them fell
less need to cooperate with NGOs. On the other hand, probably feeling as if they are
given an opportunity to step into a new territory or the public policy process, NGOs tend

to be more willing to cooperate.
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Thirdly, and, perhaps most importantly, the perception regarding the significance
in the roles of NGOs in public policy is different between NGOs and public
organizations. As one might expect, NGOs would likely and do, in fact, see themselves
and their role as significant throughout the public policy process. However, public
organizations tend to see such role as less significant. Such view from public
organizations could irritate NGOs, passibly producing conflict among themselves as
working partners. It is also worthwhile to note that reported positive relationship between
the two organizations gees along with perceived significance of NGOs.

Aside from these three differences in perception, the two organizational types
also differ in many other aspects of comparisons, such as the degree of formality,
efficiency, and effectiveness in operation. Such differences can imply that NGOs can
complement or supplement some characteristics that are lacking in public organizations
in sharing roles in the public policy process. But on the other hand, the differences can
also imply a clash in attitude and opinion and, in turn in the operation of the two
organizations. Foley and Edwards (1996) discuss two possible roles of the civil society.
The first role is cooperative and, therefore, harmonious with the state. Such role is
complementary or supplementary to that of the state. However, a more aggressive role
of the civil society is that of a counter-weight or counter-balance to the state's roles.
These latter roles are, for instance, the overseeing for a transparent and corruption-free
government. This study found a relatively high incidence of corruption in the state
sector. It also found a high public scrutiny or external control-faced by public
organizations particularly in environmental issues. Such scrutiny faced by state sector
possibly comes from the counter-balancing role of the civil saciety, which has become
stronger in Thailand. This second type of roles can be regarded as necessary in the
process of democratization, since it could effectively assure a more transparent and
corruption-free public sector. But this role likely results in confrontation and conflict
between the state and civil society.

Despite the growing importance of the civil society and NGOs in public policy

and even in international affairs as well as some tendency to demonize the state while
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deify the civil society, one ought to realize limitations as well as advantages of all
organizations. Public organizations are regularly viewed as a coercive type of
organizations. This makes public organizations sound authoritative and negative
(Uphoff, 1993; Wapner, 1995). But law enforcement is at times unavoidable. Part of
environmental policy, for instance, is by nature coercive in its effort to curtail some
behaviors that are environmentally harmful,. The market incentive can be used only part
of the time when situations allow the use of price mechanism to encourage or
discourage some behaviors. Voluntary acts, such as pro-environmental behaviors, rely
on mutual agreements and social pressure among members of a community or society.
But results of such voluntary acts, albeit sounding altractive and liberal, are slow and, at
times and places, unreliable. Coercive forces employed by the state, such as state's
supervision or the impaosition of fines for non-compliance to environmental laws and
regulations assure more timely resulls {Uphoff.. 1993). Even though this study empirically
found positive characteristics of NGOs, such as effectiveness, efficiency, employees’
commitment and sense of rewards, and less reported corruption, other traits are more
neutral in nature, such as their less formalized organizational structure or less internal
control than the public counterpart as well as their main focus of operation on local
interests. It is moré cumbersome to categorize such traits among NGOs as positive or
negative. They are more likely seen as simply existing characteristics, similar to the
existing formalized organizational structure and emphasis on national interests of public
organizations.

Other scholars also discuss ather limitations of non-profit organizations. In
addition to particularism, the lack of demotratic accountability is also listed as a
possible drawback in the operation of NGOs in the public policy process (Gates & Hill,
1995; Hayes, 1996). Public organizations face control mechanisms such as supervision
from parliamentary committees and subcommittees as well as from independent
organizations, such as the Administrative Court and the Human Rights Committee. They
also depend on budget appropriation through the parliament generally as their sole

financial source. This makes budget control automatically possible from the elected
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body toward public organizations. On the other hand, even though some NGOs receive
some funding from the government, they generally can garner multiple funding sources,
such as donation and contribution from their foreign and domestic affiliations.
International organizations, such as UNICEF, UNESCO, and WHO, have supported Thai
NGOs. Foreign NGOs, such as Terre des Hommes, also provide funding and other
assistance to their affiliated Thai NGOs (Pongsapich & Kataleeradabhan, 1994).
Generally seen as less corrupt, nonprofit organizations do not face similar kinds of
supervisions as do state organizations. This present study finds a supporting evidence
of this fact in the report of less arganizational limitation or constraints as well as a lesser
degree of external control particularly in the area of environmental issues on the part of
MNGOs, as compared to public organizations. In addition, NGOs are found in this study
to be more innovative and risk taking than public organizations. Such innovation,
despite its values in certain aspects, could, on the other hand, jeopardize the
democratic accountability (Gates & Hill, 1995). Concerns are made regarding the extent
to which NGOs' decision making and innovative acts are overseen by other external
agencies, especially some sorts of elecled bodies in order to assure their
representativeness to the public or society. This study also found a close connection
between the tendency to innovate and a high report of rolés in public policy. NGOs
reported more of both traits than do public organizations. In any case, all organizations,
state or non-state, should be overseen by external organizations with respect to their
intentions and operation in arder to avoid the abuse of power.

The empirical results of this study find more differences than similarities between
NGOs and public organizations, which'might be attributable to either inter-organizational
conflicts and confrontation or inter-organizational cooperation, whereby NGOs operate
to complement or supplement services traditionally provided by the state agencies. But
similarities between the two types of organizations are also found. Both public
organizations and NGOs in this study are found to have multiple goals. Such finding is
also not surprising because both types of organizations operate without profit as the

primary motive and, thus, are bound to possess a variety of social objectives. In
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addition, the reported level of flexibility in operation does not differ between the two
organizational types. Moreover, more similarities between them are found within welfare
policy area, deserving further discussion

Organizations and Two Specific Types of Policy Areas

It is also the objective of this study to focus attention on two policy areas in which
both organizational types actively operate - the environment and welfare. The
environment as a policy area is associated with protective regulation, due to its
traditional, partial function of prohibiting certain acts. The function of this policy type has
the implication of environmental control, as reflected in the actual names of
organizations responsible for the control function, such as the Environmental Protection
Agency in the U.S.or the Pallution Caontrol Department in Thailand. With such actions as
protection, control, prohibition, and-requirement; hastility and opposition are bound to
occur within the policy process. On the other hand, welfare is associated with
redistribution policy. Ripley and Franklin (1986), similar to their description of regulation
policy, discuss the nature of conflict revalving around the redistribution policy. The
redistribution policy requires a transfer of something of values from certain groups of
people to some other groups. That transfer, in theory, must be from the rich to the poor,
usually in the form of welfare programs, such as food stamps programs, jobs training
programs for the unskilled labor, and housing programs for people with low income
(Lowi, 1972; Ripley & Franklin, 1986).

This study found interesting aspects from the comparison between the two policy
types. Working in welfare organizations is reported as a more rewarding experience
tham in environmental organizations. Welfare organizations reported a higher level of
goal achievement or effectiveness than do environmental organizations. Environmental
organizations possess a higher degree of vague goals than do welfare organizations.
There is a higher extent of working relationship between public organizations and NGOs
in welfare organizations than in environmental organizations. People in welfare
organizations seem to have a more positive attitude or perception toward NGOs than do
those in environmental organizations. Welfare organizations also reported a higher

degree of relationship with society than do environmental organizations. Lastly, the



higher degree of prosocial behaviors reported from people in environmental
organizations than those in welfare organizations could be attributable to the
environmental behaviors stated in the survey instrument.

The pattern of results from the comparison between the two policy types seems
to indicate a more pleasant working atmosphere in welfare policy area than in
environmental policy area. Ripley and Franklin (1986) describe both welfare and
environmental policy areas with a high level of conflict and hostility. The results of the
present study using the case of Thailand tend to find a particularly higher level of conflict
in environmental policy issues. The conflict in the area of environment has been
witnessed for the past two or three decades of the Thai political history.

For Thailand, environmentalism is an integral part of politics. Through the
discussions regarding environmental politics and mavement, environmentalism
represents one major change in the Thai politics, whereby coalitions of interests are
formed to challenge the centralized decision making of the political elites. In Thailand,
people who work in farmlands comiprise a marginal, yet very large, grassroots portion of
the Thai society. Through the democratization process in Thailand, their political
awareness and consciousness have grown, as they increasingly felt that their livelinood
consisting of their way of life as well as their means of income earning by the use of
natural resources has become adversely affected. Blame on that effect was placed on
the environmental degradation resulting from various governmental programs, such as
those for forest reservas, national parks, and wildlife sanctuaries. Other often cited
programs such as dam constructions and recreational land uses such as golf courses
are generally believed by the-marginal, grassroots people to benefit mainly the business
sector of the economy (Hirsch, 1997). The environmental movement, then, took its
course, as an alliance was formed among environmental and developmental NGOs, the
academics, and the grassroots people themselves to articulate interests of the latter in
the policy process (Jumbala & Mitprasat, 1997). Unconventional means such as
protests, rallies, and encampments in front of the buildings of the authorities were used

in order to acquire the political space and to make the demand of the alliance heard
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inside the Thai public policy process. For the past two or three decades, the roles of
environmental NGOs have grown considerably, as more specialized environmental
groups were formed mostly as policy advocacy organizations. Many of these groups
were sampled and surveyed for the present study. More recent movements are, for
instance, successful movements to prevent the construction of Nam Choan Dam and
Kaeng Krung Dam as well as the presently ongoing movements against other dam
constructions, along with other governmenial projects, such as waste water treatment
facilities and natural gas pipelines. These projects are believed by the grassroots to
contribute to adverse local effects, particularly on their livelihood, while benefiting other
more wealthy people in other locations of the country. This represents the clash
between the national versus local interests particularly in the environmental policy area,
as indicated in the empirical result of this present study.

With NGOs' agtive roles through the environmental movement usually against
many governmental projects, the relationship between the two sectors is unsurprisingly
less than harmonious. This can be empirically confirmed by some findings of the
present study. Firstly, the reported working relationship between NGOs and public
organizations is less harmonious in environmental than in welfare policy areas.
Secondly, there are more positive attitude and perception toward NGOs reported from
welfare than from environmental organizations. Also, there is a report of higher degree
of vague goals in environmental than in welfare policy areas. Vague goals are perhaps
an implication-of uncertainty with respect to directions and actions of organizations in
charge of an issue. While in the welfare policy area, public organizations and NGOs do
not differ in terms of their emphases on national versus local interests, they clash in the
environmental policy area. Public organizations usually have to be involved with issues
that are wider, more universal in scope. NGOs, on the other hand, are usually more
particular in scope of operation (Hayes, 1996). National and local interests, many times,
contradict each other. For instance, dams construction and operation mean more
electricity-generation capacity and perhaps, in the long run, more efficient electricity

generation for the whole country. However, for local people, such projects mean a
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requirement that there be a resettlement of people away from their original location,
where dams are to be built and operated. NGOs usually argue for the emotional
attachment among the grassroots, local people to their customary way of life, along with
the sacredness of their original locations, which should be left undisturbed.
Sympathizing with the local people, NGOs, henceforth, organize their activities via
movements to help protect the local interests of the grassroots people, resulting in
conflict and confrontation with the state. In terms of accountability or external contral,
these two organizational types also clash in the environmental area, not the welfare
policy area. Public organizations reported facing a much higher extent of public scrutiny
than NGOs in the environmental policy area. Possibly, part of the external control comes
from the NGOs, in counter-balancing and cress-checking the role of the state.

Therefore, in the Thai case, working atmosphere in the welfare policy area is
much more pleasant and less prone to conflict than that in environmental policy area.

As such, organizations in the welfare area also reported a higher level of relationship
with society than do those in the environmental area. This finding should be
supplementary to Ripley and Franklin's discussion (1986) regarding the conflict nature in
regulation and redistribution policy types. At present, cooperation between public
organizations and NGOs is to be expected in welfare policy area. In the future, more
effort of cooperation may be directed at the environmental policy area by perhaps
focusing on the similarities between public organizations and NGOs, such as their
similar levels.of multiple social goals.

What s it, then, about the nature of the Thai public welfare that produces a lower
extentof conflict? Findings inthis study perhaps donat go so far to answer that
question. However, two suppositions will be offered here.

One, conflicts do exist in the welfare policy area; but they are latent, suppressed,
and bound to arise in the future, perhaps in the form of welfare movement, just like the
environmental movement, or in some other forms. The primary aim of redistribution
policy is to equalize income and wealth, usually through a relocation of limited resources

(Ripley & Franklin, 1986). This is how the western welfare system operates. The end
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result comprises a society with a more equal opportunity among its members and, in
turn, a lesser degree of social problemns of other kinds (Heywood, 1994). In Thailand,
one can find numerous examples or signs of inequality, despair, and poverty, along with
other social problems as a result of such inequality. Nevertheless, inequality in access
to the nation's resources, at least until present, is an accepted social fact in Thailand, as
reflected perhaps in a lesser extent of conflict in the welfare policy area, indicated by the
present study. But Crone (1993}, states that inorder for the welfare change to take
place in Southeast Asian countries, palitical capacity and political will to do so must be
in place. The political eapacity largely depends on the political and economic structure
of a Southeast Asian country, A broad political regime, where a variety of interests are
sufficiently represented within the palitical structure - interest groups, political parties,
legislatures both at pational and local levels — will provide an opportunity for the welfare
change. Together, other elements of the pluralistic democracy, such as the presence of
a strong civil society and empowered grassroots people, also contribute to the political
capacity. Also, the political will of political leaders who are in both the elected and
bureaucratic institutions is necessary, in that they must be motivated enough to
challenge the present welfare situation and socioeconomic structure of a country.

Two, the lesser extent of conflict in the welfare policy area might be due to the
fact that the environment and welfare as policy types are closely related or even
perceived by the Thai as one same type of policy. In Thailand, perhaps similar to many
other Third Waorld-cauntries, the grassroots, usually poor, and marginal people comprise
a very large portion of the Thai population. Had their livelihood been left unaffected or
without the environmental degradationin many ways, no-state welfare would have been
felt necessary. The Thai families are known to be of an extended kind, with more than
one generation living under one roof. The welfare of such a society has traditionally
relied on friends and families to care for their family members and friends (Vatikiotis,
1996). Therefore, the unaffected livelihood, to the grassroots, marginal people, could
imply existing means of living and means of welfare given by services of friends and

families. As such, caring for environmental problems or, in other words, rebuilding
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grassroots people's livelihood by restoring the original environment will automatically
care for the welfare issues in this country. Midgley (1993) states that instead of
borrowing models of social security programs from developed welfare states, Third
World countries could seek other innovative approaches to welfare that might not
necessarily be similar to that of the western welfare states. Perhaps, with a unique view
of welfare and environmental issues as intermingled or closely related, an innovative
approach might be primarily to help resuscitate and sustain the environment. With a
sustained livelihood of the people, most means of welfare in this country will be

automatically present and gperating on their own.
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Conclusion

This study sets off with a primary intention to understand NGOs more clearly, as
their roles in the public policy process have increased through the course of
democratization in Thailand. Their characteristics and roles in the public policy process
are examined by comparing them to the public sector in the ways in which previous
scholars compared public organizations to private, for-profit organizations. Since both
public organizations and NGOs are known to operate with non-profit, social objectives,
their extent of altruism is also studied and compared to that of public organizations. This
study, on another comparative dimension, selects two policy areas — the environment
and welfare — to be compared between the two types of organizations, since NGOs have
been particularly active in these two policy areas, operating alongside the state.

The study results indicate that the two organizational types can be distinguished
in many aspects under the study. As expected, for instance, NGOs are more effective,
efficient, and less corrupt than public organizations. The level of altruism in NGOs is
higher than that in public organizations, as approximately half of the NGOs' staff usually
comprises volunteers. NGOs' employees feel more rewarded and committed in their
work than do thase in public-organizations.in terms of their roles in the policy process,
NGOs seem to be very active and closely connected to the society while involving
heavily in policy formulation and implementation. The two kinds of organizations are also
similar to each other in their operation with multiple social objectives and high flexibility.
Between the two policy areas in comparison, for the Thai case, the working atmosphere
seems to be more pleasant in welfare than in environmental policy areas. The study
found more cooperation between the two organizational types, more positive attitude
toward NGOs, and reported closer relation between organizations and society in welfare
than in environmental policy areas.

With these findings, some conclusions are made. NGOs actually possess
positive characteristics and, therefore, are appropriate and should be welcome to
operate in the Thai policy process as a complement and supplement to the state's roles.

These roles of the civil society are also theoretically necessary if the democratization
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process is to progress in Thailand. But the dissimilarities between the two organizational
types, while having to work together inside the policy process, unavoidably result, at
times, in conflict and confrontation. In any case, no organization is perfect. Despite
many positive traits of NGOs, they, too, have limitations. The same is also true for public
organizations. But the collaborative efforts could be built upon their similarities, albeit
few of them are found, such as their non-profit motive as well as their similar levels of
multiple, social objectives. In the Thai public policy, conflict, controversy, and
confrontation are more intense in environmental policy area than in welfare policy area.
Two suppositions are offered to explain such interesting finding. One, inequality and
insufficient state welfare have been accepted as a social fact in Thailand. But change to
the existing welfare policy might still arise, perhaps in the same manner as the rising
environmental movementand polities. Two, both welfare and environment as policy
issues, in the eyes of grassroots people, are closely connected. Therefore, by caring for
the environmental issue and, as a result, sustaining their livelihood, the Thai welfare

issue is automatically solved at the same time.
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Suggestions for further work

Toward the final part of discussion, a few suggestions were made. One was the
appropriateness and necessity of cooperation between public organizations and NGOs
in the Thai policy process, if further democratization is to continue its course. A possible
further study question would be how to forge such cooperation, particularly in
environmental policy area, where there is high eonflict and confrontation between the
two organizational types. There couldalso be an in-depth study on the nature of
cooperative atmosphere between them in the welfare policy area. Secondly, this study
offered two suppositions.in their attempt to explain the lesser degree of conflict and
controversy among related actors in the welfare policy area, as opposed to a more
conflict-prone, more controversial environmental policy issue. Such suppositions will

benefit from further, perhaps empirical, research in its attempt to confirm or reject them.
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