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Abstract 

 

 The study entitled “Decision Making in Infrastructure Development of Local  

Administrative Organizations : A Study of Five Cases in the Northern Region” has  2  objectives: 

1. to study the decision making in and analysis of each case study, the search for  interests of 

various groups, local politicians, and government officials in infrastructure development; and 2. 

to study and analyze the decision making in each case study and how local politicians and 

government officials search for their own interests in infrastructure development. 

 The findings reveal that in most infrastructure development cases the executives of 

local administrative organizations (LAOs) played the most important role in decision making.  

Those who played lesser role were government officials, national - level politicians and 

businessmen respectively.  Because local politicians wanted to win in the election, they thus 

invested by buying votes and made benefit by committing corruption for themselves.  Holding 

political positions have made local politicians as LAO executives. 

 Such corruption cases stem from the political and economic structure monopolized by 

the small group with wealth, knowledge, political power and domination power whereas the  

majority of people lack knowledge and understanding of local government principles.  The 

monopolized system has resulted in the patronage, a strongly centralized bureaucracy, and 

politically weak populace.  When government agencies scrutinized the performances of LAOs,  



 

; 

the latter sought to accept nepotism, the patronage system, and relied on the richer and more  

powerful for support.  The problem, one by one, has been solved through these mechanisms.  In 

general, Thai society holds the patronage system, recognizing the wealthy, powerful, famed, and 

authoritative, etc.  The above practices and values have led to the increase of corruption cases in 

later periods. 

 The findings also find their local politicians relied on national - level politicians to  

lobby for the approval of most development projects at a national level.  In most cases, these 

projects came in forms of the government’s conditional grants. 

 National - level politicians looked for budgets which would benefit themselves.  The 

benefit given to them by businessmen was dependent on the budget of each project and project 

categories.  Since it has not been easy for local politicians, due to fierce competition, national - 

level politicians thus called for and received some benefit in advance so that the project could be  

lobbyied harder for approval. 

 However, development projects within the jurisdiction of LAOs did not need the 

support of national - level politicians.  The executives of LAOs have authoritative power to 

approve each project by themselves, but in the end they had to acquire the approval of the projects 

from the district chief, head of the rural-level regional administrative office.  In that regard, it was 

not disclosed whether or not local government executives gave some benefit to regional - level 

government officials, especially the district chief, who by law gave final approval to those 

proposed projects at district level.

 

 

 


