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Analysing Gonstraints :
The Budgetary Nexus

(with special Reference to the Least Developed countries Like Nepal)

1. lntroduction - Ram Prasad Ghimire'

Budget is an important policy instrument through which people's interests'
desiies and demands are transformed into financial terms' Wildavsky
defines budgeting as "Transforming financial resources into human
purposes". He regards budget as an attempt to allocate financial resources
ifrrougtr political processes to serve differing human purposes (Wildavsky

ffi75: p.'5). Since it encompasses the political processes, it reflects the
value of politics. Thus budgeting is not only a technical document but it is
also a short-term manifesto of the state. Similarly, it is an incentive and
engine of economic growth. Likewise, i t  is a tool to maintain f iscal discipl ine
and a technique of economic redistr ibution'

Budgets a re i he links between medium a nd perspective p lans. Longterm
goali of a country are carried into effect with the help of series of budgets'
ihus budgets direct the resources towards fulf i l l ing long-term public goals'

Budgeting involves assessment of past efforts and achievements and
predlction for the future; break-down of long-term objectives and strategies
into short-term meaningful targets and objectives; mobilization of resources;
resource allocation to various programs, projects or activities and treasury

management and control.

There are three basic functions of budgeting: resource allocation; resource

mobilization and utilization; and resource use accounting and evaluation.
These functions are performed so as to attain aggregate fiscal discipline
and, al locative and operational eff iciency. For this, budgeting needs to
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embrace objectivity, enhance predictability, foster transparency, promote
accountability and ensure effective control.
The concept of budgeting was developed to address the problem of
resource constraints that human wants and demands often exceed the
resource availability. flowever, budgeting itself is constrained by a number
of factors like soaring pr-rblic expenditure, low revenue mobilizaiion. lack of
institutional capability, multiple, diverse and sometimes conflicting objectives
of budgets, poor f inancial management and situational constrl int i .  Such
constraints are more evident to the resource stricken poor least developed
countries (LDCs).

Against this background the purpose of this article is to conduct a rigorous
analysis on budgetary constraints of the least developed countries. lt

,. focuses on both substantive as well as spatial and situational constraints. lt;! also discusses how the key actors of budgeting compete with each other to
incorporate and maximize their 'stakes' through budgetary processes. lt
enumerates major budgetary problems of the least developed countries that
are common to most of the developing countries with low per capita income
and poor resource-base. l t  highl ights on Nepal 's case and f inal ly proposes
the key measures to address and mit igate the problems and constraints.

2. Ghanging Orientation: Shift ing the Focus

In the past when governments had a l imited array of act iv i t ies and ample
funds avai lable to f inance them, budget ing was simply a demand supply
process. lt was a disjointed activity rarely having policy implications. lt is
only in the later decades of nineteenth century when systematic budgeting
approach and tools emerged. with change in the scope of government and
paradigm shift in public management and the introduction of new
management techniques embedded with the prevailing socio-economic
context, various budgeting orientations and approaches came into
existence. These can be categorised into three broad categories as:

a) Control  Orientat ion (1920-1935):  This approach is mainly concerned
with the central ised f inancial  control  of  government.  This is also
sometimes cal led regulatory budget ing. This l ine- i tem budget ing has i ts
pr imary focus on tradi t ional funct ions of publ ic administrat ion, i .e.  probity
and propriety. In this system, government activities are broken down into
several line items to allocate budget accordingly. lt facilitates
comparison of estimates with actual resource utilisation in each and
every item.

However, the regulatory and control functions of line item budgeting are
seen di luted in pract ice by corrupt ion, incompetence and excessive
political interference.



b) Manaqement orientation (1935:196Q): This approach is basica||y

conce"ned witr ffre activities and performance rather than resource

utilisation and control. Performance budgeting falls within this category.

Unlike the l ine-item budgeting, i t  considers outputs as well as the inputs'

Perforrnance budgeting is essentially managerial in nature that exerts

emphasis on eff iciency and results'

However, it does not provide sufficient room for popular participation

though it  gives much emphasis on eff iciency and cost effectiveness'

Besiies, i t  is subjective because the descript ion of budgetary programs

seems to have been primari ly designed to convince legislators rather

than proposing a concrete way of implementing them' Moreover'

performance budgeting has a very little to do with budgetary reforms and

change management.

c) Planninq oriental ion (1960,to date): This schoolof.thought tr ies to
' 

l  d longterm Planning and national

policies. A numbJr of approaches have been developed under this

category.

i )P |ann ingProg rammingBudge t i ngsys tem(1951 .1970 ) :PPBS
concentrates on Jffectiveness of budgering. lt classifies the budget in

terms of programs as a technique of attaining public policy objectives'

Asap |ann ing too t i t de f i nesva r iouscho iceso fp rog ramsa |ongw i th the
feasible available alternatives to these choices. lt also proposes the

bes tposs ib |ewayo f imp lemen t i ng these |ec tedp rog rams . | t i sa
systems aPProach to budgeting'

It is analytical in nature and much more sophisticated than the previous

app ,oaches in techn iques 'PPBs iden t i f i e s thep rob |ems ,ana | yses
various policy options io address it and puts forward the best possible

and practica!'alternatives to the decision makers. However, it also has a

number of l imitations.

F i rs t |y , i tcannotmakeva|uejudgementsbecausepo| icyopt ionsre|ated
tova luecho i cescanbese t t l edon l y th roughpo l i t i ca l . p rocesses ,no t
through budgetary analysis. secondly, it is very difficult to assess the

effectiveness of ait progiu*s, which are many in number, and no single

indicator is applicable to quantify the effectiveness of various programs

that are diverse in nature. Simiiarly, it is not feasible and useful to the

LDCs since it is COmplex and too expensive. LDCs also have a very poor

management information system. Likewise, these countries barely have

asus ta i nab lepo | i t i ca | commi tmen t t o imp |emen t i t . -Mo reove r , t h i s
sophisticated approach has a centralising bias because it is like a policy-

making mystique to the common people'
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i i )  Management by object ive (1970-1976):  r t  is a part ic ipatory
management technique in which the members set organisat ional 'goal i
and objectives the.mserves in the right of desired outcomes. Theyevaluate their results themselves. This is a sort of self-management
technique that contr ibutes in rais ing the level of  pol icy comprianceaTong the pol icy actors. There is a row chance of communicat ion rapse.I t  fosters individuar commitment to organisat ional g oals a nd object ives
that promotes self-initiation and innovation.
MBo may be viewed as a more frexibre budget ing technique. r temphasises on productivity, serf-actualisation ano greatJr effectiveness.
However,  i t  hardry herps in ident i fy irrg anrJ evaluat ing pol icy al ternat ives.
I t  is rnainly concerned with the organisat ional ef fect iveness rather thanconsidering broader pol icy opt ions of the government.

i i i )  Zero-based Budget ing (1g76-1980):  r t  is seen as a poricy response
to the unnecessary and Lrnproduct ive persistence and'growth of any
organisation or a program. 'sunset laws, provide a self-enforcing
mechanism to mit igate such problems. Zero-based budget ing is also
useful  to br ing major changes in f inanciar managJment of an
organisat ion or a country.  Extensive real iocat ion of reiources from aparticular sector to other sector/s is possible in this system. Eachprogramme is viewed as a part  of  'decision package'and e-actr  ,decision
package' is evaluated in total i ty to consider for further funding.
However,  zero-based b udget ing d oes n ot h erp much for the rong-term
investment programs, which have indivis ible results to a great extent.  l t
a lso i  nvolves a lot  o f  d upl icat ion works and repet i t ive ca- iculat ions and
analyses.

iv) Budget ing as Pori t icar Management (19g1 to date):  Budget ing is
vir tual ly a pol i t ical  process, which provides varues to the poric ies
adopted by the government.  The urt imate responsibir i ty and
accountabi l i ty of  a budget rests on pol i t ical  authori ty.  pr incipal ly
bureaucrats and experts are onry the aids to poriticar autnority. iney
have only subsidiary rore to pray in budget ing decisions. Therefore,
pol i t ical  acceptabi l i ty is must for budget formulat ion and i ts
implementat ion. l t  requires legislat ive approval before i t  comes into
force. Budget ing as a pol i t ical  management opens the exist ing
economic, f iscal  and f inancial  real i ty so as to make the budget more
realistic.

There is no disagreement that budget ing is a pori t icar management
process. But the model as such may not be appl icable to other
co_untr ies, especial ly the least developed ones as i t  is pract ised in the
US. Simi lar ly,  there is a r isk of undermining nat ional interest bv the
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vested political interest. Such risks are high in the least developed

countries having dominant parochial political culture.

Approaches and focus of budgeting kept on changing along with the

paradigm shif t  in publ ic f inancial  management and publ ic management

as a whole in the quest of increasing efficiency and effectiveness of

budget ing. However,  the approaches are not uni l inear and the trend

differs to the countries since there is a possibility of overlap among these

approaches.

3. Following Steps: Preserving the Stakes

Staqes of Budgetincl

The budgetary processes differ to the political regimes, budgetary

approaches adopted to, level of management information system, the extent

oi iinanciat and other resources available and the degree of predictability.

However, in general, a budgeting process undergoes the following stages:

o ini t iat ion
. preparation
. submission and aPProval
.  implementat ion
. audit ,  evaluat ion and review

The first stage involves resource forecasting, setting budgetary ceilings and

general guidelines and sending call letters to the ministries and the

6peratingigencies/offices as directives to the brrdgeting for the forthcoming

f iscal yeir . lne t i* ing to submit the budget proposal may be elaborated in

the law or in the budget ing circulars or guidel ines'

The main responsibility for the second stage of budgeting is of the spending

ministr ies and departments. Ministr ies and departments are supposed to

prepare their budget proposals and submit it to the budget office (in most

t"ru. to the MiniJtry of Finance) within a specified time and format set by

budgetary regulation or circulars from the budget office. The proposal

includes ieports on the budgetary performance of a certain specified period

of the current fiscal Year.

once estimating revenues and expenditures is undertaken and proposed

budget is fully prepared the chief executive or the Finance Minister (it

deplnds on the' form of government) submitsthe proposed budget to the

legislature. Usual ly the legislature has every authori ty to amend or to send i t

Oalt to the executive forJurther clarification or consideration' The proposal

is discussed in different legislative committees and ultimately it is approved

with or without amendments and is sent to the head of the state for

formal isat ion.

1 1 0



The next stage of budgetary process is implementation. The approved
budget consist ing governments'  short- term plans, pol ic ies and strategies is
put into action at this stage. At the beginning of this stage, the competent
authority sends revenue targets and expenditure authorisation letters to the
concerned ministr ies. concerned ministr ies then send a copy of i t  to the
operating offices directly or through departnrents. Treasury offices are
responsible for necessary fund management.  They also ensure internal
control  in budgetary expenditure

The final stage of the process involves auditing and review. In most of the
countr ies there is an independent audit  of f ice to examine consistencies
between the progranrs and objectives and actual budget operations. lt
examines the accuracy of accounts and also evaluates performance
standard through performance audit .  The audit ing off ice submits i ts annual
reports to the legislature for review and necessary action.

The Budgetarv Process

The budgetary process under scarcity of resources can be described in
terms of state centr ic models of social  causat ion. The least developed
countries are characterised by scarcity of resources with the persistent
vicious circle of poverty. Thus state-centric models are quite relevant in
anaiysing budgetary process in LDCs under severe f inancial  constraints.

Rat ional Actor Model seeks to maximise values and solut ions in decision
making. A rat ional actor is presumed to have abi l i ty and access to al l  types
of information and i ts analysis.  He can evaluate the best possible al ternat ive
and he always uses his non-perversive choice. However, Herbert Simon's
bounded rational model postulates that the rational actor does not always
reach at the best alternative due to inadequate information, time and
resources. Thus in practice they adopt 'satisficing' solution to policy
problenrs.

According to the Pol i t ical  Bargaining Model a budget can be treated as an
outcome of competition and negotiation among the bureaucratic entities.
They compete with each other and hold negot iat ions to al locate maximum
budget to the organisat ion in which they are attached with. Bureaucrats can
influence public policies by the use of their strategic position to Lrse
resources at their  disposal,  and their  control  over information as wel l  as their
political connection and by the use of their expertise.

Organisat ional Piocess Model assumes the government,  being a huge
organisation, has a definite sets of rules and structures with its own
procedures. These standard operating procedures solve the routine
problems. In case new typical  non-rout ine problems are cropped-up new
organisat ions are created to solve these problems. This model may be more
useful for allocating resources to routine recurrent expenditures. But it does
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not seem conducive for economic transformation and development and
change management.

It is obvious that the key actors of budgeting influence structure and content
of a budget in the way they interact with each other. Actors in the budgetary
process are either the spenders or the savers. That is why budgeting
involves bargaining between the spending agencies and the treasury
guardians. On the other hand, the spenders compete with each other to
maximize their share of budget. Similarly, all the actors of budgeting strive
their best to maximize their stakes through various stages of the budgetary
process. These a ctors p erform different roles in order to accomplish their
respective goals. The actors can be listed as below:

. legislature and its committees
e cabinet
. auditing office
. planning authori ty
. ministry of finance/budget office
. l ine ministr ies
. treasury offices
. donor community
. local government
. field offices
. crvil society
.  interest groups

The budgeting process and its stages vary to the countries. In China fiscal
year starts without an approved budget. In Indonesia and Saudi Arabia
development budgets do not lapse at the end of fiscal year. In the UK

supplementary budget is submitted thr ice during a year.  Some countr ies
take quite a long t ime for budget formulat ion and approval.  For example in

the US it takes about 16 months for the preparation and approval of a

budget whereas many countries complete this process within 6-9 months.

Despite the logical sequence of formal steps of budgeting, most of the LDCs
are seen to have adopted adhoc approaches and steps in formulating
annual budgets. In some cases informal power structure play dominant role
than the formal legitimate process. Formal process in most of the cases is

based on bottom-up approach. However, the operating agencies/ offices do

not have much knowledge and information on the nexus of budget ing. So

they just compi le the incremental  budget est imates. Thus they can hardly

have meaningful  contr ibut ion in deal ing with budgetary constraints.
Moreover,  most of the popul ist  programmes do not come through this

channel.  l t  is real ised that in pract ice Pol i t ical  Bargaining Model has been
playing dominant role in most of the LDCs' budgetary process though

Organisational Process Model has been applied in connection with most of
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the recurrent expenditure estimates. lf we look at the equity side, we find
that those who are well to do and well organised have dominant saying in
the budget than the poor and unorganised people. On the whole the
budgetary process has a very little impact in dealing with the budgetary
problems and constraints of LDCs since the financial position and state of
development is not significantly improved in most of these countries.

4. Dealing with the Gonstraints: Major Problems, Small
Steps

An Overyiew

Budgeting has to encounter with the scarcity of resources and complexity of
issues. l\4anaging public expenditure in the resource stricken ieast
developed countries is stil l a daunting task. Revenue base is very low in
these countries. ParaCoxically they have very high aspirations and
expectations. A large number of people in tl 'te LDCs are deprived of even
the basics of human l i fe.  w i th a l imited capacity of resource mobi l isat ion
these countries are heavily dependent on external assistance and other
forms of capital  inf lows. These countr ies have an alarming debt burden that
are also marred by high corrupt ion.

Real ist ic and meaningful  budget ing needs sound f inancial  management
system. l t  requires adequate knowledge, expert ise and information base.
However, most of the LDCs do not have integrated financial information
syslem.

Budgets are also the statements about future. Future is uncertain and the
uncertainty is much more prevalent in LDCs since their  socio-economic and
pol i t ical  condit ion is highly unstable. In such a si tuat ion budget ing requires
expertise and professionalism, which LDCs lack.

Many countries are obliged to pay certain amounts or bound to finance
certain activities due to their prior commitments and agreements. Law often
backs such payments. LDCs have huge amount of such 'uncontrol lable' .

These items are referred as 'uncontrollable' because they cannot be easily
changed. Such i tems are debt servicing, contractual payments, counterpart
funds and entitlements. They are not absolutely uncontrollable but they
cannot be changed easi ly without amending laws or without renegot iat ions
with the concerned parties. There is a high risk of loosing political image and
credibi l i ty i f  such i iems are blunt ly changed.

Even the so-cal led 'control lable'  cannot be easi ly changed. Most of the
recurrent expenditures, though there is no contractual l iabi l i ty or obl igat ion
and legal compulsion, are also not fully controllable. A government cannot
deny paying salary and benefits to its employees. lt also cannot easily
el iminate minimum general  operat ing expenses, as i t  cannot repudiate

q ? f



external debt liabilities in normal situation. Therefore, there is no clear-cut
demarcat ion between control lable and uncontrol lable but they can be helpful
while ranking the priorities to different expenditure items.

Budqet ing Pract ices in the Least Developed Countr ies

There is often no expl ic i t  l ink between medium-term plan and annual
budgets in most of LDCs. Budgets are rarely linked with tne results or goal
achievement. Mostly the percentage of expenditure spent on particular item
or items determines efficiency.

Budget requests from the operat ing off ices and l tne m,nlstr ies are
deliberately inflated in expectation of cuts. Demands often exceed the
rescurce avai labi l i ty.  On the other hand, budget authori t ies hardlSt look on
the rat ional i ty of  program and funding whi le cutt ing the size of experrdi ture in
part icular i tem to f i t  i t  wi th their  revenue est imates, and other sources of
f inancing.

Political authorities and representatives are more concentrated on their
respective constituencies. Budget approval is often mechanistic. No
meaningful discussion takes place. Attention is focused on how to get the
proposal approved rather than how to make it better. Alternatives are rarely
entertained for ser ious discussion.

A large number of projects are proposed every year,  which is beyond their
capacity to implement in terms of inst i tut ional capacity and resource
availability. Feasibility study is often not carried out to the project funded by
the governments' internal resources.

Financial  management is weak in these countr ies. Foreign aid disbursement
especially the grant portion is very low due to low absorptive capacity.
Budget release is too slow. The governments are often u nable to provide
counterpart  funds in t ime. Since there is no standard t ime-bound operat ing
procedure with clear and direct accountability assigned with, administrative

discret ion plays vi tal  role.  ln i t ia l  pol icy statements and goals are Sometimes
distorted and even displaced due to frequent transfer of funds from one

budget head to another. In some countries law does not allow budget
transfer but bureaucrats manage it somehow so long as it serves their
personal interests.

The ent ire publ ic expenditure management is suffered with the pathologies

in each of i ts dimensions; i .e. ,  f iscal  discipl ine, al locat ive eff ic iency and

operational efficiency. These pathologies are the product of short-sighted
behaviour,  dominat ion of informal power structure and pessimist ic and

uncertain f inancial  out look (Al len Schick 1998/35).  At the end of a f iscal  year

budget estimateg for revenue mobilisation is often proved to be too

ambit ious and unreal ist ic.  Percentage of recurrent spending is general ly

higher than the development expenditure i f  we compare i t  with their

respective estimates. Similarly, there are many off-budgeting expenses.
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Budget amounts are also scattered to a large number of act iv i t ies to
incorporate pol i t ical  demands and interests.

Although most of these countr ies have very low spending on social
securi t ies, other mandatory and transfer payments l ike external debt
servicing occupy large proportions of current revenue. However, revenue
base is corrsiderably narrow. Governments'  revenue heavi ly rel ies on
custom dut ies and commodity taxes. Revenue administrat ion is too weak.
scope and size of the government is too big to the size of geography,
populat ion and economy. A large sum of money is invested in state owned
enterpr ises, which are in most of the cases l iv ing monuments of
mismanagement and misut i l isat ion of states'  resources.
Due attent ion has not been paid on sustainabi l i ty issues whi le invest ing
money, especial ly in the large and mult iyear projects.  some of such projects
are seen crumbled l ike the houses of cards. with a low societal
part ic ipat ion, many inrrestment programs lack publ ic ownership.
Account ing system is old - fashioned in most of the cases. Management
account ing system is rarely introduced. capacity and morale of account ing
and audit ing human resources is seen general ly weak. control l ing agenciei
and oversight mechanisms are not efficient and effective. Thev themselves
are to be guided and control led.

Some Reflect ions on Nepal

The LDCs' budget ing pract ices as mentioned above truly ref lect Nepal 's
scenario.  This sub-sect ion reinforces the arguments with some data and
infornrat ion from Nepal 's case. simi lar ly,  this sub-sect ion also enumerates
some pecul iar s i tuat ional budgetary constraints of Nepal.

Like in most of LDCs',  budgets in Nepal are highly popul ist  as they are too
comprehensive to implement successful ly.  For instance the budget for Fy
2004105 is popul ist  and ambit ious with mult i tude of object ives. l t  seems to
be a perspective plan. objectives of the budget extends from the restoration
of peace, rel ief ,  rehabi l i tat ion and reconstruct ion and social  and economic
transformation and progression to the judicious access to resources and
opportunities, and devolution of authority and additional support to poverty
alleviation program by enhancing economic activities and creating mass
employment opportunities through economic reforms and investment
promotion (MoF: 2004a).

Nepal 's recent budgets are character ised by swel l ing 'uncontrol lable' .  For
example, pension l iabi l i ty increased by 1649 percent for the period between
1990 to 2002. Simi lar ly,  debt service payments went up by 572 percent
during the same periocl. In the FY 2002103 it was about 30 percent of
regular budget.  (MoF: 2Uia a&b).
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Given the ini t ia l  stage of development,  f inancial  requirements are very high

to catch up economic development of the country.  Simi lar ly,  Nepal st i l l  has

bleak social  indicators. The si tuat ion of infrastructure development is st i l l

poor.  For example, only 26 percent of the total  i r r igable land has year-round

irr igat ional faci l i t ies. This si tuat ion has posed serious chal lenges to

budget ing in NePal.

A large chunk of development expenditure (about 73Yo) is financed by

foreign aid. However,  a huge amount of foreign aid reimbursement is yet to

be Jett led. Simi lar ly,  revenue forecast ing has been consistent ly over

estimated. Due to the lack of reliable resource forecast and excessive

political pressure, a number of projects are created without a firm backing of

resources.

There is a weak publ ic sector capacity because of the lack of competency'

discipl ine, sense of responsibi l i ty,  accountabi l i ty and transparency.

Governance is weak and poor.  The problem has been ident i f ied but no

r igorous and logical  response to the problem has been employed so far.

The language of budgets itself indicates the budgetary constraints of Nepal'

The terms l ike'due importance shal l  be accorded'and 'special  at tent ion wi l l

be paid'  c lear ly denotes the lack of specif ic i ty in the budget '

At present,  Nepal is marred with mass poverty,  s imi lar ly,  populat ion growth

has contr ibuted in deepening the budgetary constraints '

To sum up, swel l ing 'uncontrol lable" foreign aid dependency, management

def ic iency, pol i t ical  instabi l i ty and insensit iv i ty and si tuat ional and revenue

constraints are the major budgetary constraints in Nepal '

Addressinq the Problems and Gonstraints
probtems and ConstETilil inuOgeting can be minimised by enforcing fiscal

discipl ine, ensuring t imely and proper implementat ion, focusing on results

(achievements) and enhancing efficiency, effectiveness and equity.

Given the resource constraints and low level of efficiency as basic problems,

the strategies should broadly include restructuring expenditure; finding a

way of incieasing resources; cutting programs or activities by prioritising it

uno concentrating on efficiency and productivity enhancement. These

strategies depend on multitude of factors. The following activities are

proposed as parts of these strategies:

.  Redef ining the role of government and r ight s iz ing i t '

.  L inking budgets with macro-economic m anagement and medium-

term and Perspective Plans.

:-
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. Cutting expenditure with the help of medium term expenditure
framework (MTEF).

. Defining the role, scope and relationship of central government with
local government.

. Concentrating public resources on the most critical activities to
maximise the return on investment.

. Introducing performancebased management system in public
organizations.

. lmproving expenditure management by l inking it  with the objectives
and performance.

. lmproving f inancial planning and ensuring better management of
user's fees.

. Adopting new debt management techniques and strategies.

. Promoting capacity support not expansion of activities.

. Introducing budgetary operational plan.

. Discouraging extra budgetary accounts.

. Making public enterprises and local governments more
accountable.

. Speeding up privatisation process with a clear post-privatisation
measures and a strong regulatory mechanism.

. Conducting continuous assessment of short-term and long-term
liabi l i t ies and rescheduling i t  for repayment.

r Introducing new public management techniques in government
agencies to enhance operational efficiency.

. Introducing resultbased management for effective monitoring,
evaluation and feedback system.

. Preparing budget on multiyear perspectives.
r Incorporating all projects including the technical assistance projects

funded by external sources under the domain of national budget.
. Broadening the revenue base.
. lmproving the administrative capacity.
o Investing on income generating activit ies and high yielding projects.
o Introducing contributionbased budgeting, i .e., pension fund.
. Designing self-operating mechanism for completed development

projects.
r Rejecting the programs or projects having no measurable goals,

objectives and targets.
. Making budgetary process more transparent.
. Making budget implementation repod public.
. lmproving fund management and ensuring sound f inancial

management information system.
. Making feasibility study compulsory to all projects.
. Establishing lcng{erm budgeting capabil i ty at various levels of

governnrent.
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.  Keeping budget def ic i t  at  prudent level.

.  M in imis ing the 'uncont ro l lab le ' .

.  Making the budget a strategic development tool .

5. Concluding Remarks
Buclget is an operat ional plan. l t  g ives direct ion to t l re medium and long-term
plans and pol ic ies. Al l  publ ic pol ic ies are concerned with budget ing
decisions one way or another.  Budgets play key role 

' in 
publ ic pol icy

implementat ion. However,  budget ing has constraints of scarci ty of resources
and t inre l imitat ions as wel l  as inadequacy of knowledge and information to
address complexi ty of mult id iscipl inary issues. Nevertheless, the problems
and constraints can be addressed or minimised by revi tal is ing budgetary
process incorporat ing economies of expenditure, output or ientat ion,
recognit ion of constraints and f iscal  discipl ine.

Sound account ing and audit inE systems and effect ive oversight mechanism
can lead to streamlining budgetary process towards successful  pol icy

implementat ion. Simi lar ly,  ef fect ive monitor" ing and evaluat ion system can
have signi f icant contr ibut ion on establ ishir tg congruence and coherence
among periodic plans, poi ic ies and annual budgets.
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