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Abstract 

This paper evaluates short-run and long-run implications of Thailand’s “Million 

Baht Village Fund”, one of the largest microfinance programs in the world. I analyze pre- 

and post-program household level data on consumption, saving, migration and loan 

burden from the Townsend Thai Project considering both individual and village level 

heterogeneity. All program outcomes are compared to the other important microfinance 

institution in Thailand, Bank for Agriculture and Agricultural Cooperatives (BAAC). The 

results indicate that migration behavior and saving behavior under the “Million Baht 

Fund Program” differ from those under other microfinance institutions. Improved access 

to credit reduces household indebtedness, increases consumption expenditure and 

decreases the migration rate. Differences in per capita credit flow among villages have 

considerable impact on income inequality.  

 

Keywords:  microfinance; short-run and long-run impact; “Million Baht Village Fund”; 
BAAC; Thailand; inequality 
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1. Introduction 

For over 30 years, microfinance has emerged as one of the most prominent ways 

of alleviating poverty on a global platform. This has drawn substantial attention from 

academic researchers and has led them to probe into the multifarious impacts of 

microfinance from different perspectives and dimensions. Although different economic 

theories are being developed and analyzed, based on the concept of microfinance, 

analysis of its broader impact, using data of long periods of time has largely been 

neglected, primarily due to data unavailability. In this paper, I will try to evaluate both 

short-run and long-run impacts of microfinance on different welfare variables. For the 

sudden credit flow in the credit-constrained population, only short-run studies do not 

reveal real impact of the financial service. Comparing short-run and long-run results can 

show the actual hidden nature of credit on poor people. For this purpose, this paper 

studies a program in Thailand named “Million Baht Village Fund” which is one of the 

largest scale government financial injections in the world. The small size of loan and the 

absence of collateral requirement make the program similar to any other microfinance 

Institution. 

As the name suggested, “Thai Million Baht Village Fund” was an injection of one 

million Baht (about US $24000) to every Thai village in 2001. The intervention covered 

about 77000 heterogeneous villages and the total amount of injection was approximately 

US $1.8 billion, which is about 1.5 percent of Thai GDP in 2001. The rapid injection of 

the fund to villages and the sudden government decision of the policy initiative give this 

fund a great deal of exogeneity as a credit intermediation program (Townsend, 2012).  

The purpose of this paper is to analyse the short-run and long-run impacts of the 

“Thai Million Baht Program” considering both household level and village level 

heterogeneity. Short run is defined as the impact of the program for a span of 2 years and 
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long run is defined as the impact for a period of 8 years. In particular, my research 

questions are:  

1) What is the short-run and long-run impact of “Thai Million Baht Program” on 
different outcome variables, namely, migration, consumption and saving 
behavior and loan burden?  

2) What is the short-run and long-run impact of “Thai Million Baht Program” on 
village level income inequality? 

 

Thailand, like any other developing countries in the world today, has tried to 

mitigate various financial and labor market frictions through microfinance activities for 

many years. To understand the effects of this new subsidized fund in credit market, all 

the effects are compared with the Bank for Agriculture and Agricultural Cooperatives 

(BAAC) loan, which had the highest share of borrowers before the launching of “Thai 

Million Baht Program”.  

As stated above, to have a sustainable effect from microfinance, it is important to 

understand how microfinance affects the decision choices of households for a long 

period. Townsend Thai Project Household Dataset contains fourteen years (1997-2010) 

of panel data on 960 households in 64 heterogeneous villages in four different provinces. 

The data has detailed information on household characteristics such as education, assets, 

income and investment, borrowing and lending, occupation, migration, crisis coping 

management and other variables. So it gives the chance to study more than just about its 

impact in the short period. To understand the short-run impact of “Thai Million Baht 

Village Fund”, I will use 2000 as year-1, the pre- program year and year 2004 as year- 2 

to capture immediate impact of the fund. The fund was disbursed to all villages in 2001 

and 2002. For evaluating long-run impact, I will use year-2010, as this is the last 

available year of data which has information over long periods. For the village level 

information, I will use the other part of the survey named Key Informant Annual Survey 

which has information on number of households in a village, village population size and 

other variables.  
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Methodologically, I will run random effect Generalised Least Square Regressions 

using loan membership dummy as the independent variable. Here I examine the impact of 

“Thai Million Baht fund” on migration behavior, consumption and saving decisions and 

loan burden. This paper will also examine the impact coming from the fact that every 

village, irrespective of population size and income level, has received same amount of 

loan. To gain insight from this fact, I will use coefficient of variation of income in every 

village as the impact variable and will evaluate the difference coming from village size.  
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2. Literature Review 

 Townsend and Kaboski (2012) evaluated the impact of “Thai Million Baht 

Program” by using data from 2002 to 2007. Using the household level micro dataset, they 

found positive impact of loan from village fund on total short term credit amount, 

consumption, agricultural investment, wages and income level. However, they found 

negative impact on overall asset holdings. They took the inverse of village size as the 

instrument for loan amount and found significant impact on productive activities. For the 

gender analysis, their paper got differential impact on women. This paper stated that, 

matriarchal household behaves somewhat similarly to patriarchal households but the 

sources of income and distribution of consumption are significantly different. Townsend 

et al. analyzed all the consumption goods in a representative household’s consumption 

basket, individually and income sources to figure out the reason behind the gap between 

the two household types. Their pap 

er also stated that consumption is higher in the year when default is higher. Their results 

are broadly consistent with buffer stock models of credit-constrained households.  

In their companion paper on microcredit effect on village economy, Townsend 

and Kaboski (2012) model household decision in the face of credit constraint, risk 

behavior and investment opportunities. From the simulation of the model, the authors 

found that consumption is increasing at a greater rate than credit, which they stated as a 

signal for the households being credit-constrained. In the cost-benefit analysis, this paper 

stated that the cost of the program is 20 percent more than the benefit.  

Boonpern et al. (2009) described the impact of village fund on income, 

expenditure and asset. They used data from the Thailand Socio-Economic Survey in 2002 

and 2004 to understand the effect of the “Million Baht Village Fund” in a larger scale as 
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their data had country-wide information. They did not find any direct evidence on 

whether the “Million Baht Village Fund” loans substituted credit opportunities from other 

lending institutions, or supplemented other borrowing. This paper used Propensity Score 

Matching approach to measure the impact of the fund using a quasi-experimental design 

that matches borrowers with “otherwise identical” non-borrowers, and quantifies any 

difference in outcome variables between these two groups. Here, they first estimated 

propensity scores by applying a probit model to a limited number of covariates and then 

sorted the observations by propensity score and divided them into groups to ensure that 

there was no statistically significant difference in propensity scores between treated and 

non-treated households within each stratum. 

They got similar results as Townsend and Kaboski. The increase in income in 

2004 was at an annualized rate of return of 4.5% on the amount borrowed. However, 

these effects are only found when expenditure per capita is shown in log form; when 

measured in levels, the Million Baht Fund has no statistically significant impact in these 

cases. The use of the log form of income puts more emphasis to increases for poorer 

households, as the proportional effects are given more weight in these cases. To explore 

this further, they divided households into quintiles based on the levels of expenditure per 

capita, and then applied propensity score matching to each category. Their finding says 

that this fund is appropriate to categorize as “pro-poor.” There are minimal differences in 

gender effects which go with Townsend’s findings. Then they used Double Difference 

Method for panel data using 2002 and 2004 data where they saw households that 

borrowed from the Million Baht Fund in 2004 had 15% more income and 18% more 

expenditure than those who borrowed in neither year, holding other influences constant; 

these increases are statistically significant, but also rather large. If, instead, the 

comparison is between those who borrowed both in 2002 and 2004 and those who 

borrowed only in 2004, the impact of the second year of borrowing was to raise income 

by 8% and spending by 10%.  

 To provide a more holistic review of the existing literature in this area, in addition 

to the previously discussed papers, where regression analysis was conducted using 
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collected data, I have also explored a randomized evaluation study where, in a field 

experiment, Banerjee, Duflo et al. (2010) reported on the profitability of small business, 

investment and consumption. The authors studied the intervention effect on MFI 

borrowing in India.  They used a model of occupational choice and showed how 

inclusion of MFI changes the occupation. Their control experiment told that MFI has 

significant effect on business outcomes and the composition of household expenditure 

but the effects differed for different households. Another important effect they measured 

was investment choice. They found that it depends not only on the financial access but 

also to the sunk cost of growing up a new business. Their analysis did not see any MFI 

effect on health, education and women empowerment. This paper integrated theoretical 

modeling and empirical testing analysis using a field experiment in India and tried to 

focus on some vital questions like how high interest rate is affecting poor people’s 

borrowing pattern. They did not show any explanation about the credit constraint of poor 

people what motivates them to borrow at high interest rate. Banerjee et al. encouraged to 

build some interaction theory which can describe policy question of how best to promote 

education that thinks of a human capital production function based on two inputs, time 

and money. 

Several papers analyse the effect of MFI on poor families by considering 

schooling (human capital accumulation decision) effect. Emerson P. (2010) is one of the 

most updated versions of this kind, where Emerson built a two period OLG model to 

show that by increasing the opportunity cost of schooling, microloans divert investment 

away from human capital. In some previous work on this field, Islam and Choe (2009) 

and Banerjee (2009) also found similar type of effect on school enrolment.   

 

Using data on the Indian rural branch expansion program Burgess & Pande 

(2005) conclude that State-led bank branch expansions have been an important means of 

expanding access to finance in low income countries in the post-colonial period. They use 

a panel data-set for the sixteen major Indian states over the period 1961-2000 and their 
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estimates suggest that the Indian rural branch expansion program significantly lowered 

rural poverty, and increased non-agricultural output.  

 Aportela (1998) assesses the impact of increasing financial inclusion of poorest 

people on savings. He considers the MFI effects on both formal and informal savings. 

This paper uses an exogenous expansion of a Mexican savings institute, targeted to low-

income people, as a natural experiment and the 1992 and 1994 National Surveys of 

Income and Expenditures. From this data, after controlling the household heterogeneity 

the author shows that the expansion of the financial access increased the average saving 

rate of affected households by more than 3 to almost 5 percentage points than the non-

affected households. And, the expansion, in general, had no effect on high income 

households. Again, the exercise considered the effects of financial expansion on the 

probability of reporting expenditures in informal savings instruments. Results show little 

effects of the expansion on this type of expenditures. Net flows into informal instruments 

were also analyzed. In both cases, evidence was not sufficiently strong to rule out or rule 

in crowding out of informal instruments. Also, the effects were, in general, small in terms 

of income. 

The policy of injecting same amount of money to every village is an 

unconventional idea, and so the impacts on income inequality from this Million Baht 

Village Fund are expected to be different. Coming to the point of impact on income 

inequality, I will introduce some literature on microfinance effect on income inequality to 

have the essence of completed work till now. This sector of microfinance was not 

addressed thoroughly, some limited research has been done among which Copestake 

(2002) studied the Zambian Copperbelt and his analysis stated that microfinance has 

increased income inequality. It has some initial increase in income, but the overall 

dynamics from borrowing and repayment structure does not support having more equal 

income distribution. But there are some opposite studies also, Ahlin and Jiang (2008) 

stated that microcredit makes the income distribution less spread and it typically reduces 

income inequality. In a study on Vietnam Bank for Social Policies (VBSP), Cuong et al 

(2007) supported this result also.  



 

8 

3. Data Description 

3.1. Description of the “Million Baht Village Fund” 

The “Million Baht” fund was a political promise from the then new Prime 

Minister of Thai Government, Thaksin Shinawatra who was elected in November, 2000. 

The target was to maintain a locally funded loan program to every village in Thailand 

which would make a self-sustaining investment program in the future. The source of the 

fund is hard to figure out, but obviously the money has gone from rich urban area to poor 

rural areas. The government introduced the fund in 77,000 different villages and gave 1 

Million Thailand Baht ($24000 US) to each village regardless of the village size and 

location. Seventy percent of the village funds also offered saving accounts and they 

required the members to save in a separate account. 1 

The program was rapidly introduced and implemented in all Thai villages. By the 

end of May 2005 the village committees had lent a total of US $8.3 billion. This 

represents an average loan of $466 per person (Boonpern, 2009). The program took effect 

in May 2001 when people started to receive fund and by June, 2002 all the villages in the 

dataset had received access to the fund. And, every village received same amount of 

money as the name of the program suggested. The amount did not depend on any 

demography, political or economic issues. This rapid disbursement gives this program a 

high degree of exogeneity relative to other financial intermediation. For this reason, 

 
1  To mitigate potential moral hazard problems, the government told village officials that they would not be given 

any further assistance if there is proof of abusing funds. On the other hand, villages with the highest rating will get 
further 1 million baht. The rating was based on proficient management and rate of loan repayment. There was also 
a threat of being excluded from any type of further assistance from government, not only from this fund but from 
all other available sources, if the management is not efficient. But there is no such evidence of loan cancellations 
or further assistance of 1 million baht in the dataset. (Townsend, 2012).  
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Townsend and others (Townsend, 2012) called the nature of this program “Quasi-

Experimental”. 

3.2. Organizational Process 

For the rural and semi-urban areas BAAC was the fund administering institution 

working for the government and it received the initial money transfer and held the saving 

and lending accounts. On the part of the government, Community Development 

Department gave all type of suggestions and guidelines for the fund. To get access to the 

fund, villages were required to form a committee, apply for the fund and decide whom to 

give loans from the fund. The committee was selected by the villagers. Most of the 

villagers applied to be a member of the committee and the preliminary condition for 

being a member was to be a permanent resident of village for at least 2 years (Townsend, 

2012). And almost all of the households, who applied for the loan, got it. The households 

who did not apply for the loan were mostly the top wealthy people or the poorest people 

who did not want to be in more loan burden (Townsend, 2012).  

Savings account was also opened by the “Million Baht Program”. For the lending 

part, the fund was divided into two parts; one is for standard lending (900000 Baht) and 

another 100000 Baht for “crisis time” loans. To have equity in the village, the 

government put a maximum bar of 20,000 Baht per person. To get a loan above this 

amount, all village fund committee members had to approve it but this larger loan was 

also capped at 50,000 Baht. The repayment period was shorter than one year. The 

average nominal interest rate for this loan was seven percent, although it varied from 

village to village (Townsend, 2012). 
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3.3. The Townsend Thai Project 

This paper will use data from the Townsend Thai Project. Robert Townsend and 

his research team started to collect data in 4 provinces of Thailand from 1997. The 

baseline data was collected in 1996. Overall, the data form a panel consisting of detailed 

household variables like consumption, income, expenditure, asset, borrowing, lending 

and disaster-coping management. This dataset covers two provinces near Bangkok and 

other 2 provinces in north-eastern part of Thailand. The two provinces near Bangkok are 

Chachoengsao and Lop Buri. The north-Eastern provinces are Sisaket and Buriram. 

The Household panel dataset is a random sample consisting of 16 households 

from each of the 64 villages. The dataset is unique in the sense it has detailed information 

before the Million Baht Village fund was established and after its implementation. 
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4. Empirical Analysis 

The purpose of this paper is to evaluate the impact of “Thai Million Baht Village 

Fund” on difference choice behavior in short run and long run. For that purpose I have 

analysed three years of Thai data. Year 1 is before implementing this project. The 

program was started in 2001 so I have taken 2000 as the “pre-program” year. The second 

year is chosen to evaluate the short-run impact of this project. As in 2001 and 2002 all the 

villages in the dataset got access to village fund, so I have taken 2004 to see the short-run 

impact and I have called it “2-Years impact”. For long-run impact, I have used 2010 

dataset and I have called it “8-years impact”. For the wealth difference in two regions, we 

can see the province effect to understand the impact of microfinance on different regions.  

To gain insight on the impact of this village fund on decision choices like 

migration, savings, consumption etc., I will utilize the heterogeneity at both the 

household and village levels. I will evaluate the short-run and long-run impact on these 

outcome variables: 

1) Saving and Consumption behavior 

2) Loan Burden 

3) Migration pattern 

4) Income Inequality (Village Level) 

4.1. Model for Household Level Analysis 

I use a household level micro dataset where households are selected randomly 

from the population as described in data section. I have assumed that there is family level 

heterogeneity which is randomly distributed across cross-sectional units. Samples cross 
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sectional units have been drawn from a large population. The econometric model is as 

follows, 

Yit= α + βXit + ϴi + ε it     

Here, Yit is the impact variable which includes saving and consumption behavior, 

migration behavior and loan burden. These impact variables depend on Xit, which is a 

dummy variable containing information on loan membership in Thai Million Baht Fund, 

BAAC and both institutions. Other control variables for the regressions are total asset, 

total number of household members, education status, marital status of the household 

head, total number of loans taken by the households, and dummies for provinces. ϴi is a 

constant term throughout the time which varies across households and represents 

individual heterogeneity.  

So the error term as, wit= ϴi + εit; and I have used Generalised Least Square 

method to find Random Effect estimator for the model.  

For the error terms, I assume the following conditions hold, as in the standard 

Random Effect model, 

1) E(ε it )=0 

2) E (ϴi)=0 

3) E(ϴi
 2)=σϴ

2 

4) E(ϴi ε it )= 0 

5) E(ε it ε js ) = 0 

6) E (ϴi ϴj) = 0 

The Random Effect model considers the ϴi as a random variable and not a fixed 

vector of parameters. Given the assumption of ϴi, we get ϴi + ε it   as a composite error 

term.  
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As listed above, the outcome variables are collected from the household self-

reported dataset. For the analysis of migration, I use the information for the migration 

from the village and back to the village in last six months before the survey date. The 

household dataset has information on total financial savings and net income which I will 

use in the savings and consumption expenditure analysis. For the loan burden section, I 

use the loan and income ratios to understand the changing pattern of burden by taking 

more loans. To understand the effect on these outcome variables from the loan, I use a 

dummy variable of memberships from loan. Membership of loan institution is classified 

into three categories: BAAC membership, Million Baht Village Fund membership and 

membership in both of these institutions.  

I have tried to capture savings behavior by using total financial savings in any 

year and average propensity to savings, which is a ratio of total savings to total income. 

Consumption Expenditure is captured by total consumption expenditure and average 

propensity to consumption, which is a ratio of total consumption expenditure to total 

income. For the regressions, village level clustered standard error has been used to 

analyze the impacts. 

Table 1: Borrower Distribution for BAAC and Million Baht Fund 

     Organisation Year 2000 Year 2004 Year 2010 

BAAC 337 370 341 

Million Baht Fund 0 654 590 

Both 0 294 249 
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Table 2: Data Summary by Borrower Type 

Variables:  BAAC Borrower Million Baht Fund 

Borrower 

Borrower from 

both Institution 

Net Income (in 

Baht) 

119,173.8  104,922 123,160.5 

Total Savings (in 

Baht) 

30,625.8 27,346.45 19,071 

Loan Burden 

(=Total Amount of 

Loan/Yearly 

Income) 

2.291 2.095 2.864 

Total Number of 

Loans of 

Household 

3.17 4.12 5.70 

*Adjusted with inflation rate, taking 2005 national consumer price index as base.   

 

 



 

15 

5. Household Level Impact Analysis 

5.1. Impact of Migration 

From the income differences in provinces, it can be stated that migration has its 

root in the wage gap and employment opportunities among provinces. From the poor 

north-eastern region people are temporarily moving to central region for several months 

to earn money.  To understand the income pattern, mean of net income (adjusted with 

inflation rate) has been used to give a better insight. 

Mean (Net income) Statistics:  

Number of observation in every province: 240 

Table 3: Mean Net Income Differences across Province 

Province Name Year 2000 Year 2004 Year 2010 

  Chachoengsao 
(Central Region)  

110611.7 151407.8   286332.1 

       Buriram  

(North Eastern) 

53605.15 83100.57 203064.5 

      Lop Buri  

(Central Region) 

104217.7 150118.8 252794.8 

       Sisaket  

(North Eastern) 

77082.35 109269.8 149807.1 

*Adjusted with inflation rate, taking 2005 national consumer price index as base.  
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Income is rising through time for every province but the rising pattern and 

absolute magnitude is different. This difference in provinces induces people for migration 

to the wealthier part of the country. Now, after introducing “Thai Million Baht Village 

Fund”, change in migration behavior is expected because village fund has a different 

structure than normal MFI institutions. It has the rule that borrowers have to stay in the 

village for more than two years to have access to the village fund membership. This can 

have demographical change in villages. With the help of the Townsend dataset, I have 

evaluated the impact of village fund on the Migration behavior in those villages. And I 

have compared the results with BAAC membership. As BAAC does not have the same 

minimum 2-year residency rule as the Village Million Baht fund, it would be important to 

see the difference of these two similar types of loan on one impact variable (Migration) 

and compare the results with the structure.  

5.1.1. 2-Year Impact on Migration 

As I describe in Data section, for me 2-year impact is the immediate effect of 

Village Million Baht Fund (which I refer to as short-run impact). In year 2002, the fund 

was fully distributed, so year-2004 will capture 2-years impact. So my econometric 

model is: 

Migit  = ϴi + β(BAAC Loan)it + ψ (MBF Loan) it + ω (both Loan) it + δ (Total 

number of HH member)it + η(Total Number of Loan)it + κ (Education Status)it +μ(Total 

Asset)it +ξ (Marriage Status of the household head)it +ρ(Province Dummies)i + εit;  

Loan membership can be of 4 categories, so there are four dummies in which I 

will take “neither BAAC nor MBF” households as omitted dummies. Here, the panel 

regression model follows random effect model. ‘Mig’ is migration dummy, containing 

information on members of households who migrated in last year and this migration is 

only for earning purpose. So I will estimate the Panel probit regression coefficient to 

estimate the effect of borrowing on the probability of migration. The reason behind using 

probit regression (instead of logit model) is that for the analysis of Random Effects model 

we assume that there is correlation among the error terms and the multivariate logistic 
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distribution is too restrictive for this purpose (since it implies that all correlations are 0.5). 

The probit model is based on multivariate normal distribution which is more flexible.  

Data Statistics for “Migration”: 

Table 4: Migration Data across Provinces 

Province Name Year 2000 Year 2004 Year 2010 

Chachoengsao 
(Central Region)  

47 45 30 

Buriram (North 
Eastern) 

59 80 25 

Lop Buri (Central 
Region) 

24 33 32 

Sisaket ((North 
Eastern) 

78 85 28 

Total 208 243 115 

 

Table 5: "Back to Village" Data across Provinces 

Province Name Year 2000 Year 2004 Year 2010 

Chachoengsao 
(Central Region)  

12 19 14 

Buriram  
(North Eastern) 

37 50 12 

Lop Buri  
(Central Region) 

18 11 4 

Sisaket  
(North Eastern) 

30 48 6 

Total 97 128 36 

From the above table, migration behavior has been highly changed in the period 

2004 to 2010. To investigate the effect of Million Baht Loan behind this change, I have 
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conducted regression on the loan membership dummy which is mainly divided into three 

groups: BAAC loan, Million Baht loan and loan from both institutions. There are some 

other loan institutions named PCG and Commercial Bank which have infinitesimal share 

in the market. For this analysis, I have taken only BAAC and Million Baht Program in 

consideration. Since there is a possibility and scope for households to take loans from 

informal sources as well, I have taken total number of loans from different sources as a 

control too, in order to control the effect of a lot of loans. The position of the households 

has been controlled by the province dummies.  

In short run, “Village Million Baht Program” does not seem to have any 

significant effect on any of these variables (migration from and back to village). The 

result is same for BAAC members too. North-eastern provinces have positive significant 

effect whereas central region has negative significant effect. These results completely 

support the wealth gap hypothesis between these parts of the country. So at least in the 

short run, migration seems not to be affected by the Million Baht Program’s policy of 

permanent residency in villages. This is expected in the sense that from 2002 (the year of 

getting loan) to 2004, people did not get enough time to change decision choice for 

migration. BAAC does not have any impact on migration dummies because people can 

have same access to BAAC from any part of the country. Total number of loans has 

positive significant effect on migration, which might be due to the credit flow coming 

from borrowing. Migration is costly and loan can help to mitigate that expense. Total 

asset has negative effect which is pretty normal as wealthy people do not need to migrate 

for money. (For Detail Regression, See Appendix). The results for the long run appear to 

be different though.  

5.1.2. 8-Year Impact on Migration  

For the 8-year impact on Migration dummy, same type of model will go for the 

time period 2000-2010. From the regression, I have obtained that “Million Baht 

Program” has significant negative effect on migration which is not the same as BAAC. In 

Table B1 shows that borrower from the “Thai Million Baht Program” has 4.8 percent 
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lower probability of migration. The reason behind this can be the access to Village 

Million Baht fund. The rule of staying in village at least for two years to get access to the 

loan can have potential effects on migration and at the same time, the necessity of going 

to city for better earning can go down as a result of having access of Million Baht Fund.  

From Table B, it is apparent that this time Village Million Baht Program has significant 

negative impact on both impact variables. But it has greater negative impact on “back to 

village”, which means people are more likely to be back in villages from other places in 

the long run. This can come from the policy of Million Baht Fund. On the other hand, the 

availability of the loan may make people stay in the village to open own small business.  

The sign from the province effects are same as in the short run but in the absolute 

value, province effect went down in the long run which can provide some insight of 

having more equalized wage pattern throughout the provinces (Townsend 2012). The 

general equilibrium effect of loans has been described as the increment of real wages 

which has increased by time. (For Detail Regression, See Appendix) 

5.2. Impact on Consumption and Saving Behavior 

Saving Service was also a part of village fund, with the requirement that members 

save and make pledged deposits into their account. Members’ savings are jointly held in a 

separate BAAC savings account. The average nominal interest rate of savings is 0.5 

percent, which is actually a negative real interest rate. Savings constituted a small 

fraction (averaging 14,000 baht or less than two percent) of available funds. The other 

options for savings are savings in Agricultural Cooperatives, Commercial Bank saving 

accounts and informal sources like saving in cash, saving in the form of rice and other 

agricultural products in storage and in the form of gold, jewellery etc. The informal 

savings options like rice or other agricultural products have high risk of spoilage or being 

stolen; in these cases they would face a more negative real interest rate.  

Saving behavior depends on the availability of financial access and it was one of 

the main motives for starting MFIs. The “Million Baht Program”, in the formation and 
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loan size serves as an MFI. It has small amount of loan and there is no physical collateral. 

The target of this fund was also to have higher saving rate in poor society and boost up 

investment behavior. For the “Village Million Baht Program”, the government made the 

regulation with a different saving account also as the paper described earlier.  

To see the impact on saving behavior, the econometric model I use: 

Log Total Savingit  = ϴi + β(BAAC Loan)it + ψ (MBF Loan) it + ω (both Loan) it + 

δ (Total number of HH member)it + η(Total Number of Loan)it + κ (Education Status)it 

+ξ (Marriage Status of the household head)it +ρ(Province Dummies)i + εit; where the 

panel regression model follows random effect model because the households are drawn 

from a stochastic process.  

Again, I will take “neither BAAC nor MBF” households as omitted dummy. 

 

Table 6: Mean Savings by Year and Province 

Province Name Year 2000 Year 2004 Year 2010 

Chachoengsao 
(Central Region)  

26999.96 33297.56 74356.92 

Buriram (North 
Eastern) 

13519.18 21347.37 35416.29 

LopBuri (Central 
Region) 

29886.85 35430.22 43371.03 

Sisaket ((North 
Eastern) 

19948.05 20587.39 45640.38   

*Adjusted with inflation rate, taking 2005 national consumer price index as base.   

5.2.1. 2-Year Impact on Saving Behavior 

In short span of time, the effect of “Village Million Baht Program” on Saving 

Behavior is described in Table C. I have looked at both total saving behavior and the 

average propensity to save, to see the absolute effect and the rate of saving compared to 
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the income. Average propensity to save is calculated by the ratio of saving to net income 

in a year.  

To figure out impact of a new microfinance Program in household level data, it is 

important to capture the impact of heterogeneity in household level. To have the essence 

of comparison with other microfinance programs, like in the previous section, I will 

compare the “Village Million Baht Program” effect with BAAC loan effect.  

 We can see from Table C (See Appendix), that the new microfinance program in 

these villages did not have positive impact on saving at least in the short run. Both village 

fund coefficients of log (saving) and average propensity to save (APS) are negative for 

Village Million funds though the log (saving) coefficient is not significantly different 

from zero. The initial purpose of microfinance inclusion in the form of Village Fund was 

to stimulate more savings in the village level and to have a self-sustainable economic 

structure. From the short-run impact here, we can see that in the short run this purpose 

was not fulfilled. “Village Million Baht Program” was a supply of loan, sometimes 

regardless of whether households need it or not. It can happen that after having a new 

source of credit, the households take this credit as a supplement for savings. The 

inclusion of a new loan in village level can have impact on the household portfolio and it 

can be seen as a way to get money in crisis time. The other important thing to note is that, 

the interest on savings is negative in real terms for Million Baht Program. We can 

compare this with BAAC loan. BAAC creditors are not new to microfinance Institutions 

and the attachment to the loan does not have any negative impact on savings. The reason 

can be that the borrowers of BAAC do not see this loan as a substitute of saving for crisis 

time; rather they use it to invest.  

If total number of household member rises, log (saving) goes down because of the 

increase in number of non-earning members. Again, marital status of household head 

does not have any significant effect on saving behavior.  For the provinces, we see the 

households who are in Lop Buri have a negative significant effect on log (saving). Lop 
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Buri is in central region so the reason can mostly be attributed to the loosening of credit 

constraint of these people. (For Detail Regression, See Appendix) 

5.2.2. 8-Year Impact on Saving Behavior 

Even in the long run, the effect of Village Million Baht Fund on average 

propensity to save is not positive. In Table D, we see that average propensity to save for 

borrowers from “Thai Million Baht” is 14.8 percentage point lower than the baseline. The 

subsidized nature of this fund can explain this behavior with the idea that people are not 

taking this loan to have investment; they take it mostly because of the easy access to 

more consumption. The result is, again, different from BAAC loan. BAAC borrowers 

have significant positive effect on saving behavior. From the regression coefficient, if 

compared with “no institution” borrower, BAAC borrower has a 23.4% increase in 

savings, keeping everything else fixed. But for BAAC also, average propensity to save is 

negative which indicates that the proportion of income going into savings is decreasing 

over time for all type of borrowers.  

This result is not actually surprising; it is also consistent with the result found by 

Townsend (2012). Lots of research has been done on the macroeconomic impact of MFIs 

which states that growth rate and capital accumulation is not increasing with the access to 

microcredit (Buera, 2011). 

Interestingly, for the long run also, unlike the other provinces the Lop Buri 

dummy has a negative significant effect on log (saving). In the long run, Sisaket 

province, which is in the north-eastern region, has a positive significant effect on log 

(saving). In the long run, marital status has a positive impact on log (saving) which is 

pretty understandable in the sense that married people are more likely to have savings for 

children and future safety. The effects from total number of household members and total 

number of loan are same as in the short run.  

The difference between BAAC and Million Baht Village Fund may lie in the 

structure of these funds. BAAC lending is more likely to be accessed by people 
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constrained by their income generating process whereas Million Baht Village fund has 

the opportunity to go to more people who may not otherwise need the money but avails 

the credit opportunity due to availability of funds. Even after 10 years of the program, 

this new loan did not have positive impact on the saving behavior. (For Detail 

Regression, See Appendix) 

5.2.3. Impact on Consumption Behavior 

The analysis of the impact on saving behavior would be incomplete without the 

inclusion of consumption expenditure dynamics. Thai Million Baht Program has a highly 

significant positive impact on consumption expenditure which is a lot greater than the 

impact coming from BAAC loan, both in short and long run. In Table E, for the borrower 

from the “Thai Million Baht Program”, consumption expenditure is 16.2 percent higher 

than baseline and in Table F, the 8-year impact is even larger and it is 63.23 percent 

higher than baseline. Though average propensity to consumption is showing negative 

coefficient, it may arise from the difference in the income and expenditure growth ratio. 

In the long run, the positive impact is even greater. These results highly differ with 

BAAC results mainly because of the easy flow of credit in “Thai Million Baht Program”. 

(For Details: See Appendix; Table E, Table F) 

5.3. Impact on Loan Burden 

Total loan amount compared to the net income in a year captures greater 

information than only loan and income as outcome variable. In this section, I have tried 

to gain greater insight into the effect of microfinance loan on households from the loan 

burden variable. I define “Loan Burden” as a ratio of household total loans to household 

net yearly income in any particular year. This variable will help us understand how the 

new loan affects the households in terms of indebtedness. If the ratio goes up, that means 

the increment in borrowed amount is greater than the increment in net income, with the 

introduction of new loan that would indicate that poor people are under more pressure of 

repayment now.   
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The model here is as follows: 

Loan Burdenit  = ϴi + β(BAAC Loan)it + ψ (MBF Loan) it + ω (both Loan) it +  

μ(total asset)+ δ (Total number of HH member)it + η(Total Number of Loan)it + κ 

(Education Status)it +ξ (Marriage Status of the household head)it +ρ(Province Dummies)i 

+ εit; where ϴi  is individual heterogeneity and time has no effect on it. Again, I have 

used Random Effect GLS model to estimate β and other coefficients.  

I have treated “neither BAAC nor MBF” households as omitted dummy. 

Loan Burden Mean Statistics (in per HH term): 

Table 7: Data Statistics for Borrowing 

Variables Year 2000 
(Number of 

Observation= 755) 

Year 2004 
(Number of 

Observation= 831) 

Year 2010 
(Number of 

Observation= 764) 

Number of Total 
loan  

2.73 4.31 3.86 

Total Loan Amount 
(Baht) 

96570.44 140036.9 245155 

Total Loan From 
Village Million Baht 
Fund (Baht) 

- 122238.1 27993.52 

Number of Informal 
loan  

1.069 .8004 .213 

Loan Burden 1.918 2.262 1.822 

*Adjusted with inflation rate, taking 2005 national consumer price index as base.   

From Table 7 above, it is visible that the total loan amount is increasing rapidly 

over time. With time, with the easier access to loans via the “Million Baht Program” 

households tend to have more loans and it is also apparent from the mean statistics that 

mean ratio for loan burden is decreasing over time. Another important notification is that 

one of the most important reasons behind the inclusion of microfinance Institutions was 

to abolish the presence of usury rate in informal credit market. Over time, the number of 
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informal loan which is defined by the loan from money lender, supplier of commodities, 

land lord and relatives is going down.  

To have an idea about the cross province difference, mean statistics for different 

provinces will help: 

Mean Ratio for Loan Burden by provinces: 

Table 8: Mean Ratio for Loan Burden 

Province Name 
Year 2000 Year 2004 Year 2010 

Chachoengsao 
(Central Region)  2.150905 1.945197 1.645253 

Buriram (North 
Eastern) 2.118569   3.80037 1.811511 

Lop Buri (Central 
Region) 1.795844 1.464749 2.55505 

Sisaket ((North 
Eastern) 1.628018   1.710113   1.277616 

5.3.1. 2-Year Impact on Loan Burden 

In the short run, there is no significant effect on loan burden from Million Baht 

Program. But the impact from BAAC is positive and highly significant. In absolute value, 

the loan burden is lower for Million Baht borrowers. (For Detail Regression: See 

Appendix A, Table G). Total number of loan has a positive significant effect as expected 

because if a household has more loans, the burden will be higher. The reason for 

insignificance of the effect from borrowing from “Thai Million Baht Program” could be 

explained by the fact that in the short run, households might be using the new loan to 

repay previous loans or the increase in income from the new loan is just the same as the 

growth of the new loan amount. From the previous section, we already know that the 
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composition of loan burden is different for every province but it is also not significantly 

different from zero (For Detail Regression, See Appendix).  

5.3.2. 8-Year Impact on Loan Burden 

For the long run (8 years period), the impacts are same. For BAAC, the impact is 

positive and significantly high. But impact on loan burden from Million Baht Program is 

still not significant and it is negative. The reason may lie with the fact that BAAC loan is 

not as easy to get as Million Baht Program. The amount of loan per household from 

BAAC is also low compared to Million Baht Program. The period from getting loan has a 

significant positive effect on loan burden which can be an evidence of the circle of loan 

burden on households over time (For Detail Regression, See Appendix).  

So in one way “Million Baht Program” is a more efficient program compared to 

BAAC because of the reason that the loan burden is insignificant. But as it is a ratio, it 

can happen that the households can decrease the loan burden by repaying the previous 

loan from the new one. This issue cannot be addressed without further information on the 

institutional governance and mitigation of adverse selection problem. 
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6. Analysis of Village Heterogeneity  

A village can be viewed as a small open economy in Thailand and like any other 

agrarian society its openness is small relative to urban areas. Also, villages differ a lot 

according to their position, demography etc. Certainly, the intra-village informal 

relationship in the form of social network is stronger than inter-village relationship.   

Every village received the same total amount of loan in the “Million Baht 

Program” and this amount did not depend on the village population size or level of 

poverty. Thus, villages with lower population got more funds per household. In this 

section, I will discuss some of the inter-village structure after getting the funds to see 

whether villages with higher population size have any negative impact because of this 

“same size of loan” structure. If it is the case, we can have some inference about the 

policy target of the loan. For the first concern, the next section will discuss the income 

inequality by using a variable named “Coefficient of Variation” of income to compare 

villages’ income dispersion. Here, Coefficient of Variation= Variance of Income/ Mean 

of Income, and it differs among villages. This is a standard way to discuss dispersion of 

income.  

Table 9: Coefficient of Variation by Provinces 

Province Name Year 2000 Year 2004 Year 2010 

Chachoengsao 
(Central Region)  

.0909 .0775 .0724 

Buriram (North 
Eastern) 

.0917 .0816 .0583 

Lop Buri (Central 
Region) 

.0975 .0838 .0752  

Sisaket(North Eastern) .0888 .0916 .0640   
 



 

28 

Table 10: Village level data summary (Mean Statistics) 

Variable Name Year 2000 Year 2004 Year 2010 

Coefficient of 
Variance of log net 
income 

.09226 .08368 .06753 

Number of 
Households 

181.8 191.6 145.98 

Mean log Net Income 10.86 11.222 11.78637 

Average number of 
people per 
Household  

5.330034 5.153462 4.819343 

*Number of Observation = 64 

So to capture the village inequality level with the inclusion of Village Fund Loan, 

the econometrics model I use, CVit  = αi + β(Xit) + εit ,where αi is individual level 

heterogeneity which can be estimated through fixed effect model in this case. Here, as the 

unit is ‘village’, the αi is not randomly distributed across villages. Every village has its 

own characteristics which cannot be taken as random. X is a vector of independent 

variables which contains the number of loans disbursed in a village from BAAC and 

“Thai Million Baht Program”. These are named BAAC intensity and MBF intensity. To 

control the village position, the econometric model will have province dummies. The 

period of getting loan differs across villages, so this variable will also be controlled. But 

as it is a fixed effect model, the estimation process will be “within effect estimator” and 

so the model will be transformed to, 

∆ CVit  = β∆ Xit + ∆ ε it   

The province dummies and loan getting period will be omitted by the fixed effects.  

In the short run, number of loans from “Million Baht Village Fund” has a 

negative effect on coefficient of variation, which shows that if in a village, the village 
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fund committee distributes more loans, and then it has a negative correlation with income 

inequality. This goes with the per capita loan difference among villages. The more loans 

that people receive, the more can they improve their position. However this is not 

significant. (For Detail Regression: See Appendix, Table I).  

In the period of 8 years, the sign of the estimates are same and the coefficient is 

significantly negative. The absolute value is a lot higher than in the short run. This stated 

the fact that in the short time period till 2004, the effect was not established. But for the 

long term, the population size effect made the situation worse (For Detail Regression: See 

Appendix, Table J). The size of the loan per person in a village has important 

contribution in the effect of income distribution. It can be solved if the government 

adjusted the loan size with population size. As this adjustment was not possible, the next 

best solution would be to tie some type of training program in greater villages so that the 

low per capita loan would be compensated. 

The previous sections on impacts on savings and loan burden slightly differ if 

village size is also controlled in the regressions. The impact of Million Baht on these 

variables becomes smaller if village size is included, though village size, by itself does 

not have any significant effect on the impact variables (For Detail Regression: See 

Appendix, Table K-N). 
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7. Discussion and Further Research 

As seen in the above sections, this paper established two important impacts from 

“Thai Million Baht Village Fund”. From the individual households’ view, “Million Baht 

Village Fund” has some differential impact compared to the established BAAC fund. 

Firstly, for the rules of Village Fund, the opportunity cost of migration becomes higher 

and so people are more inclined to stay in the village which can have some further effect 

on occupation choice and labor supply decision. This needs attention in future studies. 

The labor specialization and dynamics of entrepreneurship can be affected by the policy 

of “Million Baht Village Fund”.  

Secondly, for being in the less credit constrained position, households are in a 

relaxed position now to have less saving compared to the borrowing from BAAC which 

has direct impact on their marginal investment and asset accumulation. The saving 

account’s low interest rate also discourages more saving. In the 8-year period, the 

consumption level is increasing at a greater rate than 2-year period but the average 

propensity to consumption is going down in all cases. The part of income going to 

consumption expenditure and savings is decreasing with time, and this fact can have 

some insight about the portion of income going to expand business structure. To make 

the village fund a self-sustainable program, it is important to inspire people for more 

saving and investment.  

Thirdly, the village fund borrowers are in a better position if it comes to the loan 

burden concept. However, this is not conclusive about the impact analysis since more 

credit flow might result in “Ponzi games” and people can roll over the loan burden to this 

easy credit access. For the income distribution analysis, quantile model on panel dynamic 

structure can give us a further detailed idea about the impact on different income groups. 
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The analysis on different income groups will help to reconstruct the policies of village 

fund.  

The most important part of the inequality comes from taking the village as a unit 

of observation. Villages are different in population size, the number of adult people, 

education status and geographical position but all the villages received same amount of 

money from the government. The policies related to the idea of same amount of loan to 

every village needs a revision as income inequality in those villages, in which “Million 

Baht Fund” has low intensity , is growing. Even if the amount of loan cannot be changed 

now, for the backward villages any tie of loan and training would have different impact. 

The richer provinces have more income inequality by time compared to the poorer 

provinces, which also raises question about the efficacy of the loan structure.  

The per capita loan amount differs with village population size, but the level of 

consumption does not vary significantly with population size. The correlation between 

mean consumption level and the village population size is -0.1286 in 2000. After the 

implementation of the program it goes to 0.0714 and it becomes -0.0676 in 2010. These 

coefficients do not show any strong correlation, and if in the regression analysis, village 

population size is also controlled for, the magnitude of the impacts goes slightly 

downward and the significance level remains the same. The fact that loan access has 

impact on outcome variables but village size does not can be due to other village 

characteristics which are not in my data. The difference among villages does not entirely 

depend on village population size; strength of social network, distances from urban area, 

inter-village employment opportunity may also have to be controlled to gain insight about 

the village level heterogeneity. 

One important question that arises from the analysis is whether the selection 

process between BAAC and “Million Baht Village Fund” matters in the impact 

evaluation. Total savings or total income by institution does not give support to the fact 

that the type of borrower is different in these two institutions (see Table 2). Possibly 

occupational choice can cause selection bias as BAAC borrowers are more likely to be 
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involved in agricultural production.  Selection bias can introduce endogeneity issues in 

regression analysis if occupational choice has a significant correlation with the 

independent variables. However, the analysis of occupational choice is beyond the scope 

of this paper. It is important to know the behavioral differences coming from different 

occupations as different households may specialize in a specific occupation over many 

generations. And, if this is the case, reverse causality may also be an issue as the savings 

level can depend on past occupational choice.  

Lastly, the Village Fund is a collection of money coming from the government to 

the rural areas. It is important to know the source of this fund, the burden on the 

taxpayers and how they are affected by this loan.  The impact of Village Fund would be 

incomplete if this general equilibrium effect is ignored. The cost of the fund, the business 

confidence and investment structure of these tax-payers are important to have the exact 

cost-benefit analysis which is beyond the scope of this paper.  

.  
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8. Conclusion 

The injection of one million baht in villages have successfully contributed in 

making people less credit-constrained and have given them chance to increase 

consumption. Households took the option to have more loan with lower interest rate but 

if the loan is compared with the similar structure of BAAC, “Million Baht Village Fund” 

did not have a great impact on saving behavior. The credit relaxation gave households a 

luxury of having low level of savings and use the loan as an option of savings in the crisis 

time which is supposedly not a good sign for a program to be self-sustainable. The 

negative impact of average propensity to save goes with the low level of asset found in 

previous papers (Townsend, 2012), which can put the households in the loan circle. The 

difference in per capita credit amount among villages needs to be revised from the 

income inequality concept.    
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Appendix.  
 
Regression Results 
Table A. 2-Year Impact on Migration 
Dependent Variable: Dummy Variable – whether anybody migrated 

 (1) (2) 
 loan effect on Migration loan effect on Migration Back to Village 
BAAC -0.050 -0.080 
 (0.110) (0.135) 
   
Thai Million Baht Fund 0.066 0.201 
 (0.112) (0.136) 
   
Both  0.054 0.142 
 (0.135) (0.166) 
   
Education 0.001 -0.001 
 (0.003) (0.004) 
   
Log(total asset) -0.069* -0.128*** 
 (0.029) (0.037) 
   
Total number of HH member -0.017 0.157*** 
 (0.024) (0.029) 
   
Num of totalloan 0.043* 0.000 
 (0.021) (0.026) 
   
Buriram 0.265* 0.563*** 
(North Eastern) (0.118) (0.148) 
   
Lop Buri 
(Central Region) 

-0.503*** -0.312 

 (0.137) (0.180) 
   
Sisaket 0.457*** 0.469** 
(North Eastern) (0.119) (0.147) 
   
Marriage Status 0.094 -0.069 
 (0.100) (0.119) 
   
Constant -0.180 -0.653 
 (0.393) (0.466) 
Observations 1601 1601 
Chi-squared 69.134 62.233 

Standard errors in parentheses, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 
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Table A1. 2-Year Impact on Probability of Migration, Average Marginal Effect 

 
 Average Marginal 

Effect on Migration 
from Village 

  
  
BAAC -0.141 
 (0.03) 
  
Thai Million Baht 
Fund 

0.018 

 (0.031) 
  
Both  0.015 
 (0.037) 
  
Education 0.0001 
 (0.000) 
  
Log(total asset) -0.0019 
 (0.008) 
  
Total number of 
HH member 

-0.004 

 (0.006) 
  
Num of totalloan 0.0119 
 (0.005) 
  
Buriram 0.074 
(North Eastern) (0.032) 
  
Lop Buri 
(Central Region) 

-0.141 

 (0.037) 
  
Sisaket 0.128 
(North Eastern) (0.032) 
  
Marriage Status 0.026 
 (0.028) 
N 1601 

Marginal effects; Standard errors in parentheses 

(d) for discrete change of dummy variable from 0 to 1 

* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 
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Table A2. 2-Year Impact on Probability of Migration Back to Village, Average Marginal Effect 

 
 (1) 
 Average Marginal 

Effect on Migration 
Back to Village 

  
BAAC -0.012 
 (0.021) 
  
Thai Million Baht Fund 0.0323 
 (0.021) 
  
Both  0.022 
 (0.0266) 
  
Education -0.001 
 (0.0006) 
  
Log(total asset) -0.020 
 (0.005) 
  
Total number of HH member 0.025 
 (0.004) 
  
Num of totalloan 0.0008 
 (0.001) 
  
Buriram 0.090 
(North Eastern) (0.023) 
  
Lop Buri 
(Central Region) 

-0.050 

 (0.028) 
  
Sisaket 0.075 
(North Eastern) (0.024) 
  
Marriage Status -0.011 
 (0.019) 
Observations 1601 

Marginal effects; Standard errors in parentheses 

(d) for discrete change of dummy variable from 0 to 1 

* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 
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Table B. 8-Year Impact on Migration 

Dependent Variable: Dummy Variable – whether anybody migrated 

 (1) (2) 
 loan effect on 

Migration 
loan effect on 

Migration Back to 
Village 

   
BAAC 0.027 0.082 
 (0.100) (0.130) 
   
Thai Million Baht Fund -0.196** 0.089* 
 (0.177) (0.262) 
   
Both  -0.119** 0.324 
 (0.193) (0.273) 
   
Education -0.004 0.004 
 (0.003) (0.004) 
   
Log(total asset) -0.057* -0.154*** 
 (0.027) (0.034) 
   
Total number of HH 
member 

-0.014 0.139*** 

 (0.023) (0.027) 
   
Number of total loan 0.043 -0.011 
 (0.023) (0.032) 
   
Buriram 0.048 0.241 
(North Eastern) (0.112) (0.142) 
   
Lop Buri 
(Central Region) 

-0.187 -0.348 

 (0.124) (0.179) 
   
Sisaket 0.241* 0.002 
(North Eastern) (0.113) (0.150) 
   
Marriage Status -0.088 -0.296* 
 (0.094) (0.120) 
   
Constant -0.086 -0.140 
 (0.383) (0.481) 
lnsig2u   
Constant -3.883** -2.872* 
 (1.444) (1.379) 
Observations 1526 1526 
Chi-squared 28.532 55.820 
Standard errors in parentheses 
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 
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Table B1: 8-Year Impact on Migration, Average Marginal Effect 

 
 (1) 
  Average Marginal 

Effect of “Migration 
from Village”  

  
BAAC .006 
 (0.025) 
  
Thai Million Baht 
Fund 

-.048* 

 (0.044) 
  
Both  -.029* 
 (0.048) 
  
Education -.001 
 (0.000) 
  
Log(total asset) -.014 
 (0.006) 
  
Total number of 
HH member 

-.003 

 (0.005) 
  
Number of total 
loan 

.011 

 (0.005) 
  
Buriram .012 
(North Eastern) (0.028) 
  
Lop Buri 
(Central Region) 

-.046 

 (0.031) 
  
Sisaket .060 
(North Eastern) (0.028) 
  
Marriage Status .022* 
 (0.023) 
N 1526 

Marginal effects; Standard errors in parentheses 

 (d) for discrete change of dummy variable from 0 to 1 

* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 
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Table B2: 8-Year Impact on Migration Back to Village, Average Marginal Effect 

 
 (1) 
 Average Marginal 

Effect of “Migration 
Back to Village” 

  
BAAC 0.010 
 (0.016) 
  
Thai Million Baht 
Fund 

0.011 

 (0.032) 
  
Both  0.040 
 (0.035) 
  
Education 0.000 
 (0.000) 
  
Log(total asset) -0.019 
 (0.006) 
  
Total number of 
HH member 

0.017 

 (0.005) 
  
Number of total 
loan 

-0.001 

 (0.003) 
  
Buriram 0.029 
(North Eastern) (0.019) 
  
Lop Buri 
(Central Region) 

-0.43 

 (0.024) 
  
Sisaket 0.000 
(North Eastern) (0.018) 
  
Marriage Status -0.366 
 (0.017) 
N 1526 

Marginal effects; Standard errors in parentheses 

 (d) for discrete change of dummy variable from 0 to 1 

* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 
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Table C. 2-Year Impact on Saving Behavior 

Dependent Variable: log (total savings) 

 (1) (2) 
 loan effect on log(saving) loan effect on APS 
BAAC 0.282* -0.024 
 (0.124) (0.049) 
   
Thai Million Baht Fund 0.051 -0.057 
 (0.142) (0.054) 
   
Both 0.424** -0.146* 
 (0.148) (0.072) 
   
Education 0.020*** -0.002 
 (0.005) (0.001) 
   
Total number of HH member -0.027 -0.030** 
 (0.026) (0.011) 
   
Number of Total Loan 0.006 0.015 
 (0.023) (0.014) 
   
Buriram 0.122 0.006 
 (0.180) (0.128) 
   
Lop Buri -0.520* -0.148 
 (0.211) (0.129) 
   
Sisaket 0.076 0.005 
 (0.194) (0.123) 
   
Marriage Status 0.163 -0.011 
 (0.127) (0.070) 
   
Constant 8.102*** 0.510** 
 (0.239) (0.166) 
Observations 1462 1601 
   
Chi-squared 79.171 30.010 
Standard errors in parentheses 
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 
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Table D. 8-Year Impact on Saving Behavior 
Dependent Variable: 1) log (total savings), 2) Average Propensity to Save. 

 (1) (2) 
 loan effect on log(saving) loan effect on APS 
BAAC 0.234* -0.028 
 (0.142) (0.051) 
   
Thai Million Baht Fund 0.150 -0.148** 
 (0.161) (0.051) 
   
Both 0.829*** -0.076 
 (0.150) (0.042) 
   
Education 0.029*** 0.001 
 (0.004) (0.001) 
   
Total number of HH member -0.051 -0.025*** 
 (0.028) (0.007) 
   
Number of Total Loan -0.012 -0.005 
 (0.022) (0.011) 
   
Buriram 0.150 -0.002 
 (0.135) (0.045) 
   
Lop Buri -0.950*** -0.010 
 (0.199) (0.062) 
   
Sisaket 0.270 0.103* 
 (0.152) (0.049) 
   
Marriage Status 0.276* 0.016 
 (0.127) (0.034) 
   
Constant 8.053*** 0.383*** 
 (0.204) (0.069) 
Observations 1392 1392 
Chi-squared 254.813 40.746 
Standard errors in parentheses 
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 
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Table E. 2-Year Impact on Consumption Expenditure 
Dependent Variable: 1) log (total consumption expenditure), 2) Average Propensity to 

Consumption. 

 (1) (2) 
 loan effect on 

consumption 
loan effect on APC 

BAAC 0.1139** -0.0102 
 (0.0376) (0.0077) 
   
Thai Million Baht Fund 0.1622*** -0.0146 
 (0.0332) (0.0077) 
   
Both  0.3459*** -0.0222* 
 (0.0455) (0.0093) 
   
Education 0.0108*** -0.0007* 
 (0.0013) (0.0003) 
   
Total number of HH 
member 

0.1033*** 0.0005 

 (0.0088) (0.0013) 
   
Num of totalloan 0.0166* 0.0017 
 (0.0066) (0.0018) 
   
Buriram -0.2978*** 0.0093 
(North Eastern) (0.0470) (0.0093) 
   
Lop Buri -0.1433** 0.0010 
(Central Region) (0.0496) (0.0059) 
   
Sisaket -0.5541*** 0.0017 
(North Eastern) (0.0560) (0.0057) 
   
 Marriage Status 0.1170*** 0.0044 
 (0.0323) (0.0068) 
   
Constant 6.7193*** 0.0574*** 
 (0.0646) (0.0151) 
Observations 1601 1601 
   
Chi-squared 659.3836 41.7159 
Standard errors in parentheses 
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 
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Table F. 8-Year Impact on Consumption Expenditure 
Dependent Variable: 1) log (total consumption expenditure), 2) Average Propensity to 

Consumption 

 (1) (2) 
 Loan effect on 

consumption 
loan effect on APC 

BAAC 0.1367** -0.0077 
 (0.0502) (0.0063) 
   
Thai Million Baht Fund 0.6323*** -0.0134*** 
 (0.0429) (0.0040) 
   
Both  0.6785*** -0.0139*** 
 (0.0582) (0.0035) 
   
Education 0.0119*** -0.0006* 
 (0.0011) (0.0003) 
   
Total number of HH 
member 

0.0944*** 0.0004 

 (0.0092) (0.0010) 
   
Num of totalloan 0.0013 0.0000 
 (0.0087) (0.0010) 
   
Buriram -0.2090*** 0.0025 
(North Eastern) (0.0403) (0.0065) 
   
Lop Buri -0.1070* 0.0055 
(Central Region) (0.0482) (0.0043) 
   
Sisaket -0.4289*** 0.0034 
(North Eastern) (0.0437) (0.0025) 
   
Marriage Status 0.0761** -0.0002 
 (0.0289) (0.0031) 
   
Constant 6.8362*** 0.0570*** 
 (0.0602) (0.0114) 
Observations 1392 1392 
Chi-squared 1630.3299 57.5655 
Standard errors in parentheses 
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 
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Table G. 2-Year Impact on Loan Burden 
Dependent Variable: Loan Burden 
 

 (1) 
 Effect on loan burden 
BAAC 0.613* 
 (0.260) 
  
Thai Million Baht Fund 0.164 
 (0.481) 
  
Both 0.314 
 (0.483) 
  
Education -0.007 
 (0.007) 
  
Log(Total Asset) -0.008 
 (0.089) 
  
Total number of HH member -0.192** 
 (0.066) 
  
Number of Total Loan 0.403*** 
 (0.066) 
  
Buriram 0.586 
 (0.553) 
  
Lop Buri -0.405 
 (0.337) 
  
Sisaket -0.426 
 (0.314) 
  
Marriage Status -0.672 
 (0.664) 
  
Period of getting Loan 0.089 
 (0.086) 
  
Constant 1.859 
 (1.827) 
Observations 1583 
  
Chi-squared 119.654 
Standard errors in parentheses 
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 
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Table H. 8-Year Impact on Loan Burden 
Dependent Variable: loan burden 
 
 (1) 
 Effect on loan burden 
BAAC 0.639*** 
 (0.194) 
  
Thai Million Baht Fund -0.111 
 (0.184) 
  
Both 0.183 
 (0.235) 
  
Education -0.006 
 (0.005) 
  
Log(Total Asset) 0.035 
 (0.053) 
  
Total number of HH member -0.120*** 
 (0.036) 
  
Number of Total Loan 0.286*** 
 (0.044) 
  
Buriram -0.219 
 (0.214) 
  
Lop Buri -0.112 
 (0.225) 
  
Sisaket -0.256 
 (0.198) 
  
Marriage Status 0.058 
 (0.150) 
  
Period of getting Loan 0.093*** 
 (0.015) 
  
Constant 0.183 
 (0.639) 
Observations 1519 
  
Chi-squared 235.679 
Standard errors in parentheses 
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 
 



 

48 

 
Table I. 2-Year Impact on Village Income Inequality 
 

 (1) 

 Effect on income 
inequality 

BAAC Intensity 0.0001 

 (0.0003) 

  

MBF Intensity -0.0003 

 (0.0002) 

  

Population Size -0.0060 

 (0.0467) 

  

Constant 0.0903*** 

 (0.0061) 

Observations 128 

r2 0.0535 

 
Standard errors in parentheses 
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 
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Table J. 8-Year Impact on Village Income Inequality 

 (1) 

 Effect on income 
inequality 

BAAC Intensity 0.0001 

 (0.0003) 

  

MBF Intensity -0.0011*** 

 (0.0001) 

  

Population Size 0.0021 

 (0.0244) 

  

Constant 0.0895*** 

 (0.0043) 

Observations 128 

r2 0.4630 
 
Standard errors in parentheses 
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 
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Table K. 2-Year Impact on Saving (After controlling Village Size) 

 (1) (2) 
 loan effect on log(saving) loan effect on MPS 
BAAC 0.2760* -0.0236 
 (0.1260) (0.0493) 
   
Thai Million Baht Fund 0.0634 -0.0574 
 (0.1395) (0.0539) 
   
Both 0.4188** -0.1458* 
 (0.1498) (0.0722) 
   
Education 0.0188*** -0.0019 
 (0.0046) (0.0015) 
   
Total number of HH member -0.0227 -0.0304** 
 (0.0249) (0.0109) 
   
Number of Total Loan 0.0088 0.0150 
 (0.0232) (0.0142) 
   
Buriram 0.1344 0.0065 
 (0.1801) (0.1278) 
   
Lop Buri -0.5706** -0.1483 
 (0.2155) (0.1320) 
   
Sisaket 0.0834 0.0046 
 (0.1950) (0.1228) 
   
Marriage Status 0.1579 -0.0109 
 (0.1273) (0.0693) 
   
Number of HH in Village 0.0003* 0.0000 
 (0.0001) (0.0000) 
   
Constant 8.0653*** 0.5101** 
 (0.2393) (0.1655) 
Observations 1462 1601 
   
Chi-squared 83.6467 31.5814 
Standard errors in parentheses 
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 
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Table L. 8-Year Impact on Saving Behavior (After controlling Village Size) 
 
 (1) (2) 
 loan effect on log(saving) loan effect on APS 
BAAC 0.2311 -0.0268 
 (0.1431) (0.0511) 
   
Thai Million Baht Fund 0.1611 -0.1523** 
 (0.1576) (0.0515) 
   
Both 0.8287*** -0.0764 
 (0.1490) (0.0426) 
   
Education 0.0277*** 0.0012 
 (0.0035) (0.0013) 
   
Total number of HH member -0.0490 -0.0261*** 
 (0.0274) (0.0075) 
   
Number of Total Loan -0.0092 -0.0055 
 (0.0225) (0.0110) 
   
Buriram 0.1657 -0.0061 
 (0.1348) (0.0450) 
   
Lop Buri -0.9747*** -0.0027 
 (0.1969) (0.0630) 
   
Sisaket 0.2778 0.1002* 
 (0.1526) (0.0489) 
   
Marriage Status 0.2697* 0.0177 
 (0.1254) (0.0344) 
   
Village Household Number 0.0003 -0.0001* 
 (0.0002) (0.0000) 
   
Constant 8.0109*** 0.3958*** 
 (0.2071) (0.0710) 
Observations 1392 1392 
   
Chi-squared 268.1755 47.0254 
Standard errors in parentheses 
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 
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Table M. 2-Year Impact on Loan Burden (After controlling Village Size) 

 (1) 
 Effect on loan burden 
BAAC 0.6152* 
 (0.2610) 
  
Thai Million Baht Fund 0.1594 
 (0.4851) 
  
Both 0.3148 
 (0.4836) 
  
Education -0.0071 
 (0.0073) 
  
Log(Total Asset) -0.0095 
 (0.0884) 
  
Total number of HH member -0.1926** 
 (0.0652) 
  
Number of Total Loan 0.4021*** 
 (0.0671) 
  
Buriram 0.5827 
 (0.5568) 
  
Lop Buri -0.3917 
 (0.3499) 
  
Sisaket -0.4285 
 (0.3129) 
  
Marriage Status -0.6691 
 (0.6676) 
  
Period For Getting Loan 0.0891 
 (0.0860) 
  
Village Household Number -0.0001 
 (0.0001) 
  
Constant 1.8817 
 (1.8017) 
Observations 1583 
Chi-squared 124.3644 
Standard errors in parentheses 
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 
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Table N. 8-Year Impact on Loan Burden (After controlling village size) 

 (1) 
 Effect on loan burden 
BAAC 0.6436*** 
 (0.1942) 
  
Thai Million Baht Fund -0.1126 
 (0.1841) 
  
Both 0.1947 
 (0.2362) 
  
Education -0.0052 
 (0.0056) 
  
Log(Total Asset) 0.0314 
 (0.0535) 
  
Total number of HH member -0.1226*** 
 (0.0365) 
  
Number of Total Loan 0.2826*** 
 (0.0439) 
  
Buriram -0.2375 
 (0.2144) 
  
Lop Buri -0.0909 
 (0.2254) 
  
Sisaket -0.2680 
 (0.1979) 
  
Marriage Status 0.0675 
 (0.1524) 
  
Period For Getting Loan 0.0944*** 
 (0.0155) 
  
Village Household Number -0.0003 
 (0.0002) 
  
Constant 0.2509 
 (0.6436) 
Observations 1519 
  
Chi-squared 238.2323 
Standard errors in parentheses 
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 


