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In the literature of civil society organizations (CSOs), concept of “governance” has two broad research 
fields: one focuses on “external governance” and seeks to identify how CSOs are contributing to make 
the state mechanisms accountable, while the second one deals with “internal” governance of the CSOs 
and focuses more on the role of the board in achieving the internal governance. Following the research 
question: what internal and external factors influence the internal governance of CSOs? this cross-
sectional survey study of 54 CSOs from Thailand identifies the determinant internal and external 
enabling factors of good organizational governance practices. The multiple logistic regression showed 
that the size of the board (OR=31.46, CI: 2.16-458.3), CSOs’ engagement with the government (OR=0.05, 
CI: 0.03-0.87) and the organizations’ perception on whether the current legislation is clear or not 
(OR=198.58, CI: 2.09 – 18855) are the factors that influence the internal governance of the civil society 
organizations in Thailand. 
 
Key words: Civil society organizations, internal governance, Thailand. 

 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
There has been a remarkable growth in the number and 
impact of the civil society organizations (CSOs) in the 
global development process. These organizations play 
different roles in the society like the providers of services, 
promoting social capital and representatives of the poor 
and vulnerable groups. 

Despite the fact that the debate and definition of civil 
society organizations is myriad. In order  to carry  out  the 

study further, it is necessary to adopt the working 
definition of the term. The civil society organizations in 
this study is defined based on five distinct characteristics. 
We have considered the following criterion to consider 
any institution or organization to be considered as Civil 
Society Organization. The first consideration is that the 
civil society organizations have emerged and established 
themselves  beyond  the  “public   sphere  (state),  private 
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sphere (family) and the market (profit oriented organiza-
tions)”. Second consideration is that these organizations 
have some basic form of formal structures or are having 
institutionalized structure with regular meetings and 
logical agendas. Third consideration, they are non-profit 
making in nature. Fourth, these organizations are able to 
practice independent self-governance (Muhangi, 2004; 
Salamon and Anheier, 1997). 

The concept of “Governance” in the context of CSOs 
has two broader strands of research fields: First one 
focuses on “external governance” which studies more on 
how the CSOs are helping to achieve good governance 
in state apparatus and how the civil society can hold the 
state mechanisms accountable (Bozzini and Enjolras, 
2012; Rhodes, 1997; Steen-Johnsen et al., 2011). While 
the second one deals more with the organizational or 
“internal” governance of the CSOs themselves focusing 
more on the role of the board (Steen-Johnsen et al., 
2011; Stone and Ostrower, 2007). This study focuses on 
the “internal” governance of the organizations instead on 
their contribution on the “external governance”. 
Governance practices and board functions are key 
interest areas in this study. This study intended to study 
how formalized different governance activities of the 
CSOs are. Formalization (organizational definition) infers 
to several basic operational practices that demarcate the 
CSOs from informal civil society groups and social 
movement organizations (Roberts et al., 2005). CSOs 
that develop a formal mission statement, create a board 
of directors and develop standard operating procedures, 
adopt modern management practices like strategic 
planning, the creation of annual reports and practices 
related to monitoring and evaluation are said to have 
better governance (Carman, 2008; Carman and 
Fredericks, 2010; Hwang and Powell, 2009). 

Despite the fact that the sphere of civil society 
governance is wide, Steen-Johnsen et al. (2011) argued 
that the dimensions of the governance are closely knitted. 
Authors further suggest that the “internal governance” of 
the organization has a profound impact on actions and 
positions of the CSO on the “external governance” and 
vice versa (Steen-Johnsen et al., 2011). Given the fact 
that internal governance of the organization is very 
important and the literature suggests that boards have a 
key role to perform in ensuring this, Carver (2011) argues 
that the “ultimate accountability” of organizational action 
lies on the boards of the nonprofit. Since, civil society 
organizations share most of the characteristics with the 
nonprofit, the study relies heavily on the literature of 
nonprofit and NGO governance. 

Stone and Ostrower (2007) demystify the nonprofit 
governance literature into two broad strands, one that 
generally follow legal and corporate guidelines and 
separation of ownership from control as argued by 
agency theorists (Fama and Jensen, 1983; Jensen and 
Meckling,  1976)   and   the   second  one   that  sees  the  

 
 
 
 

governance based on the widely accepted roles and 
responsibilities or from the perspective of institutional 
theorists (DiMaggio and Powell, 1983; Meyer and Rowan, 
1977). This study looks at the board governance from the 
perspective of agency theory (Fama and Jensen, 1983; 
Jensen and Meckling, 1976) and institutional theory 
(DiMaggio and Powell, 1983; Meyer and Rowan, 1977). 
The comprehensive study by Miller-Millesen (2003) 
examined the theoretical assumptions based on the three 
organizational theories– agency theory, institutional 
theory and resource dependency theory that shape the 
activities of nonprofit board.  

From the existing available literature, some of the 
widely accepted roles and responsibilities of the board 
can be underpinned (Axelrod, 2011; Block, 1998; Houle, 
1989; Ingram, 2008; Miller-Millesen, 2003) as follows: 

 
1. Determine mission and purpose of the organization 
2. Select chief executive and support the executive as 
well as review their performance 
3. Ensure effective organizational planning 
4. Determine, monitor and strengthen the organization‟s 
program and services 
5. Manage resource effectively 
6. Ensure adequate resources 
7. Enhance the organization‟s public standing 
8. Recruit new board members and assess the board 
performance 
9. Ensure legal and ethical integrity, and maintain 
accountability. 
 
Based on these broad activities, this study breaks down 
each of these activities to sub activities in order to 
highlight the best practices that make the organization 
achieve internal governance. The indicators that are used 
to assess the governance in this study are presented 
below: 
 
1. Possess official vision and mission statement (vision) 
2. Possess written law and bylaw to which the 
organization adheres to (law) 
3. Establish a formal governing structure (governing 
structure) 
4. Have a designated leader of chair of the board (leader) 
5. Orient the new board members (orientation) 
6. Make the decisions collectively (collective decision) 
7. Clear distinction between board and management 
(clear distinction) 
8. Evaluate the performance of staffs (staff evaluation) 
9. Ensure financial control in practice (financial control) 
10. Meet with dates and agendas in advance (meetings)  
11. Allow contributors to verify use of funds (verify funds) 
12. Evaluate board members (board evaluation) 
13. Carry out independent financial audits (audit) 
14. Provide financial report to donors/funders (report to 
donor) 



 

 

 
 
 
 
15. Provide financial report to members, staffs and 
beneficiaries (report to beneficiaries) 
16. Provide financial report to government (report to 
government) 
17. Voluntary participation (voluntary participation) 
18. Provide overall oversight rather than day to day 
operation (operational engagement). 
 
This study follows the following basic questions: What is 
the nature of internal organizational governance as in 
practice in the CSOs of Thailand? Are there any set of 
organizational characteristics like the size of the 
organization, age and external factors associated with the 
governance of the organizations. 

After a brief background of Thai CSOs, this paper 
presents the methods and empirical results of the study. 
The results are discussed and conclusions are provided 
in the later part of the study. 
 
 

CSOs in Thailand 
 

Thailand saw the proliferation of Civil Society Organiza-
tions in the development works in the last three decades. 
The student uprising in 1973 and the political liberalization 
process of the 1980s and democratization of the 1990s 
contributed significantly to the expansion of the Civil 
Society in Thailand (Phongpaichit, 2000). 

This spontaneous growth of CSOs in the late nineties 
strengthened the democracy and created a room for 
public participation in the politics. These organizations 
served as the negotiator between the state and people. 
They created routes to articulate, aggregate and 
represent the interest of the general public, especially of 
those who are adversely affected by the state policies 
directly with the state officials. Apart from the political 
functions, CSOs have contributed significantly in boosting 
the grassroots culture and contributed significantly to the 
formation of civil society.  

The CSOs in Thailand are known by a wide array of 
names such as group, project, society, network, CBOs, 
assembly, federation and confederation. According to the 
Office of the National Economic and Social Advisory 
Council (NESAC), the number of CSOs was 13,179. This 
accounted both legally to registered and non-registered 
CSOs in 2011(Chong and Elies, 2011). 

Around the world, including CSOs in Thailand have 
been questioned for their capabilities in „giving voice to 
the poor‟ as well as institutional inefficiencies and are 
often charged for not being able to meet, represent and 
reach the people that they should be reach to (Elinoff, 
2014; Kaldor, 2003). Furthermore, they have been charged 
of being technically incapable, lacking the accountability, 
transparency, opportunities for internal participation, 
evaluations and self-regulations, and heavily politicized in 
nature  and   these   reasons   have   been  said  to  have  
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contributed to the declining credibility of CSOs amongst 
their constituencies and donor institutions (Burger and 
Owens, 2010; Pearce, 2000; Piewitt et al., 2010). 

 
 
METHODOLOGY 

 
A self-administered standardized questionnaire was employed to 
obtain the information from the CSOs. The fillable electronic 
questionnaire was sent as attachment via email to 167 Thai CSOs 
enlisted in the database prepared by the Khon Kaen University 
Center for Nonprofit Management.  

The member of boards or the director of the organizations were 
asked to fill the questionnaire assuming that they are aware that the 
participants completed their respective questionnaire and sent back 
via email, and the data were subsequently transferred to an excel 
dataset which was later used for analysis using STATA. The 
questionnaire consisted of three sections: organizational 
demographics, board functions and management and perception on 
external environment. During May and June 2015, a total of 54 
organizations completed the email survey which equates to a return 
rate of 32% representing a wide range of fields of CSOs. 

Data were analyzed using STATA (Version 13, Stata Corporation, 
College Station TX). The categorical data were reported as number 
and percentage. Mean, median, standard deviation, median and 
range (minimum: maximum) were described for the continuous 
variables. The organization was considered to have good 
governance if it received more than 80% (15) score while 
organizations receiving less than 80% or 15 were considered 
organizations with relatively weaker governance. 

The governance score was calculated from the 18 indicators 
highlighted in the previous section. Each indicator was given a 
score of 1. If the organization reported that the organization has 
been adhering to the indicator, the organization was given the score 
of 1, while 0 was given if the organization was not adhering to it. 
Finally, all the 18 indicators were brought together and summed up 
to get the governance score of each organization. 

Governance score = vision + law + governing structure + leader + 
orientation + collective decision + clear distinction + staff evaluation 
+ financial control + meetings + verify funds + board evaluation + 
audit + report to donor + report to beneficiaries + report to 
government + voluntary participation + operational engagement 

The odds ratios (OR) and their 95% confidence intervals (CI) of 
internal factors and the external factor was estimated by modeling 
the outcome of the variables in terms of “governance score” in the 
logistic regression. Bivariate analysis was performed to assess the 
effect of each variable of interest on the governance. Multivariate 
analysis was performed by multiple logistic regression including the 
variables that demonstrated a significant statistical effect on 
governance in bivariate analysis (Tables 1 to 5). Variables 
associated with governance in bivariate analysis (p ≤ 0.25) were 
included in the multiple logistic regression model. Statistical 
significance was take at p < 0.05. 

 
 
FINDINGS 
 
Characteristics of internal factors of responding 
organizations 

 
This section of the study presents the baseline charac-
teristics of the  surveyed  organizations and subsequently  



 

 

4          Int. NGOJ. 
 
 
 
the results of bivariate analysis and multivariate analysis 
to assess the factors associated with the internal 
governance of the CSOs in Thailand are presented. 

The mean age of the organization was 16.06 ±10.43 
SD years with a median age of 13 and a minimum of 2 
years and maximum of 44 years. A large studied 
organizations fell in the age bracket of 10-20 years.  
More than two-third of the surveyed organizations were 
not membership-based organizations and reported that 
they do not have any membership structure in their 
organization. Most of the organizations that reported to 
have members were umbrella or network of organizations. 
The study found a significant absence of individual 
membership based organizations. 

One-third of respondents were either unwilling or unable 
to provide financial details. Only 36 surveyed CSOs 
declared their finances. The rest of the section is based 
on those 36 CSOs that provided their previous year‟s 
budget. The mean budget of the organizations was US$ 
123,066.20. This figure is heavily influenced by a small 
number of large CSOs with huge budgets. More than 
two-third of the studied organizations received an annual 
funding of less than US $ 100,000. Nearly 85% (45) of 
the studied organizations reported having paid staffs in 
their organization. The mean size of staffs was 11.80 ± 
17.06 SD, while the median size was 6 and the number 
of staffs ranged from 1 to 103. 

It is discovered that majority of the studied 
organizations‟ board office terms were between two to 
four years. The mean board size was 8.06 while the 
median number of board members was 7. This study 
categorized the number of board members into two 
categories based on the median, less than and equals to 
7 and greater than 7. Less than 7 is treated as a small 
size and greater than 7 as the large board size. The 
number of board members ranged from 4 to 20 members. 
Furthermore, a huge gap is noticed in terms of the gender 
of the leader of the organizations. Average number of 
male members was 5.40 while female size was as low as 
2.66 in the organization. Interestingly, the study revealed 
more females as the leader of the board than male.  

Even though the number of members is less, the 
number of female leaders is relatively in higher.  

Considering the education level of the organizational 
leader, it is noticed that more than half of the leaders had 
acquired the first university degree or less, followed by 
doctorate and master‟s degree. This work also studied on 
the day to day operation of the organization and found 
that most of the organizations are operated by the paid 
staffs, followed by volunteer staffs and it was also found 
that some of the organizations were run by the members 
of the board themselves. 

Three quarter of the organizations had some sort of 
membership with broader civil society networks and more 
than two third of the organizations reported that they 
constantly   engage   with    the    government.    Table   1  

 
 
 
 
summarizes the baseline characteristics. 
 
 
Characteristics of perception on external factors  
 
This work also aimed to study the perception of the CSOs 
towards external factors which could influence the 
internal organizational governance. The authors broadly 
asked a series of questions on how they think the public 
perceive their organization and how the CSOs perceive 
the existing laws governing CSOs and other enabling 
environment. The summary of the findings can be seen in 
Table 2. 

The authors asked five questions to assess how these 
organizations think the public, media and government 
think about them. The perception score was calculated by 
adding all the values obtained by using a Likert Scale, 
where 1 equated to negative perception and 5 equated to 
positive from five variables to measure perception. Sum 
of perception of media towards CSO (MP), public‟s level 
of understanding on the concept of CSO (PC), level of 
public‟s support for CSO (PS), perception of public 
towards CSO (PP) and the perception of government 
officials (GP) was taken. 
 
 
Perception score = MP+PC+PS+PP+GP 
 
If the organizations received a score of more than 80 
percentiles (20), it was considered that the organization is 
perceived positive by the people, media and the 
government. If the score was less than 80 percentiles, 
the organization was considered not enjoying positive 
perception. 

To the author‟s surprise, about 80% (43) of the organi-
zations felt that the public, media and the government 
have negative perception about the CSO. Organizations 
were heavily divided on the opinion on whether or not 
they are protected from the possibility of the state 
dissolving for political reason. Half of them said that they 
feel they are protected while another half feel that they 
are not protected. 

Given the fact that Thailand was under the martial law 
during the data collection period, nearly 40% (21) of the 
organizations expressed that they cannot express the 
matter of public criticisms openly. In a different question 
asked about how easily a new CSO could be registered, 
40% (22) of the organizations felt that it was difficult for 
the new CSOs to be easily registered in reality. However, 
majority of the organizations felt that they were free to 
operate within the existing law. 

What could possibly hint the cold state and CSO 
relation in Thailand is the indication that 55% of the 
organizations response that they cannot compete for the 
government grants or funds freely. In addition, half of the 
studied  organizations  reported  that  they do not  receive  
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Table 1. Baseline characteristics of internal factors of responding organizations. 
 

Factors Number Percentage 

Age (in years)   

< 10  16 30.19 

10 – 20 20 37.74 

20 – 30  10 18.87 

≥ 30 7 13.21 
   

Type of CSO   

Thai CSO 47 87.04 

INGO 2 3.70 

Umbrella Organization 5 9.26 
   

Membership Based   

No 35 67.31 

Yes 17 32.69 
   

Budget (in USD)   

≤ 10000 7 20.59 

10000 - 25000 4 11.76 

25000 - 50000 7 20.59 

50000 - 100000 9 26.47 

100000 - 250000 2 5.88 

250000 - 500000 3 8.82 

500000 - 1000000 1 2.94 

≥ 1000000 1 2.94 
   

Paid Staffs   

No 8 15.09 

Yes 45 84.91 
   

Staff Size   

 1 – 5  15 32.61 

5 – 10  14 30.43 

10 – 20  8 17.39 

20 – 30   6 13.04 

≥ 30 3 6.52 
   

Board Size   

< 7 32 59.26 

≥ 7 22 40.74 
   

Gender of Board Leader   

Female 31 57.41 

Male 23 42.59 
   

Education of Board Leader   

Bachelor‟s Degree or less 30 56.60 

Master‟s Degree 10 18.87 

PhD 13 24.53 
   

Membership with broader CSO network   

No 13 25.00 

Yes 39 75.00 
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Table 1. Cont‟d 
 

Engagement with government (lobbying)   

No 16 30.77 

Yes 36 69.23 
   

Who operates office   

Paid Staff 34 62.96 

Volunteer Staff 8 14.81 

Member of the board 5 9.26 

Other 7 12.96 

 
 
 

Table 2. Baseline characteristics of perception on external factor. 
 

Factors Number Percentage 

Public perception   

Negative 43 79.63 

Positive 11 20.37 
   

Enabling environment   

Easy to register a CSO in practice   

No 22 40.74 

Yes 32 59.26 
   

Clear legislation
1
   

No 17 32.08 

Yes 36 67.92 
   

CSOs protected from the possibility of the state dissolving for political reason.   

No 26 49.06 

Yes 27 50.94 
   

CSOs allowed to operate freely within the law   

No 11 20.37 

Yes 43 79.63 
   

CSOs free from harassment by government   

No 12 22.22 

Yes 42 77.78 
   

CSO can freely address matters of public debate and express criticism   

No 21 38.89 

Yes 33 61.11 
   

Availability of lawyers who are trained in and familiar with CSO law   

No 19 35.19 

Yes 35 64.81 
   

CSOs allowed legally to compete for government contracts/procurements   

No 30 55.56 

Yes 24 44.44 
   

CSOs receive tax exemption or deduction on income from grants, endowments, fees   

No 27 50.94 

Yes 26 49.06 



 

 

 
 
 
 
tax exemption. 
 
 

Internal factors associated with the governance of 
the CSOs: Bivariate analysis 
 

A further detailed analysis was performed by employing 
simple logistic regression to observe the association of 
different internal factors with the governance of the 
organization. Table 3 shows the internal factors that were 
associated with the governance of the organizations. It 
was found that boards having more than 7 members 
(OR= 9.66, 95% CI: 2.26-41.34), organizations where the 
board members (OR = 15.42, 95% CI: 1.48 – 160.75) are 
in charge of day to day operation and organizations 
operated by “other” category (OR = 1.54, 95% CI: 0.24 – 
9.70) were significantly associated with the good 
governance. While other variables like age, type of CSO, 
membership, budget, staff and their size, gender and 
education of the leader of the board, membership with 
CSO network and engagement with government were not 
associated with the governance. 

Furthermore, even though CSO network membership 
and engagement with government were not associated 
with the governance, they were considered for 
multivariate analysis as their p-value was less than 0.25. 
Age was also considered for the multivariate analysis as 
literature suggested its association with the governance 
(Loderer and Waelchli, 2011; Ogeh Fiador, 2013). 
 
 

External factors associated with governance of the 
organizations: Bivariate analysis 
 

Table 4 shows the bivariate analysis of the factors 
associated with the governance of the civil society 
organizations. The results show that organizations‟ 
perception on whether the current legislation is clear or 
not (clear legislation) (OR=9.04, CI: 1.07-76.22) is 
associated with the governance. And this study did not 
find the association of public perception, ease of 
registering a CSO, whether CSOs are protected from the 
possibility of the state dissolving for political reason or 
not, whether CSOs are allowed to operate freely within 
the law or not, are CSOs free from government 
harassment, can CSO freely address matters of public 
debate and express criticism, whether lawyers trained in 
and familiar with CSO law are available or not, whether 
CSOs are allowed legally to compete for government 
contracts or not and whether CSOs receive tax 
exemption or not with the internal governance of the 
organization. 
 
 

Factors influencing the governance of the 
organizations: Multivariate analysis 
 

The   multivariate   analysis   revealed   the   size   of   the 
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board (OR=31.46, CI: 2.16-458.3), CSOs engagement 
with the government (OR=0.05, CI:0.03-0.87) and the 
organizations‟ perception on whether the current 
legislation is clear or not (clear legislation) (OR=198.58, 
CI:2.09 – 18855) to be the factors that influence the 
internal governance of the civil society organizations in 
Thailand (Table 5). 
 
 

DISCUSSION 
 

Organizations were heavily divided on the opinion on 
whether or not they are protected from the possibility for 
the state dissolving for political reason. Half of them said 
that they feel they are protected while another half feel 
that they are not protected. 

Given the fact that Thailand was under the martial law 
during the data collection period, nearly 40% (21) of the 
organizations expressed that they cannot express the 
matter of public criticisms openly. In addition, 55% of the 
organizations responded that they cannot compete for 
the government grants or funds freely. These two 
variables could jointly indicate the state and CSO 
relationship that persists in the country. It could either 
mean that the government is reducing the number of 
grants it used to award the CSOs or it could also possibly 
mean that the relationship between the state and the 
CSOs is not smooth. As a result, government makes the 
grants inaccessible to the CSOs. Further studies are 
suggested to explore the state and CSO relationship as 
well as the economic resources that the government 
provides to the CSOs. 

Registered non-profit organizations and/or CSOs are 
placed under two categories: „foundation‟ or „association‟, 
except certain organizations set up under special laws, 
such as the Chamber of Commerce and the law Society 
of Thailand (Pongsapich and Kataleeradabhan, 1994). 
According to the 1942 national Cultural act, applicants 
have to state that they have no political objective and will 
not be involved in political activities if they want to 
register their organization as a foundation or association 
("National Cultural Act," 1942). Even though the „no 
political objective‟ requirement was dropped after the May 
1992 events, applicants can still be questioned by the 
authorities before being granted registration. Any 
foundation with the explicit objective of working in the 
public‟s interest also has to place a fixed deposit – 
US$3,300 for an association and US$16,500 for a 
foundation (Thabchumpon, 1998). 

When asked about how easily a new CSO could be 
registered, 40% (22) of the organizations felt that it was 
difficult for the new CSOs to be easily registered in 
reality. As discussed in the Civicus (2015), it is seen that 
the financial regulations setup by the government and 
other bureaucratic hurdles are still impeding the natural 
growth of CSOs in Thailand.  

This  study  has used the unique model as presented in 
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Table 3. Internal factors associated with governance of the organizations: Bivariate analysis. 
 

Factors Number Governance (%) Crude OR CI (95%) p 

Age     0.642 

< 10  16 31.25 1   

10 – 20 20 15.00 0.39 0.07 - 1.96  

20 – 30  10 30.00 0.94 0.16 - 5.24  

≥ 30 7 28.57 0.88 0.12 - 6.19  
      

Type of CSO     0.730 

Thai CSO 47 25.53 1   

INGO 2 50.00 2.91 0.16 - 50.33  

Umbrella Organization 5 20.00 0.72 0.07 - 7.18  
      

Membership Based     0.510 

No 35 25.71 1   

Yes 17 17.65 0.61 0.14 - 2.66  
      

Budget     0.439 

≤ 10000 7 14.29 1   

10000 - 25000 4 50.00 6 0.33 - 107.42  

25000 - 50000 7 14.29 1 0.05 - 19.96  

50000 - 100000 9 44.44 4.8 0.39 - 58.01  

100000 - 250000 2 50.00 6 0.18 - 196.27  

250000 - 500000 3 8.82 NA NA  

500000 - 1000000 1 2.94 NA NA  

≥ 1000000 1 2.94 NA NA  
      

Paid Staffs     0.361 

No 8 12.50 1   

Yes 45 26.67 2.545 0.28 - 22.90  
      

Staff Size     0.960 

 1 – 5  15 20.00 1   

5 – 10  14 28.57 1.6 0.28 - 8.90  

10 – 20  8 25.00 1.33 0.17 - 10.25  

20 – 30   6 16.67 0.80 0.06 - 9.66  

≥ 30 3 33.33 2 0.13 - 30.16  
      

Board Size     0.001 

< 7 32 9.38 1   

≥ 7 22 50.00 9.66 2.26 – 41.34  
      

Gender of board leader     0.543 

Female 31 29.03 1   

Male 23 21.74 0.67 0.19 - 2.38  
      

Education of board leader     0.289 

Bachelor‟s Degree or less 30 16.67 1   

Master‟s Degree 10 30.00 2.14 0.40 - 11.25  

PhD 13 38.46 3.12 0.71 - 13.63  
      

Membership with broader CSO network     0.259 

No 13 15.38 1   

Yes 39 30.77 2.44   
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Table 3. Cont‟d 
 

Engagement with government (lobbying)     0.17 

No 16 37.50 1   

Yes 36 19.44 0.40 0.10 – 1.48  

      

Who operates office     0.049 

Paid Staff 34 20.59 1   

Volunteer Staff 8 12.50 0.55 0.05 - 5.24  

Member of the board 5 80.00 15.42 1.48 - 160.75  

Other 7 28.57 1.54 0.24 - 9.70  

      

 CSO can freely address matters of public debate 
and express criticism 

    0.350 

No 21 19.05 1   

Yes 33 30.30 1.84 0.49 – 6.90  

      

Availability of lawyers who are trained in and 
familiar with CSO law 

    0.488 

No 19 31.58 1   

Yes 35 22.86 0.64 0.18 – 2.23  

      

CSOs allowed legally to compete for government 
contracts/procurements 

    0.627 

No 30 23.33 1   

Yes 24 29.17 1.35 0.39 – 4.58  

      

CSOs receive tax exemption or deduction on 
income from grants, endowments, fees 

    0.480 

No 27 22.22 1   

Yes 26 30.77 1.55 0.45 – 5.33  

 
 
 
the conceptual framework to analyze the factors that 
have an influence on the internal organizational 
governance of civil society organizations. The authors 
considered a large number of variables that could 
potentially have an impact on the governance of the 
CSOs. This model is unique in the sense that it takes 
both the internal and external factors jointly in account to 
trace out the determinants of internal governance of 
CSOs in Thailand. 
 
 
Conclusion 
 
First, the authors analyzed the internal factors: Age, type 
of CSO, membership base, budget, staff size, board size, 
gender of board leader, education of board leader, 
membership with broader CSO network, engagement 
with government and office operation responsibility and 
their association with the governance. A statistically 
significant relationship of the size of the board with 
governance (OR=0.05, CI: 0.03-0.87) was found. It was 

found that boards that have greater than 8 members 
have a positive relationship with the governance of CSOs 
than that of boards with less than 7 members. 

The authors also analyzed whether external factors: 
public perception, ease of CSO registration, clarity of 
current legislation, whether CSOs are protected from the 
possibility of the state dissolving for political reason or 
not, whether CSOs are allowed to operate freely within 
the law or not, are CSOs free from government harass-
ment, can CSO freely address matters of public debate 
and express criticism, whether lawyers trained in and 
familiar with CSO law are available or not, whether CSOs 
are allowed legally to compete for government contracts 
or not and whether CSOs receive tax exemption or not 
with the governance of the organization. 

The relationship that was statistically significant with 
the internal organizational governance was the opinion of 
CSOs on their engagement with the government. 
Organizations that do not engage with the governments 
or are not involved in any kind of lobbying activities had 
better  governance  than  those  which  were  engaged  in  
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Table 4. External factors associated with governance of the organizations: Bivariate analysis. 
 

Factors Number Governance (%) Crude OR CI (95%) p 

Public perception     0.499 

Negative  43 27.91 1   

Positive 11 18.18 0.57 0.10 – 3.05  
      

Enabling environment      

Easy to register a CSO in practice     0.654 

No 22 22.73 1   

Yes 32 28.13 1.33 0.37 – 4.69  
      

Clear legislation
1
     0.010 

No 17 5.88 1   

Yes 36 36.11 9.04 1.07 – 76.22  
      

CSOs protected from the possibility of 
the state dissolving for political reason 

    0.934 

No 26 26.92 1   

Yes 27 25.93 0.95 0.28 – 3.22  
      

CSOs allowed to operate freely within 
the law 

    NA 

No 11 0 NA NA  

Yes 43 32.56 NA NA  
      

CSOs free from harassment by 
government 

    0.514 

No 12 33.33 1   

Yes 42 23.81 0.625 0.15-2.52  

 
 
 

Table 5. Factors associated with internal governance of civil society organizations: multivariate analysis. 
 

Factors Number Governance (%) Crude OR 
Adjusted 

OR 
CI (95%) p 

Age (years)      0.316 

< 10 16 31.25 1 1   

10-20 20 15.00 0.39 0.14 0.01 to 1.68  

20-30 10 30.00 0.94 0.68 0.04 to 10.07  

≥ 30 7 28.57 0.88 3.09 0.11 to 88.66  
       

Board size      0.012 

< 7 32 9.38 1 1   

≥ 7 22 50.00 9.67 31.46 2.16 to 458.3  
       

CSO network membership      0.753 

No 13 15.38 1 1   

Yes 39 30.77 2.44 0.012 0.09 to 28.03  
       

Engagement with government      0.040 

No 16 37.50 1 1   

Yes 36 19.44 0.40 0.05 0.03 to 0.87  
       

Clear legislation      0.023 

No 17 5.88 1 1   

Yes 36 36.11 9.04 198.58 2.09 to 18855  



 

 

 
 
 
 
lobbying. 

The final statistically significant variable with gover-
nance was the organization‟s opinion on whether the 
current legislation was clear or not (OR=198.58, CI: 2.09-
18855). It can be concluded that the presence of clear 
legislation is positively related to the internal governance 
of the organizations. 

One of the limitations of our study is the limited number 
of samples. Hence, it is suggested that future studies 
should consider increasing the sample size. In addition, 
future studies should also focus on studying the individual 
factors (internal and external) and their influence on 
governance. The authors also suggest adopting our 
model and testing it in other places to see whether this 
model works or not. One more avenue for the present 
study is to take the perception of beneficiaries of CSO 
activities, donor, government and public towards the 
governance of the organizations to avoid the bias caused 
by self-reported survey research. 
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