CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

1. Mission and Scope of Public Administration

Public administration is designed to produce
goods and services to serve the need of consumers. As
such, it deals with a broad range of subjects as in
economics and physiecs. Like business management, which
it resembles in many respects, public administration
deals in a systematic and dynamic manner with the
substance of goods and services that are its concern and
with the method or process, by which they are made or

provided.

As a subject of study, public administration is a
branch of Political Sciences. Political Sciences is the
study of government’s origin and form; its organization
and functions; how constitutions and law are made,
interpreted and enforced; and how the policies and
decisions of government are put into effect (White, L.D.,
1955). Public administration deals with this last phase:
the execution of government’s plan, policy and decision.

Government as an organization is one of the major
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elements of public administration. Government is the
principal institution in the social system that is
intended to act on behalf of the people, while voluntary
social institutions and business have specific clienteles
and services. Presumably, if business, social
institutions, and individuals fulfilled all human needs,
there would be little requirement for government. Thus,
government comes into being to settle conflicts and to
fill in gaps that are caused by inability of business,
social institution, and individuals to meet human needs.
The growing sizes of government is a measure of the
widening gap between human needs and the capability of
existing institutions to fill them. The widening gap is
an indicator of the mismatch between institutional
activities and human needs, or the growing failure of the
social system. Consequently, the government seeks to
remedy failures in the social process by three main
means: providing the missing services itself,
redistributing income, or reallocating authority in the
social process. For example, the medical care services
for the total population have been felt to be inadequate,
especially for the poor; and government has increasingly
been subsidizing medical care or providing medical
services. The same situation has occurred in housing,
food, transportation, urban development, agriculture,

environment, education, and other social services. When
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the government provides social services on a stop - gap
basis, such as welfare and health care, the government
behaves in much the same manner as a voluntary social
institution, performing similar functions in the
production of the services and using similar management
approaches. The main difference is that the government,
in performing a social service, usually provide one
standardized, minimum option services, rather than a
variety. The result is that the individual has 1little
choice, other than to take welfare services as they are
or not at all. In this sense, government is an in
voluntary social institution providing missing services

on a minimal basis.

In an autocratic government, public policy are
made by the ruler or dictator. In a democratic state,
public policy are made by elected representatives of
people. Democratic public administration may be defined
as the performances of public service which the people,
through their elected representatives, have asked for.
The people are always asking their government for new
public services: welfare or service state (Kingsbury,
J.B.,1979). However, it 1is not possible for the
government to provide unlimited public services. So, The
government’s role in a democratic society, for example
the principal of delivering health services, is to

confine its power to the extent necessary to keep the
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people living in comfort so that they can exercise their
freedom to earn a 1living and to seek happiness to the
greatest degree while losing the smallest amount of their
freedom. Thus, in initiating any public services, the
government has to take into account whether such a
service will promote or obstruct the people’s freedom,
including the freedom of the private sector in provision

of similar services.

2. Public Policy

The term public policy has been defined as a
purposive course of action followed by an actor or set of
actors in dealing with a problem or matter of concern
(Anderson, James E.,1979). Public policy in a modern
system of government are not things that just happen; on
the contrary, they are goal oriented. A public policy is
based on legal norms, and is authorities, and it effect a
large area of our lives. Its effects are profound.
Because we participate, however indirectly, in the
process of public policy making; and because we are
ourselves responsible for putting a political party in
power, which initiates many policies decision, we
consider ourselves partly, responsible for its action.
Furthermore, the government is supposed to represent us,
in this sense, it represent our values and our way of
life. Thus, any governmental action or a governmental

policy reflect, directly or indirectly, our moral
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concerns. And since all governmental actions are "
purposive" course of action, we tend to criticize such
actions by those who are in charge of performing such
actions (elected politicians and public servants) as if
they were our agents. If these people are supposed to
work as our "loyal agents", then they have a moral
obligation to conduct public policy with the single
minded purpose of optimizing our interests, and not
yielding to their own or anyone else’s interests. Thus,
their roles in the functions of government becomes
legally as well as morally important (Downie, R.S.,
1964). Besides the above definition, ES. Redford (1969)
has identified three implications about public policy:

1) Public policy is generally segmental because
although persons are the units of values, policy seldom
deals with persons as individuals, particularly in their
development process.

2) Public policy, usually, does not relate to
psychic or spiritual realization but only to men’s
actions and to external environment. A policy cannot
control the though process and personal 1likes and
dislikes of individual.

3) Public policy orients itself to share needs of
the individuals, but not necessarily to the share
aspirations and demands of the few. Thus, the goods of

public policy must be oriented towards many.
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In summary, there are three goals of public
policy: 1) maintenance of the public goods, 2)
participation of the governed in the governing process,
and 3) encouragement of the pursuits of ideas of the good

life (Downie, R.S.,1969).

The public goods, for the first goal, has often
been thought of negatively as a matter of protecting the
interests of the people in a particular society; this
means preserving peace by protecting them from external
as well as internal elements attacked. Protection
includes not only the safeguards against attack on
property and on person, but also against diseases.
Again, because of the mechanized forms of transportation,
traffic regulations are to safegquard the lives of the
citizens. 1In these and similar other cases, public
policy creates such rules and regulations on, or require
such services of, its citizens as are necessary to
further the ends of public goods. But the functions of
the state are not exhausted by this negative concept.
There is more involved in the public goods than
protection alone. For example, implicit in the concept
of protecting the citizens from diseases means taking
positive actions to maintain the health of all citizens
are aim which can be achieved only by the provision of
universal health and medical care services. Because such

services cannot be limited only to those who are tax
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payers or wage-earners, we enter into the domain of
public welfare. A major test of a good government is
whether it protects (and respect) the right of its
governed. These right, include fundamental freedoms,
could be found enshrined in constitutional documents, or
could be understood as a part of the generally accepted
common law. Finally, people obey their government for
various reasons, such as the fear of punishment.
Obedience to law is essential for the maintenance of
public goods. Included in here is the role of government
as independent arbitrator among competing interests.
Thus, the primary obligation of the state is to maintain
the public goods which stand for a way of 1life

characteristic of the community as a whole.

The second goal relates to the obligation of
government in determining the extent to which it allows
and facilitates participation by its citizens in the
process of governance. This obligation on the part of
government establishes the right among its citizens to
evaluate public policies and programs. Participation in
the governing process includes such activities as taking
part, periodically, in electing representatives;
protesting ( through various means) against certain
public policies and programs; demanding services;

providing support to government policies by obeying
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administrative and judicial decisions; and scrutinizing
the effectiveness of programs and public expenditures.
On this part of government, it must provide adequate
information on its operation so that the public, as
rational being, could scrutinize and evaluate those
programs. But when the government refuses unnecessarily
and unreasonably to let this democratic program operate
in the open manner, citing the needs of national security
or in the name of public interest, then the moral basis

of the government being in power should be questioned.

The third goal of public policy concerns with the
extent to which the government encourage the growth of
multiplicity of ideals of the good life. Each person and
each group may have a different view of good life. Some
people design to lead a very religious life, while others
like to spend time in appreciating work of art or going
to concert , some 1like visiting places, park or
libraries. Pursuit of happiness differs among people;
and as there are conflictive ideas about what activities
related to such pursuits, it becomes the responsibility
of government to promote various cultural activities, and
to remove constraint (by protecting certain fundamental
freedom and rights) which may inhibit people from pursing

their religious belief, and leading life with dignity.
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In summary, we know that public policies are the
means by which a government seeks to implement its views
on what make up the public goods, how the public is going
to participate in the governing process, and what
resources will be available so that people could pursue
their ideals of good life. These three means, hence, are
responsible to moral criticism. In the past, policies
were not always the products of very well thought of
processes, but that did not cause so much harm. With
the current rapid and dynamic changes in technology,
complex socio-economic and political problems,
inappropriate policies can cause disaster or unexpected
impact. So, Government should be concerned about the
objectives of public policy by priority planning,
allocation of resources including expenditure management,
taxation, deciding about social welfare criteria, and
selecting among the host of alternatives to settle
domestic and foreign issues. All these activities, are
and should be, liable to ethical and moral judgement.
While policies are formulated and implemented by
individuals or group, their personal behaviors and moral
qualities generally affect the outcome of those policies.
However, collectively, they and the institution or
organization they represent, become responsible for their

actions.
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3. Policy Process and Development

Policy development process in every country
is quite different, though in a broad sense they may
operate on similar principle because there are so many
common constraints both internal and external to the
policy development. As far as policy making process are
concerned, it has been the civil bureaucracy that has so
far been instrumental to the formulation and
implementation of policies. In Thailand, the
administrative structure is highly centralized. The
country is divided to 72 provinces which are subdivided
into districts, subdistricts, and villages. The
administrative units are managed and supervised directly
by ministries and departments at the capital. Local
government system exist but only under the close control
of the Ministry of Interior. All Thai policies are made
in the capital and not at local levels except on very
minor matters. The new Constitution specifically
contains a chapter on autonomous local governments, but,

so far, the enabling legislation has not been enacted.

Traditionally, the absolute regime of the old
might have a lot of power theoretically, but in fact it
had little capacity to make its power felt. The regime
had to settle for administration of law and social order.
From 1960 until the present time, the national direction

in regard to development is overwhelming for economic
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development at the macro level. This is reflected in the
successive national economic development plan prepared
and implemented by the government. The main aim has been
to increase the gross national product. The strategy
adopted to achieve this goal was sizeable public
investment into the national economic infra - structure
such as highways, dams, power plants, and inducements
granted to foreign investments, coupled with policies
toward prices and income stabilization, and industrial
peace. However, there has been a feeling that such
policies, while leading to increase national incomes,
have at the same time, not prevented further polarization
of the individual income. Consequently, the next
national development plans were modified to include
programs which will promote social development objectives
as well. Operationally, the plan has not emphasized
major public problems on infrastructures and spent more
on education, welfare, rural development, and labor
training, etc. This means we are moving steadily

towards more social development.

In general, The Royal Thai Government has to deal
with all kinds of services. 1In providing such services,
there are thousands of decisions to be made daily in the
entire government. Most of these decisions are,

however, routine rather than extraordinary. However,
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sometimes it is hard to determine whether a matter is a
policy decision or not because many decisions are
political in nature: whenever they have an impact on a
great number of people, direct the society to a certain
path, create conditions which will finally force or
commit the government to a certain goal, or enlarge or
limit options in the future. These conditions can force
the government to select a decision option under
political pressure which might deviate from the best

interest of the society.

As the government has the help of so many public
organizations and individuals in its policy development ,
there are normally different sets of institutions and
processes to develop different types of policies.
However, the basic pattern of policy development process,
in which the Thai government is involved, is responsible
by the formal 1legal government officials in these
operational levels: 1) a division of a department, 2)
the department level, 3) the ministerial level, 4) the
ministerial level through political avenues. and 5) the

Cabinet level (Amara Raksasataya,1975).

In the real life, policy development is much more
complicated and delicate. Policies are not initiated by
formal statements by the Prime Minister, Ministers, or

even Members of Parliament. They are preconditioned by
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many forces within and outsides the country. At any one
time, ideas about new policies or alteration of old
policies are manipulated by many interested political
parties. They will try to germinate, spread and make
policies until such time that they get sufficient
publicity, normally through the mass media. Then
politicians are likely to pick up the "public sentiment"
and further develop them before they launch into more
formal policy statements. Of course, policies may be
actually innovated within the proper domain itself,
especially the political parties, Parliament and the
Cabinet. However, it is still debatable whether the
interest groups, pressure groups, friends, or others, who
are totally outside the formal politic-bureaucratic
system, do not have some relevance to policy development,
instead of, the formal structure itself. So, it can be
said that one of the most interesting feature of the Thai
policy making style is the highly intense interaction
between the informal external forces and the formal

political-bureaucratic elements.

4. Roles of the Central Agencies in Policy

Process
Public agencies or public organizations who
are responsible for and have authority over problems of
national concern, will be presented as central policy

coordinating agencies or central staff agencies. These
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organizations have to handle policy matters and also to
coordinate or prepare for the deliberation at some point.
In Thailand, the contact points depend on the types of
policies. Thus, the term "coordinating" is often used in
a weak sense: it merely means points (for example
officials) where all papers converge in order to be
organized procedurally and then sent forward. In some
cases, the agencies may be able to look into the
substance of the papers to check with related authorities
for their opinions. Then they summarize those opinions
for presentation to the higher authorities. They
normally do not have any power to say that a proposal is
way out of a general direction of government, nor do they

function as coordinators at the implementation stages.

5. The Problems of Policy Making and Policy
Implementation
The concept of the policy process now has
begun to increase in complexity: there is no clear
beginning or end point to define its parameters. The
policy process may be classified in terms of three
interrelated functional environments: policy formation,
policy implementation, and policy evaluation. Each of
these environments contain various group of actors and
arenas and be connected to the other by various

communication lines and linkage. Within any policy
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system, communication and linkage can be replied within
potential pitfalls. Mishaps can occur because of 1)
garbled message from senders, 2) misinterpretations by
the receivers, and 3) system failure in terms of
transmission breakdowns, overload, noise, and inadequate

follow-through or compliance mechanisms.

Furthermore, Nakamura and Smallwood (1986) said
that stating policy messages clearly and precisely has
been a rare practice. Policy makers do their works under
a series of constraints, each of which can reduce the
chance of producing a clear set of instructions to
implementations. These limits include the following:

1) Technical deficiency: limits regarding the
inadequate knowledge and information about the adequacy
of alternative means for achieving goals.

2) Conceptual complexity: limits on how well the
problems are understood and defined.

3) Political coalition - building
considerations: 1limits that can result from the
compromises needed to secure agreement for the approval

of policies.

In addition, there are some mentions about
political biases of policy evaluation in terms of
monitoring feedback. First, biases may result form the

vested interest and background of evaluators who might be
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policy makers or policy analysts sensitive to the various
sources of feedback such as criticism from the mass media
including newspaper stories, rumors, and the chance of
getting the work published by prestigious scientific
journals and so on. Second, biases may also result form
policy implementators who might obtain unsystematic
feedback, leading to informal and incomprehensible
evaluations about the success or failure of government
programs. In mobilizing support, policy implementators’
reputations and future are often linked to the success of
the programs they managed. Therefore, they are concerned
with maintaining, or expanding, the support of policy
makers for their programs. Thus, it is possible that
their approach to evaluation is designed to accomplish a
political objective. Moreover, both the political makers
and the implementators have high political stakes in the

evaluation process.

According to Meltsner (1972), the constraint of
policy making are:

1) Policy making needs good policy analysts who
have to pay much attention to problems of political
feasibility. Policy analysts may lack of knowledge and
experiences in particular fields related to specific
works. Furthermore, describing future political

possibilities is not easy. These can lead the policy

making into irrelevant goal setting,
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2) Political analysis requires a great deal of
specific information. If there is a lack of access to
information, the policy analyst will perhaps make wrong
judgements. In addition, wrong information or data can
cause this problem too.

3) The problems of overlapping policy space
which may be caused by a lack of identification of actors
(plan implementators) and incapability of understanding
the actors’ benefit and motivations, resources, and the

sites of their interactions.

There are many implementation problems and
constraints that have a direct impact on plan making and
plan implementation. As discussed by Watjanapoom (1984),
Lele (1975) advocated that the administrative systems
used constituted the dominant constraints to the failure
of implementation, and Rondinelli (1976) provide a
checklist of management problems. Both administrative
and management problems can be summarized in brief as
follows:

1) Policy makers fail to mobilize the political
support necessary to guide their initiating through the
maze of competing and conflicting interests which lies
between intention and successful implementation (Leys,
1971). Implementation failures may surface as unfunded

projects and unspent allocations or as directives from
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above saddling-village level workers with impossible
tasks and reporting responsibilities (Johnston and
Clark,1982).

2) Planning and project implementation take place
in a bureaucratic environment, usually in the Ministry of
Public Health. The civil servants are vital parts of the
state machine and thus has more power and more authority
than other non state bureaucracies. Administrators may
tend to embrace authority rather than communication. At
the same time, authority is used as an excuse whereby the
local level implementator of a plan puts the blame for
his own lack of initiative on the higher 1levels of the
administrative machine (Barnett,1976)

3) The control chain from the field to ultimate
sources of finance and support tends to be long. There
may be five to eight intermediary administrative decision
points where review is conducted and delays can occur
(Moris,1981)

4) There is great difficulty in specifying
objectives and standards , and overt sanctions are
limited because of political on bureaucratic factors. It
is a small wonder that top managers seem so driven
towards tightening up, towards trying to centre authority
in headquarter, and towards sending out regulation. At
the same time, the field setting is highly unpredictable.

Plans and regulations cannot spell out reasonable



28

responses in advances, yet the cost of delay to wait for
headquarters decisions will be high (williams,1980).

5) The time of events is frequently not subject
to planned control. It was discovered that field staff
working below the district level had almost no control
over the timing of their own duties. The continuous
interception included vehicle breakdown, natural
disaster, pre-emptive scheduling by higher officials, and
anticipated visitors (Moris 1981).

6) Field units are contained within strongly
hierarchical administrative structures. It is net
unusual to find that a large share of the organization’s
total staff consists of incumbents who view their
immediate roles as the control of subordinate staffs.
Moreover, the crucial political arenas exist inside the
bureaucracy, not on the outside frame by MOPH. Any
initiatives that crosscut departmental lines will be
ignored unless supported by a top manager (Moris,1981).

7) The government budgeting has many defects.
Complaints are made about poor classification and
inordinate delay. Excessive attention is given to detail
which large expenditures escape scrutiny. Concentration
on an annual perspectives prevents consideration of the
long term and of future recurrent costs of capital
expenditure. Fragmentation of the central budget,

combined with inaccurate estimations of revenues and
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expenditures, means that no one really knows how much is
available. The general response is that if the budget
were made properly in the first place, there would be no
need for hasty budget cuts, innumerable transfers,
supplementary requests, over spending, under spending,
and so on. There would be no problem if everyone know at
the beginning of the year how much money would be
available and how much would be needed (Caiden and

Wildavsky, 1974).

6. Needs for Policy Analysis
In the international collaborative study, the
comparability of indicators throughout the study areas in
the different countries was one of the main prerequisites
for drawing valid conclusions. Some basic lessons
learned in that context can be considered to be generally

relevant to the use of information for better health.

There is more than a subtle semantic difference
between "data", "information", and "intelligence". Data
consist of isolated or independent observations of
attributes or events that carry little meaning when
considered alone; data as collected from operating health
care systems or institutions are inadequate for planning.
The aggregation for data over time, space, and population
are in the context of decisions that can or should be

made, constitute information for the planners, managers,
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and evaluators. It is the transformation of information
through integration with experience and perceptions based
on social and political values as well as on constraints
that produces 1intelligence, an aggregation of
internalized knowledge that provides the context in which

policy-makers, politicians, and decision maker act.

Unless data are refined and expressed as
information that can turn be used as a basis for
intelligence, they are unlikely to influence choices.
Unless choices based on the potential value of
judiciously acquired useable data is recognized, the
choice are unlikely to reflect accurately the functions
and practical relationships between needs, resources and
use. Some of the profiles and concepts reported by
illustrating how survey and resource data can be
displayed to help policy discussions. The other two
issues that should be concerned about health information
system are need for balance, and need for uniform terms,

definitions, and classification.

Policy development cannot be done entirely
without policy analysis which is basically data
collection and processing for the best results. The
government, although recognized the need for data, always
confronts with the problems about data utilization. The

same occurs in other public organizations which cannot
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manage their data collection and analysis. In Téact; it
could be said that there are several information systems
in Thailand. These systems were established at various
times for different purposes. However, these did not
guarantee bringing the information together to make
integrated policies. On the other hand, 1lack of
information analysis is quite severe because most public
agencies do not have the capabilities and intentions to
do serious analysis of data coming from various sources.
This problem is important for the development of policy
as well as in health development. Improvement of
information systems must go hand in hand with policy
development systems. A strategy for this improvement may
be the establishment of ©public institutes and

encouragement to private institutions for policy study.



Conceptual Framework of the Private Sector and its Policy

The distinctive characteristic of business,
compared with other institutions, is that business has
separable costs and discrete prices for its goods and
services. Business derives its mission from the market;
and the market place deals in the exchange of goods and
services at discrete prices. Government and voluntary
institutions, by contrast, deal mainly in joint services
- goods whose benefit have such commonality that their

costs are not allocable.

Business goods and services generally have a
discrete demand, a single seller, a single buyer, a
single price. The discreteness of buyers, sellers, and
prices provides admirable advantages in equating the
interests of parties, balancing supply and demand, and
arriving at a fair equilibrium price by clearing a large
number of similar transactions in the market. Business
may have joint costs of production if it has multiple
products produced by the same equipment; but these costs
are frequently allocable. 1In the case of government and
voluntary institutions, truly joint services have costs
that are not allocable except on an arbitrary basis. If
the allocation is arbitrary, then the presumption of
relating cost to benefit is lost, which is a principal

advantage of market exchange.
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That business goods and services are exchanged
in the market at discrete prices provides for other
corollary distinctions between business and other
institutions. One is that the calculus of decision
making is different, because resource allocation can be
calculated in relation to costs and prices, and supply
quantities can be calculated from demand. Another is
that rates of return can be calculated on earnings, after
all costs, in relation to investment. These calculable
characteristics of business decisions give them an air of
precision. The precision may also be illusory because
the sum of business services may not serve the ultimate
end of human growth and development. It is important to
understand the conceptual within which the private
sectors, both profit and nonprofit organization, operate.

These frameworks are elaborated below:

Framework for Profit Organization

1. Mission and Objectives of Business
Business receives its mission and authority
by legislation and custom, which form its social
contract. The social contract of business has three
elements: (1) the organization legislation that brings
the enterprise into being as a legal person; (2) the
state legislation specifying authority and powers of a

business that are enforceable by law; and (3) custom,
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which gives business a general role and morale (Edmund,
Stahrl.,1983). According to elements of social contract
defined above, there are at least two possible factors
which business and influence its contribution to the well
being of the society. First, the quality of the so
called ’social contract’, depends on whether the
legislation can catch up with the changing contexts of
community needs and the business demand to fulfil them.
Second, the quality of ’social contract’ could also
depend on whether business ’‘lead’ or ’‘conform’ to the

custom of the community.

Business is potentially a most equitable
institution, because it has in the market the potential
for equating benefit with cost, and the interest of
buyers with the interest of sellers. Government is
potentially a more despotic institution, because it has
on its hands the ultimate penalties of repression and

death.

Legislative authorizations establish
business, leaving it to business itself to define its
specific mission in terms of products or services. These
are policy objectives of business that are established
initially by entrepreneurs, and subsequently by boards

of directors and executive officers of the enterprise.
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The selection of the field of endeavor
usually is a combination of a product concept, a market
demand perception, and financial feasibility. These
ingredients are the continuous concern, not only the
originating entrepreneur, but also of all subsequent
policy making executives. The design of product-market-
financial concepts that are deliverable as a service
output to consumers are creative processes, perhaps the
most creative in business decision making. These
delivery concepts constitute the selection of the field
on enterprise, t