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        Since  1974,  knowledge  management  has  played  a  vital  role  in  public 

administration.  Public  universities  as  a  part  of  the  public  sector  use  knowledge 

management  in  order  to  increase  their  competitiveness  for  surviving  in  the  era  of 

globalization and earning revenue from other major sources. Thai public universities 

are  obviously  expected  by  the  society  and government  to  be  the  agencies  for  the 

creation  and  dissemination  of  knowledge  for  increasing  Thailand’s  competitiveness. 

However,  the  ranking  of  Thai  public  universities  in  2010  due  to  publications  and 

research was quite poor. In addition, there has been no empirical research on the major 

determinants affecting the effectiveness of knowledge management  implementation  in  Thai 

public  universities  according  to  Higher  Education  Development  Plan  No.  10  B.E. 

2551-2554.  Hence,  the  main  objective  of  this  study  is  to  investigate  the  major 

determinants affecting the effectiveness of knowledge management implementation in 

Thai public universities in order to obtain new knowledge by testing the theories of 

public  policy  implementation  and  knowledge management  of  foreign  scholars  using 

Thai data.   

Consequently,  in  order  to  achieve  the  above  research  objectives,  this  study 

develops research models based on the literature of public policy implementation and 

knowledge  management  related  to  their  effectiveness.  There  are  nine  critical 

independent  variables  selected  for  the  proposed  model  as  follows:  clarity  in  policy 

goals  and  directives,  characteristics  of  the  university,  resources,  external  actors’ 



iv 

support  and  control,  type,  form  of  establishment,  size,  and  budget  of  the  university. 

On  the  other  hand,  effectiveness  is  measured  by  product-to-market  excellence 

(publications/research  and  innovation)  and customer  intimacy  (academic  service), 

where  the  data  were  obtained  from  the  Self-Assessment  Report  (SAR)  and  a 

questionnaire on the opinions of public university officers regarding the publication of 

research  and  innovation.  All  variables  have  been  operationalized  for  conducting  the 

questionnaire  survey.  The  survey  was  conducted  to  identify  the  critical  factors 

affecting the effectiveness of knowledge management implementation in Thai public 

universities.  The  target  population  of  this  study  was  the  main  campus  of  79  public 

universities.  Quantitative  analysis  was  mainly  employed  for  the  data  analysis  and 

qualitative analysis was used to complement the quantitative results. Factor analysis 

was  conducted  to  find  the  correct  model  for  the  analysis,  whereas  hierarchical 

multiple  regression  was  employed  to  find  the  significant  factors  affecting  the 

effectiveness of knowledge management in Thai public universities. According to the 

factor  analysis,  the  independent  variables  were  then  replaced  with  the  following 

variables:  internal  affairs  management, clarity  of  goals  in  resource  management, 

university’s  culture,  and  external  actors’  support  and  control,  type,  form  of 

establishment, size, and budget of university. The return of the questionnaire was 40 

public universities for a 50.6% rate of return.  

The results from the analysis of data from questionnaire and the SAR reports 

strongly indicated that the effectiveness of knowledge management implementation in 

Thai  public  universities  according  to  Higher  Education  Development  Plan  No.  10 

B.E. 2551- 2554 positively depended on internal affairs management, clarity of goals 

in  resource  management,  the  university’s  culture,  and  external  actors’  supports  and 

controls, type, form of establishment, size, and budget of the university. Similarly, the 

data from the in-depth interviews also indicated the same critical factors.  

Consequently,  the  results  confirm  all of  the  theories  from  the  literature 

review—that  all  of  the  classical  factors  from  the  public  policy  implementation 

literature are highly functional in terms of explaining the effectiveness of knowledge 

management  implementation  in  Thai  public  universities,  though  almost  of  them  are 

theories  from  the  1980s.  Last,  the  author employed  concept  of  the  entrepreneurial 

spirit of David Osborne and Ted Gaebler regarding the implementation of knowledge 

management in Thai public universities.  
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CHAPTER 1 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1  Statement of Problem and Significance of the Study 

 

Since  1974,  post-modern  discourse,  which  has  its  intellectual  roots  in 

Minnowbrook I in 1968 (Marini, ed., 1971: 224; Henry, 1995: 42), has prominently 

played a role in public administration (Henry, 1974: 572-578; Wallace, 2007: 3-5) by 

challenging  the  role  of  public  sector  in  public  service  provision  and  by  applying 

knowledge management in the public policy life cycle. The application of knowledge 

management  in  public  administration  is,  in  fact,  the  focus  on  the  application  of 

market-related theories, concepts, and tools in public provision, categorized into two 

mainstreams as New Public Management and market mechanism (Peters, 1994: 295 - 

299,  300-301,  306-307,  1995a,  344-345,  1995b:  299,  1996: 21-46)  in  order  to  cope 

with  the  emergence  of  knowledge-based  society  in  the  globalization  era  (Drucker, 

1969: 261-348; Friedman, 2007: 9-11). 

In  the  knowledge-based  society,  education  is  an  inevitable  base  for  national 

competitive advantage, especially education at the higher education level. Knowledge 

becomes the key powerful asset of the organization (digital firm) for its competitive 

edge  in  the  era  of  globalization  and  knowledge  economy  because  (1)  key  corporate 

assets, such as intellectual property, core competencies, human assets (as knowledge 

workers  or  gold-collar  workers),  are  managed  through  digital  means  in  order  to 

minimize  the  risk  of  losing  valuable knowledge  and  increasing  product  innovation; 

and (2) the efficiency and effectiveness of the organization are improved because all 

of the organization’s significant business relationships with customers, suppliers, and 

employees  are  digitally  enabled  and  mediated  (Handzic,  2004:  5-11;  Turban  et  al., 

2006: 367-369; Jessup and Valacich, 2006: 101-104; Laudon and Laudon, 2006: 431-

448; Maesincee, 2007: 60-75; Kotler, Kartajaya and Huan, 2007: 27; Friedman, 2007: 

55-126). The discourse of public universities as the center of the body of knowledge 
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has  been  attacked  since  the  1910s.  They  lost  the  neutral  political  standing  point  by 

joining war (such as political supports for the invasion of Belgium in 1914 of some 

German  scholars).  In  addition,  they  also  lost  the  credibility  from  the  public  by  the 

emerge of private research enterprise in the green revolution between the 1940s and 

the  late  1970s,  by  the  failure  of  knowledge in  university  for  coping  with  pestilence 

and disease, and by the failure of knowledge in university for coping with the disaster 

from  nature  (Pelikan,  1992:  14-21).  Therefore,  public  universities  need  knowledge 

management  as  the  most  important  tool for  managing  their  knowledge  in  order  to 

increase  their  competitiveness  for  surviving  in  the  globalization  era,  and  making 

revenue  from  other  major  sources  (such  as research  councils,  industrial  firms,  local 

governments, and philanthropic foundations), instead of the dependency on a cutback 

budget  from  the  government  (Sallis  and  Jones,  2002:    1-3,  106;  Deem,  Hillyard  and 

Reed, 2007: 1-28; Clark, 2008: xiii - xv). 

In this situation, Thai public universities are obviously expected by the society 

and  government  to  be  agencies  for  the  creation and  dissemination  of  knowledge  for 

increasing  Thailand’s  competitiveness  because  the  legislative  and  private  sectors 

demand  evidence  of  a  return  on  investment  for  public  expenditure  (Pornchulee 

Achava-Amrung, 2001: 29-38, 2002: 3; Metcalfe, 2006: 2-4;  Prayong Thitithananon and 

Tasapong  Klaewthanong,  2007).  Therefore,  Thai public  universities  are  widely 

regarded not only as teaching establishments but also as organizations that create new 

knowledge for supporting society and increasing Thailand’s competitiveness. 

In order to promote knowledge management in higher education, the efforts of 

the Thai government began with the National Education Act B.E. 2542 during Chuan 

Lekpai’s period of government due to the economic crisis in 1997, for the last decade 

can  be  seen  as  a  move  toward  knowledge-based  education  (National  Education  Act  

B.E. 2542: 1-23; Krissanapong Kirtikara, 2001: 1-3), especially in section 28 “higher 

education  curricula  shall  emphasize  academic  development,  with  priority  given  to 

higher  professions  and  research  for  development  of  the  bodies  of  knowledge  and 

society.” 

In  addition,  Thai  public  universities  have  visibly  adopted  KM  in  their 

operation  administration  according  to  the requirements  of  the  Royal  Decree  on  the 

Criteria  and  Procedures  for  Good  Governance,  B.E.  2546  (2003).  For  example, 
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Section 11 stated that all government agencies are to commonly develop knowledge 

in their jobs as learning organizations (Royal Decree on the Criteria and Procedures 

for Good Governance, B.E. 2546). After that, due to the enforcement of the indicators 

from  the  Office  of  the  Public  Sector  Development  Commission  (OPDC)  and  the 

Office  for  National  Education  Standards  and  Quality  Assessment (ONESQA),  a 

public  organization,   Thai  public  universities  have  continuously  formulated  KM 

policy  and  implemented  KM  since  2005  (Prayong  Thitithananon  and  Tasapong 

Klaewthanong,  2007;  Pornpimol  Hansapiromchoke,  2007:  1-3;  The  Office  of  the 

Higher Education Commission, 2008d: 2-5; Jutharat Sarawanawong et al., 2009: 288-

289). 

However,  Thai  public  universities  have  dominantly  adopted  KM  in  their 

affairs  under  the  first  long-term  higher education  plan  framework  B.E.  2533-2547 

with  higher  education  development  plan  no.  7  B.E.  2535-2539,  higher  education 

development plan no. 8 B.E. 2540-2544, and higher education development plan no. 9 

B.E.  2545-2549,  in  order  to  create  knowledge  and  innovation  via  research  and 

development  for  increasing  national  competitiveness  and  self-sufficiency,  and 

becoming a hub of education in the region. However, for Thailand, the role of public 

universities in innovation has been in severe trouble since the findings of the “R&D 

and  Community  Innovation  Surveys  in  1999  and  2001  and  2003”  by  the  National 

Science and Technology Development Agency (NSTDA).  The findings revealed that 

the most important sources of information and knowledge for R&D-performing firms 

and innovating firms were clients and sources in the company, while the universities 

and  public  research  institutes  were  not  seen  as  the  major  source  of  information  or 

knowledge  for  R&D  or  innovating  firms (Patarapong  Intarakumnerd,  2007:  5-7; 

Patarapong Intarakumnerd and Schiller, 2008: 4-8). 

After that, the second long-term higher education plan framework B.E. 2551-

2565  was  implemented  with  higher  education  development  plan  no.  10  B.E.  2551-

2554 in order to fix the failure of the first framework and those above plans (Office of 

the  Higher  Education  Commission,  2008a:  22-39).  Due  to  the  tenth  plan,  Thai 

universities  have  to  create  knowledge  by  increasing  their  potential  for  conducting 

research  and  innovation  for  Thailand’s  competitiveness  and  sustainable  local 

development.  
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However, the ranking of Thai public universities in 2010 due to publications 

and  research  was  quite  poor.  For  instance,  according  to  Quacquarelli  Symonds 

Limited’s  (QS)  World  University  Rankings  2010,  due  to  the  40%  of  academic  peer 

reviews  and  20%  citations  per  faculty  member  (European  University  Association, 

2011: 30, 71), there was no Thai public university in top 100 universities of the world. 

This finding revealed the ranking of Thai public universities as follows: Chulalongkorn 

University (no. 180),  Mahidol University (no. 228), Chiang Mai University (between 

no.  401-450),  Thammasat  University  (between  no.  451-500),  Prince  of  Songkla 

University  (between  no.  501-550),  and  Kasetsart  University  (between  no.  551-600). 

(Quacquarelli  Symonds  Limited,  2010a)  In  addition,  according  to  QS’s  Asian 

University  Rankings  2010,  the  ranking  of  Thai  public  universities  are  as  follows: 

Mahidol  University  (no.  28),  Chulalongkorn  University  (no.  44),  Chiang  Mai 

University  (no.  79),  Thammasat  University  (no.  91),  Prince  of  Songkla  University 

(no. 101 with Tokyo University of Agriculture and Technology, Japan, and University 

of  Santo  Tomas,  Philippines),  Khon  Kaen  University  (no.  122),  and  Kasetsart 

University  (no.  126).  (Quacquarelli  Symonds  Limited,  2010b).  Another  example  is 

the  World  University  Rankings  2010  of  the  Times  Higher  Education  Supplement, 

which  has  been  the  UK’s  most  authoritative  source  of  information  about  higher 

education  since  1971  (Times  Higher  Education,  2011a),  where  there  was  no  Thai 

public  university  in  the  top  200  universities  of  the  world  (Times  Higher  Education, 

2011b).  In addition, the emergence of the ASEAN Community in 2015 will open the 

market of education (Kotler, Kartajaya and Huan, 2007: vii - viii, 5-10). The threat of 

the entry of new competitors (Porter, 1998: 7-17), both universities in within ASEAN 

and  universities  outside  ASEAN,  will  increase  ASEAN  intensity  of  competitive 

rivalry. 

In conclusion, the implementation of KM in Thai public universities according 

to Higher Education Development Plan No. 10 B.E. 2551-2554 is the public reform 

for  Thai  public  universities.  However,  there  is  no  empirical  research  on  the  major 

determinants affecting the effectiveness of knowledge management implementation in 

Thai public universities according to Higher Education Development Plan No. 10  B.E. 

2551-2554. The researcher, therefore, as a lecturer of Kasetsart Unviersity, would like 

to  study  this  issue  in  order  to  obtain  new  knowledge  about  the  public  policy 

implementation of knowledge management in Thai public universities. 
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1.2  Objectives of the Study 

 

There are two objectives in this study as follows: 

1)  To  investigate  the  major  determinants  affecting  the  effectiveness  of 

knowledge  management  implementation  in  Thai  public  universities  according  to 

Higher Education Development Plan No. 10 B.E. 2551- 2554 

2)  To  recommend  policy  implementation  and  management  alternatives  for 

future policy making and implementation  

 

1.3  Scope of the Study 

 

In  this  study,  the  author  investigates  only  the  effectiveness  of  knowledge 

management  implementation  in  79  Thai  public  universities  under  the  Office  of  the 

Higher  Education  Commission,  excluding  private  universities,  community  colleges, 

and any universities under local administration such as Navamindradhiraj University 

under  the  Bangkok  Metropolitan  Administration  (Office  of  the  Higher  Education 

Commission, 2011). 

 

1.4  Benefits of the Study 

 

1)  This  research  pioneers  the  study  of  the  major  determinants  of  the 

effectiveness  of  knowledge  management  implementation  in  Thai  public  universities 

according to Higher Education Development Plan No. 10 B.E. 2551- 2554. 

2)   The results of the study can be used to provide guidelines for Thai public 

universities  to  improve  their  KM  implementation  according  to  Higher  Education 

Development Plan No. 11 B.E. 2555- 2558. 



 

CHAPTER 2 

 

KNOWLEDGE MANAGEMENT AND  

THAI HIGHER EDUCATION 

 

2.1  Knowledge Management and Its Basic Foundations 

 

The term “knowledge management” is employed to explain the utilization of 

knowledge in an organization from the application of new technology to the management 

of intellectual capital without a clear consensus (Sallis and Jones, 2002: 3; Wallace, 

2007:  15).  However,  KM  definition  could  be  categorized  into  two  points  of  view: 

process/technology, and business/management. (Dalkir, 2005: 4-6; Butler, 2006: 1-6). 

The first view is KM in the view of process/technology, which heavily focuses 

on  IT-oriented  KM.  The  combination  of the  business  requirement  in  business 

processes  and  KM  in  these  definitions  is  very  important  because  KM  is  absolutely 

useful when it follows organizational requirements. For instance, Jessup and Valacich 

considered KM as “the processes of the organization to gain the greatest value from 

its  knowledge  assets  by  using  a  knowledge  management  system,  which  is  the 

combination of communication technology, information storage, and retrieval  systems” 

(Jessup and Valacich, 2006: 101). Next, Laudon and Laudon defined KM as “the set 

of business processes developed in an organization to create, store, transfer, and apply 

knowledge by using knowledge management systems of three types: enterprise-wide-

knowledge  management  systems  (structured  knowledge  systems,  semistructured 

knowledge  systems,  and  knowledge  network  systems),  knowledge  work  systems 

(using  IT  tools  such  as  virtual  reality systems,  computer-aided  design  (CAD),  3D 

visualization), and intelligence techniques (such as data mining, expert systems, and 

fuzzy logic)” (Laudon and Laudon, 2006: 434–461). Last, Turban, Leidner, Mclean, 

Wetherbe indicated that “KM is a process that helps organizations to identify, select, 

organize, disseminate, and transfer important information and expertise that are part 

of the organization’s memory and that typically  reside  within  the  organization  in  an 
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unstructured  manner”  (Turban,  Leidner,  Mclean,  Wetherbe,  2006:  367).  In  conclusion, 

KM is considered as the process of an organization to systematically create and use 

knowledge  for  the  organization’s  competitiveness  by  using  IT  tools  to  facilitate  the 

creation, storage, transfer, and application of organizational knowledge.  

The last view is KM in the business/management view, where the focus is on 

organizational  competitiveness-oriented KM.  Ahmed,  Kok  and  Loh  indicated  that 

“KM  is  the  coming  together  of  organizational  processes,  information  processing 

technologies, organizational strategies, and culture for the enhanced management and 

leverage of human knowledge and learning to the benefit of the company” (Ahmed, 

Kok  and  Loh,  2002:  12-13). Sallis  and  Jones  also  pointed  out  that  “knowledge 

management is about learning what the organization knows and using it creatively and 

productively  as  the  major  source  of  economic  value  and  competitive  advantage  of 

organization”  (Sallis  and  Jones,  2002:  3).  Bergeron  defined  KM  for  organizational 

competitiveness  as  “a  deliberate,  systematic  business  optimization  strategy  that 

selects, distills, stores, organizes, packages, and communicates information essential 

to the business of a company in a manner that improves employee performance and 

corporate competitiveness” (Bergeson, 2003: 8 - 9). In the same year, Groff and Jones 

provided  a  definition  of  KM  as  “the  tools,  techniques,  and  strategies  to  retain, 

analyze, organize, improve, and share business expertise” (Groff and Jones, 2003: 2). 

In addition, Wiig pointed out that “KM is the focus on cognitive science for 

understanding  how  people  work  to  gain  competitive  advantage  in  an organization 

such as conceptual blending, concepts of learning, conceptual skills transfers, decision 

making, problem solving, and personal motivations” (Wiig, 2004: xxi – xxv, 14-15). 

Later,  Takeuchi  and  Nonaka  suggested  that  “KM  is  the  process  of  continuously 

creating  new  knowledge,  disseminating  it widely  through  the  organization,  and 

embodying it quickly in new products/services, technologies, and systems, perpetuating 

change within the organization” (Takeuchi and Nonaka, 2004: ix – x). Dalkir pointed 

out  that  KM  is  comprised  of  the  value-added  tools  for  the  organization  by  defining 

KN  as  “the  deliberate  and  systematic  coordination  of  an  organization’s  people, 

technology, processes, and organizational structure in order to add value through the 

promotion  of  creating,  sharing,  and  applying  knowledge  as  well  as  through  the 

feeding of valuable lessons learned and best practices into corporate memory in order 
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to  foster  continued  organizational  learning  the  process  of  sharing,  distributing, 

creating,  capturing  and  understanding  knowledge  in  a  company”  (Gottschalk,  2005:  1) 

Last, Metcafe defined KM in higher education as “the way to obtain vital knowledge 

for  making  the  university  more  competitive”  (Metcafe,  2006:  1-20).  In  conclusion, 

KM in the view of business regards KM as a tool for managing correct knowledge as 

valuable assets for the competitive advantage of organization. In this study, the KM 

definition in the view of business is employed for managing and conducting correct 

knowledge for Thai public universities according to Higher Education Development 

Plan No. 10 B.E. 2551- 2554. 

 

2.1.1  The Theoretical Foundations of Knowledge Management 

From  the  above  the  classification  of  KM  definition  into  two  points  of  view- 

process/technology, and business/management-the theoretical foundations of knowledge 

management  can  be  classified  into  IT  and  management  (Sallis  and  Jones,  2002:  3; 

Dalkir, 2005; Baskerville and Dulipovici, 2006: 83-105; Butler, 2006: 1-6; Metcafe, 

2006: 1-20; Wallace, 2007: 1-36). 

The first part of the theoretical foundations of knowledge management of IT is 

based on information economics and artificial intelligence. Information economics is 

a branch of microeconomics which points out that information as an economic good 

will affect the economy upon the premise that individual decision-making is based on 

perfect  knowledge  (Birchler  and  Bütler,  2007:  1-4,  13-26).  It  consists  of  two  theoretical 

concepts—intellectual capital and intellectual property. Intellectual capital focuses on 

the value of knowledge as assets (such as trademarks, patents, and copyrights) within 

the  organization.  Knowledge  management  emphasizes  balancing  the  knowledge 

portfolio  for  maximized  return-on-investment.  Intellectual  property  focuses  on 

determining a monetary value for organizational knowledge (Baskerville and Dulipovici, 

2006: 86-90). 

On the other hand, artificial Intelligence (AI) is the area of computer science 

that focuses on the application of human intelligence to computers by using computer-

based  systems  for  emulating  human behaviors  (Laudon  and  Laudon,  2006:  452; 

Turban et al., 2006: 476-477; Shelly and Vermaat, 2010: 737). AI supports knowledge 

management  because  it  employs  many  systematic  tools  for  knowledge  capture  and 
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automation  of  decision-making.  For  example,  expert  systems,  case-based  reasoning, 

and  fuzzy  logic  are  employed  for  capturing tacit  knowledge,  while  neural  networks 

and data mining are used for knowledge discovery (Baskerville and Dulipovici, 2006: 

90,  95-98;  Laudon  and  Laudon,  2006:  452-457).  From  the  above  fields,  knowledge 

economy, knowledge networks and clusters, knowledge assets, knowledge spillovers, 

continuity  management,  knowledge  infrastructure,  knowledge  architecture,  and 

knowledge discovery have been developed by many scholars as key KM theories. 

Another  part  of  the  theoretical  foundations  of  knowledge  management  is 

management as follows: strategic management (core competencies, dynamic capabilities), 

organizational  culture  (cultural  values,  power, control  and  trust),  organizational  structure 

(goal-seeking  organizations),  organizational  behavior  (organizational  creativity, 

innovation,  organizational  learning,  organizational  memory),  quality  management 

(risk  management,  benchmarking),  and  organizational  performance  measurement 

(financial performance measures). From the previous fields, many scholars have also 

developed  key  KM  theories  as  follows:  dumbsizing  (unreasonable  downsizing  for 

successful  payroll  reduction  with  loss  of  critical  knowledge  and  skills),  knowledge 

alliances, knowledge strategy, knowledge marketplace, knowledge capability, knowledge 

culture,  knowledge  organizations,  knowledge  creation,  knowledge  codification, 

knowledge  transfer/reuse,  knowledge  equity,  qualitative  frameworks,  and  performance 

indices (Baskerville and Dulipovici, 2006: 83-105). 

 

2.1.2  Knowledge Types 

There  are  at  least  ways  to  categorize  the  type  of  knowledge  as  follows: 

knowledge  in  the  view  of  process/technology,  knowledge  in  the  view  of  education, 

and knowledge according to the requirements of higher education. 

The first view—KM from the view of process/technology, the classification of 

knowledge can be divided into four types—explicitness, reach, abstraction-level, and 

propositionality (Prat, 2006: 211-220). The first one, which is commonly agreed on in 

the KM literature, is the difference between tacit and explicit knowledge, which was 

first used by Nonaka in 1994. Tacit knowledge refers to the personal knowledge from 

individual experiences which are highly difficult to be documented. Tacit knowledge 

is very important because of its reflection of the organization’s best practices. Hence, 
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identification of this kind of knowledge is the first priority of KM. On the other hand, 

explicit  knowledge  refers  to  tacit  knowledge  that  is  converted  into  a  formal  format 

such as text, tables, diagrams, product specifications, and formal language, which is 

more comfortably shared among individuals (Nickols, 2000: 12-21; Groff and Jones, 

2003; Jessup and Valacich, 2006: 101).  

In addition, the explicitness of knowledge can be categorized into three types 

according to enterprise-wide knowledge management systems—structured,  semistructured, 

and network (tacit). Structured knowledge is created already inside the organization in 

the  form  of  structured  text  documents, reports,  and  presentations.  Semistructured 

knowledge  exists  inside  the  organization  in  the  form  of  less-structured  documents 

such as e-mail, voice mail, chat room exchanges, videos, digital pictures, brochures, 

or bulletin boards. Network knowledge is tacit knowledge which resides in the head 

of experienced employees of the organization (Laudon and Laudon, 2006: 437-439). 

Next,  the  reach  classification  makes a  distinction  between  individual  and 

collective knowledge. Collective knowledge is divided into group, organizational, and 

inter-organizational  knowledge.  The  abstraction-level  classification  distinguishes 

between  specific  and  general  (abstract)  knowledge.  Knowledge  is  often  more  easily 

transferred  in  a  specific  form.  The  last  classification  is  propositionality,  which 

distinguishes  between  declarative  knowledge  (know-what),  procedural  knowledge 

(know-how),  and  strategic  knowledge  (know when  and  how  to  use  declarative  and 

procedural knowledge) (Phye, 1997: 54; Nickols, 2000: 12-21). 

The  second  type  of  knowledge  type  is  considered  in  terms  of  education  as 

follows: a means of control of things (skill), enlargement of acquaintance with them, 

apprehension and understanding things reported by others, and rational knowledge or 

science.  Skill  is  the  most  primary  sense  of  knowledge  because  it  focuses  on  the 

outcome  of  knowing  such  as  how  to  play  the  piano.  Acquaintance  of  knowledge  is 

more complicated than skill because it is not only the outcome of knowing but also 

relates  to  emotion  such  as  a  capacity  of  appreciation.  Apprehension  of  and 

understanding things reported by others is learning from others via a variety of means 

for communication. Rational knowledge or science is a system of logical propositions 

(Monroe, 1991: 611-613). 
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In addition, knowledge in business and education can be categorized into three 

types  according  to  the  level  of  importance for  the  organization  as  follows:  critical 

knowledge  (vital  knowledge  for  forming the  capability  of  the  organization), 

embedded knowledge (technical or intellectual core of the organization activities such 

as subject knowledge of educators, client database of marketing firm, and patents in 

engineering company), and creative knowledge (knowledge for creating innovation). 

The last type of knowledge is the key of the future success of the organization (Sallis 

and Jones, 2002: 4). 

The  last  type  of  knowledge  is  based  on  knowledge  utilization  in  higher 

education/university according to five groups as follows: higher education and society 

(for  understanding  the  relationship  between  higher  education  and  other  major 

institutions  in  the  social,  economic  and  political  setting);  institutional  fabric  of  the 

higher  education  system  (such  as  types  of  organizations–research  universities, 

polytechnics, liberal arts colleges, teacher’s college; different level of degree – short-

cycle diplomas, bachelors’ degree, and doctoral degree; semi-autonomous professional or 

applied school as medicine, law, engineering, and business); governance,  administration, 

and finance (such as knowledge in academic management, human resource management, 

university  management,  management  of  student  affairs,  and  financial  management); 

faculty and students: teaching, learning, and research (such as development of lecturer 

and  student,  curriculum,  teaching,  research,  learning  culture  in  university);  and 

disciplinary  perspectives  on  higher  education  (such  as  anthropology,  comparative 

education,  economics,  higher  education  studies,  history,  law,  organization  theory, 

philosophy,  Public  Administration,  political science)  (Clark  and  Neave,  1992:    x-xxviii, 

1515-1535, 1763-1776). 

In this study, making tacit knowledge explicit (in the first type) with creative 

knowledge (in the second type) for academics, university services for customers, and 

operational  management  (in  the  last  type)  is  employed  in  knowledge  management 

implementation  in  Thai  public  universities  according  to  Higher  Education 

Development Plan No. 10 B.E. 2551- 2554. 

 

2.1.3  Advantages of Knowledge Management 

Many scholars have identified the advantages of KM, which can be classified 

into  two  types:  value  of  KM  for  the organization  and  KM’s  contributions  to 

organizational competitive capacity at the global level. 
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First,  the  benefits  of  KM  can  be  clearly  categorized  by  using  three  values 

preferred  by  the  American  Productivity  and  Quality  Center  (APQC),  which  is  a 

leading  consultant  company  of  the  US:  product-to-market  excellence,  customer 

intimacy,  and  operational  excellence.  Product-to-market  excellence  strongly  focuses 

on external responsiveness to meet the demand of the market, even when the market 

cannot  articulates  it,  on-time  production  with  suitable  speed  by  ensuring  new  ideas 

and  designs  from  both  internal  and  external  source  are  embedded  in  product  or 

service,  accelerating  the  process  of  product  development  by  learning  from  previous 

errors,  and  internally  collecting  and  disseminating  competitive  and  market 

information on time. Next, customer intimacy is about providing good services to the 

customer  through  knowledge  capture  for  selling  and  servicing  customers  efficiently 

and  effectively  and  information  collection from  the  customers  of  the  organization. 

Last, operational excellence focuses on increasing revenue through productivity and 

cost  reduction  in  the  production  and  business  process  (O’Dell,  Elliott  and  Hubert, 

2000: 256-259; Shannak, 2009: 245-246). In addition, the values of KM can also be 

measured  by  two  factors  with  Likert’s  five-point  scale  as  follows:  market-oriented 

and  improvement  of  the  procedure.  The market-oriented  factor  focuses  on  the 

competency of the organization in the external environment, whereas improvement of 

the  procedure  focuses  on  the  internal  environment  of  the  organization  (Wu,  Wu,  Li 

and Huang, 2011: 4393). 

Last,  KM  helps  any  organization  to  compete  at  the  global  level.  With  the 

advance  of  IT,  KM  uses  IT  such  as  portal,  Internet,  Intranet,  Extranet,  wired  and 

wireless  communication  to  connect  the  KM of  all  departments  of  the  organization 

twenty-four hours a day, seven days a week. In addition, the global knowledge market 

has  emerged  since  the  boom  of  the  Internet  and  knowledge  economy  (Frappaolo, 

2002: 2, 8-10, 47-49; Sallis and Jones, 2002: 1-3; Wallace, 2007: 1-33). The global 

knowledge  market  matches  the  needs  of  knowledge  seekers  with  resources  of 

knowledge  providers  and  subsequently  enables  a  knowledge  transaction.  There  are 

three types of a global knowledge market as follows: knowledge auction markets (a 

community of buyers and sellers with the same as online auction sites such as eBay), 

the question and answer-based knowledge market (live exchange of tacit knowledge 

via mediums such as the telephone), and intellectual property knowledge exchanges 
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(such  as  patents,  trade  secrets,  and  trademarks  on  the  global  market)  (Frappaolo, 

2002: 47-49). 

 

2.1.4  KM’s Lifecycle 

As the definition of KM, lack of consensus on steps in KM’s lifecycle exists in 

the  same  track.  However,  there  are  two  interesting  scholars  due  to  their  good 

recapitulation of the KM lifecycle for both process/technology and  business/management. 

For business/management, Dalkir summarizes the major terms of the steps in the KM 

lifecycle found in the KM literature, as presented in Table 2.1, and he then offers an 

integrated  KM  cycle  in  terms  of  three major  stages  as  follows:  knowledge  capture 

and/or creation, knowledge sharing and dissemination, and knowledge acquisition and 

application. Knowledge capture refers to the identification and codification of internal 

and  external  knowledge  in  standard  format  for  cushy  transfer  of  knowledge,  while 

knowledge  creation  is  the  elaborateness  of  new  knowledge  and  innovation. 

Knowledge sharing and dissemination focus on how knowledge is widely dispersed in 

the  organization.  Knowledge  acquisition  is  the  comprehension  of  knowledge,  while 

knowledge application is the employment of knowledge (Dalkir, 2005: 43). 

 

Table 2.1  KM’s Lifecycle 

 

Nikols  

(1999) 

Wiig  

(1993) 

McElroy (1999)  Roller (2003)  Bukowitz & 

Williams (2003) 

Zack  

(1996) 

Acquisition  Creation  Individual and 

group learning 

Planning Get Acquisition 

Organization  Sourcing  Knowledge claim 

validation 

Creating Use Refinement 

Specialization  Compilation  Information 

acquisition 

Integrating Learn Store/ 

retrieve 

Store/access  Transforma-tion  Knowledge 

validation 

Organizing  Contribute  Distribution 

Retrieve  Dissemina-tion  Knowledge 

integration 

Transferring  Assess  Presentation 

Distribution  Application  Maintaining  Build/ 

sustain 

 

Conservation  Value realization  Assessing Divest  

Disposal      

 

Source:  Dalkir, 2005: 43. 
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In addition, Turban, Leidner, Mclean, Wetherbe indicated that three processes 

of KM are knowledge creation (the knowledge acquisition of Holsapple and Joshi in 

2003), knowledge sharing, and knowledge seeking (the knowledge sourcing of Gray 

and  Meister  in  2003).  First,  knowledge  creation  is  the  process  that  generates  new 

knowledge or identifies existing knowledge. The new knowledge is suggested by the 

well-known SECI process offered by Takeuchi and Nonaka in 1995 as a spiral from 

tacit knowledge to explicit knowledge and back to tacit. The processes are as follows: 

socialization (tacit-tacit: tacit knowledge is dispersed and created among individuals 

through direct experience), externalization (tacit-explicit: tacit knowledge is converted into 

explicit  knowledge  through  dialogue  and  reflection),  combination  (explicit-explicit: 

the  process  of  systematic  application  of  explicit  knowledge  and  information  with 

existing  knowledge  into  a  knowledge  system),  and  internalization  (explicit-implicit: 

the new external knowledge is shared within the company. The new explicit knowledge is 

converted to tacit knowledge by learning by doing and adding this knowledge to the 

knowledge pool, in which begins the spiral again) (Takeuchi and Nonaka, 2004: 8-10, 

54-67,  95-101).  Second,  knowledge  sharing  is the  dispersion  of  one’s  knowledge  to 

another individual either via a computer-based system or face-to-face communication. 

Last, knowledge seeking is the investigation and application of internal organizational 

knowledge (Turban et al., 2006: 373 -374). 

For the Thai setting, according to the KM planning manual of the ODPC and 

the  Foundation  of  Thailand  Productivity  Institute,  KM’s  lifecycle  for  the  Thai  civil 

service system comprises knowledge identification, knowledge creation and acquisition, 

knowledge  organization,  knowledge  codification  and  refinement,  knowledge  access, 

knowledge sharing, and learning (ODPC and FTPI, 2005: 5-6). 

Therefore,  according  to  the  above  literature,  KM’s  lifecycle  is  comprised  of 

knowledge acquisition (which seeks new and existing knowledge from both internal 

and external sources), knowledge storage, and knowledge dissemination. 

 

2.2  Knowledge Management in the Public Sector 

 

Knowledge management in public sector is formally studied by two scholars 

in  two  settings:  the  Canadian  context  by  Sinclair  in  2006  and  the  U.S.  context  by 
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McNabb in 2007. Sinclair wrote “Stealth KM” from his experience within the Public 

Works  and  Government  Services  Canada (PWGSC),  a  large  bureaucratic  Canadian 

government department. He presented an innovative way to apply business concepts 

in  knowledge  management  initiatives  in  the  public  sector,  such  as  measurement  of 

KM in the public sector. He pointed out four practical choices for KM measurement 

as  follows:  the  KM  capacity  check/audit or  KM  Maturity  Survey,  the  Balanced 

scorecard, the customized matrix, and the strategic framework for measurement. KM 

Maturity  Survey,  developed  by  the  Canadian  Institute  of  Knowledge  Management 

(CIKM), comprises questions in the following areas: knowledge planning, knowledge 

retention,  knowledge  sharing  and  reuse,  knowledge  processes,  knowledge  tools,  and 

knowledge  culture.  The  balanced  scorecard measures  KM  in  four  areas—finance, 

clients,  processes,  and  employees.  The  customized  matrix  measures  KM  from  a 

resource point of view in three areas—current knowledge use, knowledge and value, 

and  future  knowledge  use.  The  strategic  framework  for  measurement  provides  KM 

indicators for strategic outcomes of small, core sets of projects that impact everyone 

in  the  organization.  In  addition,  Sinclair  adapted  the  four  pillars  of  KM  at  George 

Washington  University  and  proposed  critical  factors  for  KM  as  follows:  people  and 

leadership, organizational process, technology, and learning. (Sinclair, 2006: VIII-XI, 

21-109, 137-139). 

Later,  McNabb  wrote  “Knowledge  Management  in  the  Public  Sector”  as  the 

first  textbook  that  propose  knowledge  management  techniques  in  American 

government  agencies,  it  covers  such  important  concepts  as  collecting,  categorizing, 

processing,  distributing,  and  archiving  critical  organization  data  and  information—

and then converting and disseminating these resources to all who need to share in the 

organizational knowledge. He employed the survey of Girard in 2005 to identify the 

critical factors for KM as follows: technology, culture, leadership, measurement, and 

process (McNabb, 2007: 45-206). 

For Thailand’s context, there has been one qualitative dissertation written on 

KM in the public sector at Chulalongkorn University by Pornpimol Hansapiromchoke 

in 2007 by using content analysis on 140 strategic plans and performance agreements 

in fiscal year 2004, in-depth interviews with 20 chief knowledge officers, focus group 

sessions  with  11  experts,  and  verification  of  the  model  by  5  experts.  Hansapiromchoke 
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pointed out the factors affecting the knowledge management in the Thai public sector 

as follows: learning (individual learning, group level, organization level and learning 

skill), organization (corporate culture, strategy, communication, process and tools for 

KM,  rewards  and  recognition,  and  structure),  people  (administrator,  personnel  and 

customer),  and  technology  (Information  technology  system  and  technology  to 

leverage learning) (Pornpimol Hansapiromchoke, 2007: 87-271). In addition, Vallerut 

Pobkeeree,  Pathom  Sawanpanyalert  and  Nirat  Sirichotiratana  conducted  a  quantitative 

research,  “Factors  affecting  knowledge  management  at  a  public  health  institute  in 

Thailand,”  and  found  that  organizational culture,  information  and  technology,  and 

administration and management, using Pearson correlation, were key factors affecting 

KM  at  a  Ministry  of  Public  Health  institute  at  a  .001  level  of  significance  (Vallerut 

Pobkeeree, Pathom Sawanpanyalert and Nirat Sirichotiratana, 2009: 151-162).  

 

2.3  Background of Higher Education and Public Universities in Thailand 

 

2.3.1  Background of Higher Education 

Education  in  Thailand  can  be  traced  back  to  the  13th  century  when 

Ramkamhaeng  the  Great  created  the  first  Thai  alphabet,  using  as  its  basis  the  Mon 

and Khmer scripts in 1292. Thai traditional education, taught by Buddhist monks to 

commoners and by Royal Institution of Instruction (Rajabundit) to princes and sons of 

nobles, was limited to a small percentage of the population in which was not suitable 

for  Thailand’s  independence  and  modernization.  King  Chulalongkorn  (Rama  V) 

introduced radical government reforms as Weberian bureaucracy from 1892 to 1895. 

That  reform  needed  western-oriented higher  education  (Srirath  Gohwong,  1998:  86-

90; Fry, 2002: 4; Jaras Suwanwela, 2002: 3; Wyatt, 2003: 205; Office of the Higher 

Education Commission, 2008b). 

According  to  the  era’s  classification  of  the  Bureau  of  International 

Cooperation Strategy, Office of the Higher Education Commission, western-oriented 

higher  education  in  Thailand  can  be  categorized  into  three  eras:  the  early 

modernization  era  (1889-1931),  the  post  revolution  era  (1932-1949),  and  the 

development  planning  era  (1950-present).  In  the  first  era,  higher  education  was  set 

according  to  from  the  King’s  vision  of  such elements  as  a  medical  school  at  Siriraj 
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Hospital  in  1889  (which  was  the  beginning  of  higher  education  in  Thailand)  and 

Chulalongkorn  University  in  1916.  Next,  the post  revolution  era  needed  lots  of 

knowledge  workers,  especially  for  the  public  sector,  from  higher  education,  which 

was  under  the  discretion  of  political  leaders  and  civil  servants.  Therefore,  the 

establishment  of  higher  education  institutions  (such  as  Thammasat  University  in 

1933,  the  University  of  Medical  Sciences (Mahidol  University),  the  Agricultural 

University  (Kasetsart  University),  and  the  Fine  Arts  University  (Silpakorn 

University)—all  in  1943)  was  inevitable  for  serving  the  demand  of  knowledge 

workers.  

In addition, with the emergence of development discourse via modernization 

or westernization, the era of development planning started from the establishment of 

the National Economic and Social Development Board (NESDB) in 1950, which led 

to  a  prodigious  expansion  of  Thai  higher  education  in  eight  ways.  First,  a 

decentralization  program  was  launched for  increasing  higher  education  by  the 

establishment  of  Chiang  Mai  University  in  the  north,  Khon  Kaen  University  in  the 

northeast, and Prince of Songkla University in the south from 1964 to 1967. Second, 

specialized  institutions  were  established  in  the  late  60s  and  early  70s,  such  as  The 

National Institute of Development Administration (NIDA) and the Asian Institute of 

Technology  (AIT).  Third  was  the  amalgamation  of  existing  schools  and  colleges  as 

institutes  and  universities  such  as  King Mongkut’s  Institute  of  Technology  in  1971, 

Srinakharinwirot  University  in  1974,  Maejo  University  in  1975.  Fourth,  private 

universities  and  colleges  offered  international  programmes.  Fifth,  in  the  1990s,  six 

regional  universities  were  established  as  follows:  Burapha  University,  Naresuan 

University,  Mahasarakham  University,  Thaksin  University,  Ubon  Ratchathani 

University, and Suranaree University of Technology. Sixth, the establishment of two 

open admission universities, Ramkhamhaeng University and Sukhothai Thammathirat 

University in 1971 and 1979, responded to the demand of higher education. Seventh, 

the Rajamangala Universities of Technology System was employed in 1975. Seventh, 

40  Rajabhat  Universities,  formerly  Rajabhat  Institutes,  were  upgraded  to  university 

status  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Office  of  the  Higher  Education  Commission 

(OHEC) according to The Rajabhat University Act of 2004. Eighth, the establishment 

of  new  autonomous  universities,  such  as  Mae  Fah  Luang  University  in  Chiang  Rai 
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province in 1999, was implemented (Jaras Suwanwela, 2002: 49; Wyatt, 2003: 216; 

Office of the Higher Education Commission, 2008b; Baker and Pasuk Phongpaichit, 

2009: 66-67, 96-99, 207-209).  

Nowadays, there are two types of higher education institutions in Thailand as 

follows:  public  universities  and  private  universities.  In  terms  of  the  public  agency 

type,  public  universities  have  two  types:  state  universities  and  autonomous 

universities. State universities are bureaucracies in which the administration of each is 

operated  by  the  president  with  the  university  council  (which  comprises  chairperson, 

president,  deans,  directors  of  the  institutes  of  the  university  and  other  qualified 

persons not salaried by the university) as sources of policy, and the Dean’s Council 

and  the  Faculty  Senate  as  two  advisory  bodies.  Autonomous  universities  are 

autonomous  public  organizations  (APOs)  which  have  their  own  systems  for  full 

autonomy  in  administrative  structure,  budgeting  and  asset  management.  In  addition, 

the  classification  of  the  public  university  can  be  categorized  into  three  types  of 

mission according to Higher Education Development Plan No. 10 B.E. 2551-2554 as 

follows:  specialized/comprehensive  university,  research  university  and  graduate 

university, and the 4-year university. For the private universities, each one has its own 

council as the administrative body for operating the general affairs of university and 

organizing  its  internal  administrative  structure  (Office  of  the  Higher  Education 

Commission, 2008a: 32-35; Office of the Higher Education Commission, 2008b).  

 

2.3.2  Public Universities in Thailand 

Nowadays,  there  are  79  public  universities  in  Thailand  which  comprise  65 

state universities and 14 autonomous universities, as seen in Table 2.2.  
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Table 2.2  Public Universities in Thailand 

 

Types of Public 

Universities 

System of Public 

Universities 

Names of Public Universities 

State universities -  Kasetsart University 

-  Thammasat University 

-  Srinakharinwirot University 

-  National Institute of Development 

Administration (NIDA) 

-  Silpakoen University 

-  Naresuan University 

-  Maejo University 

-  Khon Kaen University 

-  Ubon Ratchathani University 

-  Mahasarakham University 

-  Prince of Songkla University 

-  Princess of Narathiwat University 

-  Nakhon Phanom University 

-  Pathumwan Institute of Technology 

-  Ramkhamhaeng University 

-  Sukhothai Thammathirat Open 

University 

Rajabhat 

Universities System 

(40 universities) 

Chiangrai Rajabhat University 

Chiangmai Rajabhat University 

Lampang Rajabhat University 
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Table 2.2  (Continued) 

 

Types of Public 

Universities 

System of Public 

Universities 

Names of Public Universities 

  Uttaradit Rajabhat University 

Kamphaengphet Rajabhat university 

Nakhon Sawan Rajabhat university 

Pibulsongkram Rajabhat university 

Phetchaboon Rajabhat University 

Loei Rajabhat University 

Sakon Nakhon Rajabhat University 

Udon thani Rajabhat University 

Rajabhat Maha sarakham University 

Nakhon Ratchasima Rajabhat University 

Buriram Rajabhat University 

Surindra Rajabhat University 

Ubon Ratchathani Rajabhat University 

Sisaket Rajabhat University 

Chaiyaphum Rajabhat University 

   Kalasin Rajabhat University 

Roi-et Rajabhat University 

Rajanagarindra Rajabhat University 

Thepsatri Rajabhat University 
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Table 2.2  (Continued) 

 

Types of Public 

Universities 

System of Public 

Universities 

Names of Public Universities 

    

 

Phranakhon Si Ayutthaya Rajabhat 

University 

Valaylongkorn Rajabhat University 

Rambhaibarni Rajabhat University 

Kanchanaburi Rajabhat University 

Nakhon Pathom Rajabhat University 

Phetchaburi Rajabhat University 

Muban Chom Bung Rajabhat University 

Phuket Rajabhat University 

Yala Rajabhat University 

Songkhla Rajabhat University 

Nakhon Si Thammarat Rajabhat 

University 

Surat Thani Rajabhat University 

Chandrakasem Rajabhat University 

Dhonburi Rajabhat University 

Bansomdejchaopraya Rajabhat 

University 

Phranakhon Rajabhat University 

Suan Dusit Rajabhat University 

Suan Sunandha Rajabhat University 
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Table 2.2  (Continued) 

 

Types of Public 

Universities 

System of Public 

Universities 

Names of Public Universities 

  Rajamangala 

Universities of 

Technology System 

(9 universities) 

Rajamangla University of Technology 

Thunyaburi 

Rajamangla University of Technology 

Krungthep 

Rajamangla University of Technology 

Tawan-ok 

Rajamangla University of Technology 

Phranakon 

Rajamangla University of Technology 

Srivijaya 

Rajamangala University of Technology 

Lanna 

Rajamangla University of Technology 

Suvanabhumi 

Rajamangla University of Technology 

Rattanakosin 

Rajamangla University of Technology 

Isan 

Autonomous 

universities 

-  Chulalongkorn University 

-  Chiang Mai University 

-  Thaksin University 

-  King Mongkut's University of 

Technology Thonburi 

 



23 
 

Table 2.2  (Continued) 

 

Types of Public 

Universities 

System of Public 

Universities 

Names of Public Universities 

 -  King Mongkut's Institute of Technology 

North Bangkok 

-  King Mongkut’s Institute of Technology 

Chaokuntaharn Ladkrabang 

-  Burapha University 

-  University of Phayao 

-  Mahidol University 

-  Mae Fah Luang University 

-  Walailak University 

-  Suranaree University of Technology 

-  Mahachulalongkornrajavidyalaya 

University 

-  Mahamakut Buddhist University 

 

Source:  Office of the Higher Education Commission, 2011. 

 

2.4  Knowledge Management in Higher Education 

 

2.4.1  Knowledge Management and NPM 

Knowledge management is implemented in higher education around the globe 

due  to  two  external  forces  as  follows:  UNESCO’s  Vision  and  Action  for  Higher 

Education  in  the  Twenty-First  Century,  and  high  competition  in  knowledge-based 

business.  In  1998,  UNESCO  pointed  out  the  missions  and  functions  of  higher 

education  in  Article  1:  Mission  to  educate,  to  train  and  to  undertake  research  as 
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follows:  to  educate  highly-qualified  graduates  and  responsible  citizens,  to  provide 

opportunities for higher learning and for learning throughout life, to advance, create, 

and disseminate knowledge through research and provide as part of its service to art 

and  cultural  maintenance  and  support,  and  to  develop  and  improve  education  at  all 

levels. In addition, UNESCO identified the vision of higher education for knowledge 

management in Article 5: Advancing knowledge through research in science, the arts 

and  humanities  and  the  dissemination  of  its  results.  Therefore,  the  production  of 

research  and  innovations  with  long-term  orientation  toward  social  and  cultural  aims 

and needs is an essential function of higher education (UNESCO, 1998). 

In  addition,  nowadays  universities  inevitably  enter  into  the  knowledge-based 

business and they increasingly face lots of pressures from the marketplace in a similar 

way to other businesses from the threat of entry by new competitors (Porter, 1998: 7-17), 

such as private research enterprises. Universities have transformed themselves from a 

“community of scholars” to a “workplace as knowledge-intensive organization” due 

to the boom of NPM and IT (Pornchai Mongkhonvanit, 2005: 13-17; Deem, Hillyard 

and Reed, 2007: 1-3). Hence, according to the threats from the external environment 

of universities, knowledge management is the most important tool for universities to 

possess and utilize knowledge as their own assets and intellectual capital for serving 

society’s needs and for competing in a wider global marketplace for higher education 

(Suresh and Mahesh, 2006: 3-7,  21-23; Petrides and Nguyen, 2006: 21-33). 

The  most  outstanding  intellectual  root of  KM  in  the  university  is  the  new 

public management (NPM) (Metcalfe, 2006: 6-8; Deem, Hillyard and Reed, 2007: 1- 

28), which hypothesizes that management is management, no matter whether for the 

public  or  private  sector.  NPM  is  the  application  of  market  mechanisms  and  private 

sector’s techniques, such as KM, to the public sector (Srirath Gohwong, 1998: 50-68). 

Examples  of  papers  concerning  the  application  of  NPM  in  the  public  sector  are  as 

follows: Reprivatization’s Peter Drucker in 1968 (Drucker, 1969: 212-242); Supply-

side fiscal policy in the 1980s (Sobel, Stroup, Macpherson and Gwartney, 2006: 268-

272)  with  the  implementation  of  the  supply-side  fiscal  policy  and  public  reform  of 

Margaret  Thatcher,  Ronald  Reagan, and  Brian  Mulroney;  Minnowbrook  II  (1988) 

(Frederickson, 1989: 95-107); the market model of B. Guy Peters (Peters, 1994: 300-

306,  1995a:  344-345,  1995b:  299,  1996:  21-46);  and the  entrepreneurial  spirit  of 

David Osborne and Ted Gaebler (Osborne and Gaebler, 1992: xv-24). 
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KM  in  the  university,  which  is  the  application  of  NPM,  has  its  intellectual 

roots in economics as follows: academic capitalism, academic managerialism, digital 

capitalism, and organizational economics (Foss and Mahnke, 2003: 78-98; Metcalfe, 

2006: 4-12). 

Academic capitalism, first used by Slaughter and Leslie in 1997 to explain the 

market-like behaviors of the university, has dual economic roles: generating revenue 

for universities and serving academic services to boost the global competitiveness of 

firms.  Hence,  the  production  of  human  capital  or  intellectual  property,  according  to 

resource  dependency  theory,  is  one  of  the important  functions  of  the  university  in 

terms  of  affording  alternative  revenue  for  university.  In  addition,  the  theory  of 

academic  capitalism  was  further  developed  by  Slaughter  and  Rhoades  in  2004  by 

using interpersonal and interorganizational networks with IT support, such as research 

collaboration between the university and private firms in order to achieve competitive 

advantage and to increase revenue for the university. 

Academic  managerialism  is  another  theory  which  distinguishes  from  the 

revenue  management  of  academic  capitalism  by  focusing  change  in  the  internal 

division of labor and HRM within the university due to the emergence of IT such as 

training  and  job  analysis.  Whereas  the  instructional  function  was  previously  carried 

out  by  the  lone  faculty  member  with  the support  of  graduate  teaching  assistants, 

laboratory technicians, and secretaries, today’s faculty have shifted their teaching to a 

digital environment and share the instructional function with instructional designers, 

multimedia  specialists,  courseware  support  analysts,  library  information  specialists, 

and classroom technicians. Hence, faculty members are more controlled and have lost 

their autonomy. 

Digital  capitalism  is  a  theory  which  focuses  on  the  shift  of  the  university’s 

knowledge  assets  into  the  digital  environment,  and  indicate  a  linkage  between  the 

university and capitalism in three ways—the commoditization of education (through 

distance learning and electronic courseware as a contribution to knowledge capital), 

consumers of IT, and partnership with the industry and business in research alliances. 

Organizational  economics  is  a  theory  that  studies  the  organization  from  the 

point  of  view  of  economists  (i.e.,  transaction  cost  economics—TCE,  agency  theory, 

team theory and   property rights theory). It has been generally known that it has no 
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role  in  the  development  of  KM.  However,  the  work  of  Foss  and  Mahnke  in  2003 

clearly  applied  of  organizational  economics  to  KM  by  applying  notions  of 

contracting,  team  production,  complementarities,  hold-up,  etc.  to  KM  issues  (i.e., 

creating  and  integration  knowledge,  rewarding  knowledge  workers,  etc.);  for 

example,  the  use  of  high-powered  incentives  for  organization-specific  learning  will 

increase  higher  skilled,  wealthier  employees,  and  pre-specified  output  within  the 

organization (Foss and Mahnke, 2003: 78-98). 

 

2.4.2  Research About KM in Higher Education  

Research about KM in higher education employs quantitative, qualitative, and 

mixed quantitative and qualitative research techniques. For the quantitative technique, 

Coukos-Semmel  studied  knowledge  management  about  the  processes  and  strategies 

used  in  United  States  research  universities.  Descriptive  statistics  and  inferential 

analyses  (analysis  of  variance,  correlation analysis,  and  discriminant  analysis)  were 

employed. The discriminant model was 76% accurate and the most critical factors for 

effective KM are technology and measurement strategies. (Coukos-Semmel, 2003: 4-43) 

Regarding  the  qualitative  technique,  Boonsong  Hanpanich  indicated  that  the 

factors  affecting  the  knowledge  management  in  Thai  higher  education  were  as 

follows:  the  leader  or  administrators,  communication,  and  Culture  (Boonsong 

Hanpanich,  2003:  132-135,  227-229).  Later,  Cranfield  and  Taylor  employed  seven 

higher  education  institutions  in  the  United  Kingdom  as  a  case  study  by  using  the 

grounded  theory  methodology  and  they  then indicated  two  critical  factors  for  KM 

implementation  in  UK  higher  education:  the  characteristics  of  academic  staff 

(perception of academic staff), and the characteristics of universities (such as culture, 

management structure and style, difficulties experienced). In addition, type and size of 

institutions  are  employed  as  two  control  variables  in  this  research  (Cranfield  and 

Taylor, 2008: 85-100). 

For  the  mixed  approach,  Jutharat  Sarawanawong  et  al.  indicated  that  the 

factors  affecting  the  knowledge  management  at  Khon  Kaen  University  (KKU)  by 

using  the  mixed-research  approaches  (such  as  in-depth  interview  (structured-interview 

questions),  survey  method  (questionnaires), and  experts’  evaluation)  are  as  follows: 

commitment of the culture,   information technology, staff, organization management, 
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leadership,  chief  knowledge  officer  (CKO) and  KM  team,  KM  process,  and  useful 

measurements (Jutharat Sarawanawong et al., 2009: 288-298). 

 

2.4.3  Knowledge Management and Quality Assurance in Thai Higher  

          Education 

Nowadays,  the  academic  freedom  of  degree-granting  institutions  and  the 

excellence  of  the  higher  education  (HE) of  Thailand  are  under  the  control  of  the 

Office of the Higher Education Commission (OHEC), Ministry of Education (MEd). 

The  OHEC,  directed  by  the  Higher  Education  Commission  (HEC),  supervises  HE, 

corresponding  to  National  Education  Act  B.E.  2542,  by  providing  greater  equity  of 

access and increasing the quality of HE, which are two key goals of the Act (Nipone 

Sookpreedee, 2005: 53-71; Office of the Higher Education Commission, 2008b). For 

providing greater equity of access, privatization is employed by changing the public 

sector  role  in  public  universities  from  regulatory  to  supervisory  through  the 

corporatization of the public university to the autonomous university. 

In  addition,  for  increasing  the  quality  of  HE,  national  standards,  educational 

standards for internal quality assurance, and educational standards for external quality 

assessment (through the founding of the Office for National Education Standards and 

Quality  Assessment,  ONESQA  in  late  2000)  have  been  set  for  guaranteeing  this 

quality  (Krissanapong  Kirtikara,  2001:  3;  Pornchulee  Achava-Amrung,  7–9;  Nipone 

Sookpreedee, 2005: 55, 66–67; Office of the Higher Education Commission, 2010: 1). 

The quality assurance of Thai HE has its roots in  the Thailand Quality Award (TQA), 

a  world-class  award  of  the technical and  decision-making processes  from  the 

American  education’s  Malcolm  Baldrige  National  Quality  Award  (MBNQA).  TQA, 

therefore, is employed for the framework of quality awards of public agencies, state 

enterprises, and private firms such as Hospital Accreditation (HA), the Public Sector 

Management  Quality  Award  (PMQA),  and State  Enterprise  Performance  (SEPA) 

(Office  of  Thailand  Quality  Award,  Foundation  of  Thailand  Productivity  Institute, 

2010: 1-12). 

For Thai HE, the Educational Criteria for Performance Excellence (EdPEx) is 

the  standard  for  quality  assurance,  which  has  its  base  in  TQA  and  MBNQA. 

Knowledge management is one of seven criteria for quality assessment of EdPEx as 
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follows:  leadership,  strategic  planning,  customer  focus,  measurement,  analysis  and 

knowledge management, workforce focus, process management, results (Office of the 

Higher  Education  Commission,  2009:  1-13; Office  of  Thailand  Quality  Award, 

Foundation of Thailand Productivity Institute, 2010: 1-12). 

 

 

 

  



 

CHAPTER 3 

 

LITHEORETICAL FRAMEWORK AND A PROPOSED  

MODEL FOR ANALYSIS 

 

This chapter continues with the literature reviews of knowledge management 

and Thai higher education. 

 

3.1  Theoretical Framework: Literature Review 

 

3.1.1  The Concept of Implementation 

There  is  no  consensus  on  the  concept  of  implementation  literature.  Policy 

implementation is generally described as carrying out the courses of action that have 

been  chosen  (Colebatch,  2007:  50).  There  are  three  ways  for  explaining  policy 

implementation:  Top-Down:  Pressman  and  Wildavsky  (1973);  Van  Meter  and  Van 

Horn (1975); Bardach (1977); Mazmanian and Sabatier (1983); Bottom-Up: Michael 

Lipsky’s Street-level bureaucrats (1980); Merilee S. Grindle (1980) and the integrated 

approach:  Robert  T.  Nakamura  and  Frank  Smallwood  (1980);  Paul  Berman  (1978); 

and Voradej Chandarasorn’s six famous policy implementation models (2008). 

In  the  dawn  of  the  study  of  public policy  implementation,  Pressman  and 

Wildavsky were the pioneers of the field that comprehensively examined the factors 

affecting  the  effectiveness  of  the  Economic  Development  Administration’s  (EDA) 

plan to hire unemployed minorities of Oakland in California by using interviews and a 

variety of documents. This program started with high hope for reducing unemployment in 

1966 by spending $23,289,000 in loans and grants to enterprises in Oakland for 3,000 

jobs. However, 3 years later, EDA invested only $ 4 million and 63 new jobs created, 

many fewer jobs than originally expected. 

According to their study, although they did not create a theoretical model for 

public policy implementation explicitly, Voradej Chandarasorn indicated three groups 

of  factors  affecting  public  policy  implementation  as  follows:  the  factors  affecting 
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policy formulation (such as the suitability of the target group, the targeted society and 

the  cooperation  of  local  agencies,  coordination  among  agencies  involved,  and  the 

existence  of  key  actors),  the  complexity  of  joint  action  (such  as  ability  about 

coordination  among  agencies,  the  complexity  of  decision-making  process  from  the 

number  of  any  jointed  action  or  agencies involved,  ability  to  fix  the  lateness  of  the 

project, and level of clear and feasible goals of the project), and the factors that links 

policy  and  implementation  (learning  ability  of  organization  from  experience, 

understanding  and  acceptance  of  the  relationship  between  goals  (ends)  and  means, 

and the continuity of the policy life cycle, the soundness of the implementation theory 

employed) (Pressman and Wildavsky, 1973: xi-162; Nakamura and Smallwood, 1980: 

14; Voradej Chandarasorn, 2008: 76-79). 

Two  years  after  the  publication  of  Pressman  and  Wildavsky’s  paper,  their 

paper was supported by the work of Van Meter and Carl E. Van Horn. The model of 

Van  Meter  and  Van  Horn  resulted  from  a  consideration  of  the  various  incremental 

developments involved in the public policy process, such as organizational changes, 

the  development  of  organizational  controls,  and  the  evolution  of  organizational 

complexity, the effect of major reorganizations, the impact of judicial decisions, and 

the analysis of inter-governmental relations. Their research produced a new theory of 

public  policy  implementation,  named  “A  Model  of  Inter-government  Policy 

Implementation.”  They  also  developed  a model  of  the  public  policy  implementation 

process,  identifying  the  major  public  policy  factors  shaping  the  linkage  between 

policy and performance (Van Meter and Van Horn, 1975: 200- 217) as follows: policy 

(standards and objectives; resources), linkage (interorganizational communication and 

enforcement  activities;  characteristics  of  the  implementing  agencies;  economic, 

social, and political conditions; the disposition of implementers), and performance.  

After that Eugene Bardach is also another top-down approach in public policy 

implementation and launched his famous book in 1980, “The implementation Game.” 

He  points  out  that  public  policy  implementation  should  be  considered  as  an 

implementation  game,  which  distinguishes  public  policy  implementation  from 

expected  goal(s).  In  fact,  the  implementation  process  is  a  loosely  interconnected 

system  of  political  and  bureaucratic  strategies  of  various  interest  groups,  where  all 

groups  pursue  their  own  goals.  These  goals  may  or  may  not  reflect  the  goals  of  the 
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policy mandate. Therefore, the game occurs due to disagreement or conflicts in public 

policy goals, or the complexity of the interaction or decision-making process from the 

number of any jointed actions or agencies involved, or resources (such as budget and 

materials)  are  allocated  by  using  the  implementation  game,  and  the  negative  effect 

(such  as  diversion  of  resources,  deflection  of  goals,  dilemmas  of  administration, 

dissipation of energies) will play its role. His analysis of public policy implementation 

as  a  game  is  more  advanced  than  Pressman  and  Wildavsky’s  notion  by  using  a 

framework for policy game analysis and suggesting solutions for fixing the negative 

consequence  of  the  game  (such  as  improving  the  quality  of  services  by  licensing, 

holding  placement  workers  accountable, creating  slack  in  supply,  improving 

information  for  consumers  and  more  sophisticated  reimbursement  methods).  In  this 

book, he employs the L-P-S Act (1967) as a case study for confirming his explanations 

of implementation game. (Bardach, 1977: 1- 315) 

Three  years  later,  Berman  studied  the  conceptual  framework  for  macro  and 

micro implementation of social policy in 1978. He strongly believes that it is useless 

to study public policy implementation without a linkage between the macro and micro 

level.  He  points  out  clearly  that  implementation  problems  come  mostly  from  the 

interaction between a policy and its institutional setting at both the macro and micro 

level.  Berman  indicated  that  public  policy  implementation  is  the  study  of  the 

conditions  under  which  a  policy  choice,  P, with  technical  validity  do  lead  to  the 

desired outcome, O or public policy effectiveness as the formula: I = (P, Insti.), where 

as I = Implemented program, P = policy choice, Insti. = Policy’s institutional setting). 

Hence, Berman classifies two levels of problems in public policy implementation as 

follows:  the  macro  and  micro  level.  The  first  problem  has  its  setting  in  the  entire 

public sector and focuses on how policy-maker execute policy so as to get the desired 

outcome, while the latter has its setting in local delivery organization and focuses on 

how  local  delivery  organization  can  adapt public  policy  from  macro-level  to  be 

suitable for its local setting.  

In  addition,  Berman  points  out  the critical  factors  for  public  policy 

implementation  at  both  the  macro  and  micro  level  as  follows:  macro  level  with 

political  issues  (goal  discrepancies,  influence  and  authority  differentials,  resource 

deficiencies, communication difficulty among organizations) and bureaucratic issues 



32 
 

regarding  the  difficulties  and  uncertainties from  the  number  of  policy  passages  or 

agencies; and micro-level (bilateral interaction between providers and their customers 

in  the  service  delivery,  ambiguity  of  output  criteria,  openness  of  agency  to  its 

environment). 

Berman  presents  a  chain  of  the  macro-implementation  of  policy  as  follows: 

administration, adoption, micro-implementation, and technical validity.  Administration  is 

the translation of a policy to a specific program. There are two problems at this stage. 

First, goal discrepancy is defined as ambiguity in intention, reflected by multi-goals 

with conflicts among them and lack of specificity about means. A greater ambiguity 

of  policy  leads  to  more  cooptation/dependency  on  the  characteristics  of  the  agency. 

Last, more levels of passages (the larger the size, the greater complexity, and the more 

the formalization of the administering agency) lead to the more cooptation. Adoption 

has one problem—the slippage between programmatic guidelines and local response 

which  can  arise  in  many  ways.  For  example,  lack  of  incentives  for  local  authorities 

leads  to  slippage  in  terms  of  compliance  (influence  and  authority  differentials)  and 

consonance  (goal  discrepancies).  When  the  consonance  is  low,  compliance  of  local 

authorities  is  low  due  to  little  monitoring  and  enforcement  from  policy  makers. 

Another  example  concerns  the  adoption  fallacy  where  policymakers  and  their 

evaluators  ignore  micro-implementation  by  using  the  assumption—the  adopted 

project  is  the  same  as  the  implemented  practice.  Mutation  is  the  adaptation  of  local 

agencies to public policy, which leads to various form of implementation as formula: 

In  =  f  (A,  Org.),  where  as  In  =  Implementation  in  n  forms,  A  =  Adoption  of  local 

agencies,  Org.  =  characteristics  of  each  particular  local  delivery  organization.  The 

greater the adaptation of a project to the local setting leads to the less influence from 

government  programs.  The  effectiveness  of  policy  is  based  on  the  macro-structure 

with the local implementers and street-level bureaucrats. Micro-implementation is the 

adaptation  of  a  project  to  its  local  setting.  Its  effectiveness  depends  on  the  mutual 

adaptation  between  a  project  and  the  organizational  setting.  Technical  validity  is 

about  how  good  the  policy’s  ideas,  laws,  technology  are.  In  addition,  Berman  also 

presents  a  three-phase  model  of  micro-implementation  as  follows:  mobilization, 

deliverer implementation, and institutionalization (Berman, 1978: 1-36). 
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Next,  Michael  Lipsky  discusses  street-level  bureaucrats  in  1980.  He  investigates 

what  happens  at  the  street  level,  where  policy  is  translated  into  practice  in  various 

agencies  such  as  schools,  courts  and  welfare  agencies.  He  argues  that  public  policy 

implementation  is  carried  out  by  street-level  implementers  (such  as  teachers,  police 

workers and other law enforcement personnel, social workers, judges, public lawyers 

and other court officers, health workers), who have an influence over the effectiveness 

of  implementation.  Hence,  they  should  be  considered  as  part  of  policy  formulation 

because  these  public  service  workers  use  two  key  strategies,  discretion  and  relative 

autonomy from organization autonomy, by modifying public policy goals for coping 

with the uncertainties and external pressures from policy-makers and citizens, not for 

improving public services.  

According to Lipsky’s view, public policy is not best understood as made in 

legislatures  or  top-floor  suites  of  high  ranking  administrators,  because  in  important 

ways  it  is  actually  made  in  crowded  offices  and  daily  encounters  of  street-level 

workers. Policy conflict is not only expressed as contention of interest groups but also 

is located in the struggles between individual workers and citizens who challenge or 

submit to client processing. The structure of street-level bureaucracy confronts clients 

with  dilemmas  bearing  in  action.  Consumers  of  public  services,  once  they  have 

decided  on  or  been  consigned  to  a  place  of residence,  with  rare  exceptions  cannot 

choose  the  public  services  to  which  they  will  be  subject.  Lipsky  argued  that 

implementers  typically  face  choices  and competing  demands  and  dilemmas  in  their 

service works. Those problems were often neglected in policy implementation. 

Finally, Michael Lipsky’s thought about street-level bureaucrats is, in fact, the 

bottom-up  approach  in  public  policy  implementation  because  he  focuses  on  the 

operational level of public administration, especially street-level bureaucrats interpret 

the  policy  goals  and  select  the  best  use  of  scarce  resources  under  pressure  from 

operational environment (Lipsky, 1980: xi-211). 

Two years later, Robert T. Nakamura and Frank Smallwood pointed out that 

one  key  factor  in  the  policy  formulation  environment  is  the  clarity  in  policy 

instructions  and  directives.  Lack  of  clarity  can  arise  from  many  constraints  such  as 

inadequate  information,  complexity  in  identification  and  definition  of  policy 

problems.  In  addition,  they  also  pointed  out  three  key  influences  within  the 
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implementation environment in his book, “The Politics of Policy Implementation” in 

1980  as  follows:  1)  actors  and  arenas,  2)  organizational  structures  and  bureaucratic 

norms, and 3) communications networks and compliance mechanisms. For the actors 

and  arenas,  there  are  many  different  actors  that  can  attempt  to  exercise  political 

leverage  in  the  implementation  stage,  such  as  policy  makers,  formal  implementers, 

lobbies, and constituency groups. It is the responsibility of the formal implementers to 

coordinate these actors in a way that will lead to the successful and effective program 

performance. Regarding the organizational structures and bureaucratic norms, internal 

procedures,  allocation  of  resources,  and psychological  motivations  and  bureaucratic 

norms can influence the effort of policy implementers. For communications networks 

and compliance mechanisms, these linkages have become more political through the 

bargaining and negotiation among actors (Nakamura and Smallwood, 1980: 21-65). 

At the same year of the publication of Nakamura and Smallwood, Merilee S. 

Grindle  considered  policy  implementation as  a  political  and  administrative  process 

whose  success  or  failure  can  be  evaluated  by  measuring  program  outcomes  against 

policy  goals.  The  outcomes  of  the  policy  comprise  1)  the  impact  on  society, 

individuals, and groups, and 2) change and its acceptance. Two key factors on policy 

implementation  are  1)  the  content  of  policy—such  as  interest  affected,  type  of 

benefits, extent of change envisioned, site of decision making, program implementers, 

resources committed, and 2) the context of implementation—such as power, interests, 

and  strategies  of  actors  involved;  political  institution  and  regime  characteristics; 

compliance and responsiveness (Grindle, 1980: 1-15). 

After that, Voradej Chandarasorn identified six policy implementation models 

in  1983  and  1997  as  follows:  rational,  management,  organizational  development, 

bureaucratic process, political and general. 

The rational model emphasizes efficiency in planning and control. It requires a 

successful program to have a clear set of goals and activities, delegation of authority 

and responsibility, standardization of work, a performance appraisal mechanism, and 

a system of penalties and rewards. 

The management model focuses on the ability of the organization to carry out 

its program and activities. As proper implementation requires the organization to have 

an appropriate structure as well as personnel within the organization to be capable in 
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terms  of  both  administrative  and  technical  know-how,  the  organization  must  have  a 

suitable implementation plan and sufficient resources to accomplish its tasks. 

The organizational development model focuses on creating better relationships 

and improving cooperation in order to fulfill  various  psychological  and  sociological 

needs.  It  stresses  participation,  on  the  assumption  that  this  is  strongly  related  to  the 

efficient running of the organization. 

The  bureaucratic  model  suggests  that  there  are  two  factors  affecting  policy 

implementation performance: level of understanding in the reality of public service of 

policymakers,  and  the  implementer’s  policy  acceptance  level.  Hence,  the  failure  of 

policy implementation does not solely come from the result of poor administration but 

it  also  comes  from  the  result  of  the  dispositions  and  actions  of  policy  makers, 

administrators, and staff at lower levels. 

The  political  model  suggests  that  the  success  of  policy  implementation 

depends  on  the  relative  negotiating  ability,  power-base  and  resources  of  the 

participants, the number of agencies involved, the degree of support the policy attracts 

from politicians, the media and various other interest groups, and finally the character 

and ability of the participants themselves. 

The  integrated  model,  or  former  model  in  the  title  “general  model”  in  1983, 

which is a development of the various models already mentioned, focuses on four key 

factors  as  follows:  organization  capability, efficiency  of  planning  and  controlling, 

leadership  and  coordination,  and  politics and  administration  of  external  setting 

(Voradej Chandarasorn, 2008: 129-146). 

At the same year of the publication of Voradej Chandarasorn, Mazmanian and 

Sabatier  indicated  three  groups  of  factors  affecting  the  effectiveness  of  policy 

implementation as follows: “tractability of the problem (such as availability of valid 

technical theory and technology, diversity of target group behavior, target group as a 

percentage of the population, and extent of behavioral change required); ability of the 

statute to structure implementation (such as incorporation of adequate casual theory, 

precision  and  clear  ranking  of statutory  objectives,  financial  resources,  hierarchical 

integration  within  and  among  implementing  institutions,  decision-rules  of 

implementing  agencies,  recruitment  of  implementing  official,  and  formal  access  by 

outsiders);  and  non-statutory  variables  affecting  implementation  (such  as  socio-
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economic conditions and technology, media attention to the problem, public support, 

dispositions  and  resources  of  constituency  groups,  support  from  sovereigns,  and 

commitment and leadership skill of implementing officials).”  

In addition, Mazmanian and Sabatier conclude these factors into six conditions 

for policy implementation as follows: policy objectives are clear and consistent or at 

least have substantive criteria for resolving goal conflicts, program is based on sound 

theory, the capacity of implementing agencies is adequate for implementing program, 

the leaders of implementing agencies possess substantial managerial and political skill 

and are committed to the statutory goals, program is actively supported by organized 

constituent  groups  and  by  a  few  key  legislators  or  a  chief  executive  with  the  courts 

being  neutral  or  supportive,  the  priority  of  policy  objectives  is  not  subverted  by  the 

emergence  of  conflicts  in  public  policies’  processes  or  by  changes  in  relevant 

socioeconomic  conditions  which  weaken  the  statute’s  causal  theory  or  political 

support (Mazmanian and Sabatier, 1983: 18-43). 

Due  to  the  numerous  variables  from  the  above  variables,  it  was  useful  to 

summarize all in Table 3.1. 

 

Table 3.1  Factors Affecting the Successful Public Policy Implementation 

 

Scholars Factors 

Pressman and Wildavsky (1973)  Factor affecting policy formulation 

1. The suitability of target group 

2. Targeted society and cooperation 

from local agencies 

3. Coordination among agencies 

involved 

 4. The existence of key actors  

 The complexity of joint action 

1. Ability about coordination among 

agencies 
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Table 3.1  (Continued) 

 

Scholars Factors 

 2. The complexity of decision-

making process from the number 

of any jointed action or agencies 

involved 

3. Ability to fix the lateness of the 

project 

4. Level of clear and feasible goals 

of the project 

 Factors that links policy and 

implementation 

1. Learning ability of organization 

from experience 

2. Understanding and acceptance of 

the relationship between goals 

(ends) and means, and the 

continuity of the policy life cycle 

 3. The soundness of the 

implementation theory employed 

 

Van Meter and Van Horn (1975) 1. Policy standards and objectives 

2. Policy resources 

3. Inter-organizational 

communication and enforcement 

activities 

4. The characteristics of the 

implementing agencies 

5. Economic, social, and political 

conditions 

6. The deposition of implementers 
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Table 3.1  (Continued) 

 

 

Scholars Factors 

Bardach (1977) 1. Deflection of goals 

2. The number of agencies involved 

3. Resources is allocated by using 

implementation game 

4. The compliance of implementers 

5. Politics-administration interaction 

 

Berman (1978) 

 

Macro-level with political issues  

1. Goal discrepancies 

2. Influence and authority 

differentials 

3. Resource deficiencies 

4. Communication difficulty among 

organizations 

Macro-level with bureaucratic issue  

1. interdependency among policy 

passages or agencies 

 Micro-level  

1. Bilateral interaction between 

providers and their customers in 

the service delivery 

2. Ambiguity of output criteria 

3. Openness of agency to its 

environment 

4. Mutual adaptation between 

project and the organizational 

setting 
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Table 3.1  (Continued) 

 

Scholars Factors 

Grindle (1980) Two key factors on policy 

implementation after general goals and 

objectives have been specified are  

1. Content of policy – interest 

affected, type of benefits, extent 

of change envisioned, site of 

decision making, program 

implementers, resources 

committed  

2. Context of implementation –

power, interests, and strategies  

of actors involved; political 

institution and regime 

characteristics; compliance             

and responsiveness 

Lipsky (1980) 1. The problem of limited resources 

2. The continuous negotiation 

3. The relations with clients 

 

Nakamura and Smallwood (1980)  One key factor in policy formulation 

environment 

      1. The clarity in policy instructions 

and directives 

Three key influences in policy 

implementation environment as follows:  

      1. actors and arenas 

      2. organizational structures and 

bureaucratic norms 

      3 communications networks and 

compliance mechanisms 
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Table 3.1  (Continued) 

 

 

Scholars Factors 

Mazmanian and Sabatier (1983)  Three groups of factors as follows: 

Tractability of the problem 

1. Availability of valid technical 

theory and technology 

2. Diversity of target group behavior 

 3. Target group as a percentage of 

the population 

4. Extent of behavioral change 

required 

Mazmanian and Sabatier (1983) 

(Continued) 

 

Ability of Statute to Structure 

Implementation 

1. Incorporation of adequate casual 

theory 

2. Precision and clear ranking of 

statutory objectives 

3. Financial resources 

4. Hierarchical integration within 

and among implementing 

institutions 

5. Decision-rules of implementing 

agencies 

6. Recruitment of implementing 

official 

7. Formal access by outsiders 

 Non-Statutory Variables Affecting 

Implementation 

1. Socio-economic conditions and 

technology 

2. Media attention to the problem 

3. Public support 
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Table 3.1  (Continued) 

 

Scholars Factors 

Mazmanian and Sabatier (1983) 

(Continued) 

4. Dispositions and resources of 

constituency groups 

5. Support from sovereigns 

6. Commitment and leadership skill 

of implementing officials 

Chandarasorn’s six famous policy 

implementation models (2008) 

Rational Model 

1. Planning and Control 

2. Mission and Assignment 

3. Evaluation 

4. Policy objective 

5. Work standard 

6. Rewards and Punishment 

 Management Model 

1. Organization Capability 

2. Structure 

3. Personnel 

4. Budget 

5. Infrastructure 

6. Machinery and Equipment 

 

Chandarasorn’s six famous policy 

implementation models (2008) 

(Continued) 

Organizational Development Model 

1. Leadership 

2. Motivation 

3. Teamwork 

4. Participation 

5. Human Relations and Acceptance 
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Table 3.1  (Continued) 

 

 

Scholars Factors 

 Bureaucratic Process Model 

1. Level of understanding in reality 

of public service of policymaker 

2. Implementers’ Policy Acceptance 

Level in day-to-day work 

 Political Model 

1. Personality 

2. Knowledge and ability 

3. Power and resource of agency 

4. Number of agencies involved 

5. Negotiating ability 

6. Source of support 

 

Chandarasorn’s six famous policy 

implementation models (1983, 1997) 

(Continued) 

General Model / Integrated model 

1. Organization capability 

2. Efficiency of planning and 

controlling 

3. Leadership and coordination 

Politics and administration of 

external setting 

 

3.2  Knowledge Management Success Factors 

 

There are many scholars that have indicated KM success factors.  

Andersen identified four key success enablers of KM as follows: technology, 

culture, leadership, and measurement (Andersen 1996 quoted in Allee, 1997: 48-49). 

Pornchulee Achava-Amrung (2005: 4) pointed out that people, processes, and 

technology are key factors of success of knowledge management in the public sector. 
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Chong and Choi (2005) pointed out eleven key components to successful KM 

as follows: 

1)   A Friendly Organizational Culture 

2)   Senior Management Leadership and Commitment 

3)   Employee Involvement 

4)   Employee Training 

5)   Trustworthy Teamwork 

6)   Employee Empowerment  

7)   Information Systems Infrastructure 

8)   Performance Measurement 

9)   Benchmarking 

10)  Knowledge Structure 

11)  Removal or Elimination of Organizational Constraints 

Creech (2005: 3-7) suggested the success factors in strengthening KM Practices as 

follows: 

1)   A Stated Rationale for Knowledge Initiatives 

2)   KM Efforts Connected to Both Mission and Operations 

3)   Setting the Objectives at the Right Level 

4)   Understanding the Basic Components of KM 

5)   Working with Combinations of Strategies 

6)   Defined Roles and Responsibilities 

7)   Progress Based on Experimentation 

8)   Planning for Sustainability of Knowledge Mobilization Processes. 

Mathi (2004: 29, 38-55) studied KM in Metzeler, a multi-international automobile 

profile  systems  group  of  companies  with  local  and  the  Euro  Head  offices  based  in 

Lindau, Germany during 2003-2004 and he stated that the success factors implementation 

are as follows 

1)   Culture 

2)   KM Organization/Leadership 

3)   Strategy, Systems and IT 

4)   Effective and Systematic Processes 

5)   Measures 
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Tippawan Lorsuwannarat (2006: 105) identified seven critical factors for KM 

as follows: 

1)   Setting 

2)   Organizational Structure 

3)   Management 

4)   System 

5)   Strategy 

6)   Technology 

7)   Leader 

8)   Organizational Culture 

Jennex  (2006:  436-441)  identified  twelve  critical  success  factors  of  the  KM 

system (KMS) based on the work of many scholars, such as Mandiviwalla, Eulgem, 

Mould, and Rao (1998), Ackerman (1994), Ackerman and Mandel (1996), Jennex and 

Olfman  (2000),  Jennex  and  Olfman  (2002),  Jennex,  Olfman,  and  Addo  (2003), 

Davenport,  DeLong,  and  Beers  (1998),  Malhotra  and  Galletta  (2003),  Ginsberg  and 

Kambil  (1999),  Alavi  and  Leidner  (1999),  Sage  and  Rouse  (1999),  Holsapple  and 

Joshi (2000), Koskinen (2001), Barna (2003), Cross and Baird (2000), and Kim and 

Kim (2004), as follows: an integrated technical infrastructure, a knowledge strategy, a 

common enterprise-wide knowledge structure, motivation and commitment of users, 

an  organizational  culture,  senior  management  support,  measures  and  the  use  of 

knowledge,  a  clear  goal  and  purpose  of KMS,  a  learning  organization,  easy knowledge 

use, work processes, the security/protection of knowledge. 

Prat (2006: 211-220) identified eight critical success factors of KM as follows: 

strategy,  organization,  culture,  leadership,  human  resource  management  (HRM), 

individuals  and  behaviors,  information technologies  techniques  and  methods,  and 

environment. Strategy consists of vision, mission, objectives, policies, and allocated 

resources (financial resources, human resources, and material resources). HRM can be 

decomposed  into  recruiting,  training,  promotion,  salaries  and  bonus.  Organization 

comprises organizational structure, business processes (operational processes, managerial 

processes), physical work environment, KM-specific structure (community of practice 

(CoP), formal structure), KM-specific functions (CKO, knowledge manager, technical 

functions).  Information  technologies  techniques  and  methods  (project  management 

methods, IS development methods and models, groupware and  workflow, document 
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management,  database,  data  warehouses  and  business  intelligence,  multimedia,  web 

architecture  –Internet,  intranet,  extranet,  portals;  search  engines;  language–HTML, 

XML),  Artificial  Intelligence  (expert  systems;  machine  learning-inductive  learning/data 

mining,  analogical  learning,  deductive  learning;  intelligent  agents  multi-agent 

systems; ontologies; knowledge engineering and capitalization methods and models– 

REX,  MKSM,  MEREX,  CommonKads).  Environment  comprises  market,  competition, 

technological environment, cultural environment, geographical environment, laws and 

regulations, and governmental, economic, political and social climate. 

Kruger  and  Johnson  have  pointed  out that  the  size  of  the  organization 

differently affects the implementation of knowledge management. Their finding from 

in 86 South African-based organizations revealed that smaller-size organizations need 

a personal-based approach, while larger-size organizations prefer knowledge transfer 

via technology. (Kruger and Johnson, 2010: 1-14) 

For budget as incentives of implementation of KM, Deem, Hillyard, and Reed 

also indicated that the budget is one of the important factors as an incentive for KM in 

UK’s higher education (Deem, Hillyard and Reed, 2007: 148-149) whereas Goodluck 

pointed  out  that  the  budget  is  so  important  for  KM  for  planning,  controlling,  and 

evaluation  (Goodluck, 2011: 6). 

 

3.3  Proposed Model for Analysis 

 

Based on the literature review and analysis, a conceptual model was developed 

by  using  nine  major  determinants  affecting  the  effectiveness  of  knowledge 

management  implementation  in  Thai  public  universities  according  to  Higher  Education 

Development  Plan  No.  10  B.E.  2551-2554  as  follows:  macro  level  (or  university-

level)factors  such  as  clarity  in  policy  goals  and  directives,  characteristics  of 

university,  resources,  external  actor  support  and  controls; micro  level  (or  level  of  

faculties  and  planning  division)  factors such  as  implementers’  disposition,  and 

implementing  agency  capacity  according  to  Higher  Education  Development  Plan 

No.  10  B.E.  2551-2554,  and  contextual  factors such  as  types  of  university,  form  of 

establishment of university, and size of university. 
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3.3.1  Effectiveness of Public Policy Implementation  

As  previously  mentioned,  public  policy  implementation  effectiveness  is  the 

policy  goal  attainment  which  measures results  according  to  policy  directives 

(Pressman  and  Wildavsky,  1973;  Van  Meter  and  Van  Horn,  1975;  Grindle,  1980; 

Nakamura and Smallwood, 1980; Osborne and Gaebler, 1992: 138-165). In the higher 

education  setting,  knowledge  is  utilized  according  to  five  groups,  as  indicated  by 

Clark and Neave in 1992 as follows: higher education and society, institutional fabric 

of the higher education system, governance, administration, and finance, faculty and 

students:  teaching,  learning,  and  research, and  disciplinary  perspectives  on  higher 

education (Clark and Neave, 1992: x-xxviii, 1515-1535, 1763-1776). Next, knowledge can 

be  classified  into  education  orientation  (such  as  skills,  acquaintance  with  skills, 

apprehension and understanding things reported by others, and rational knowledge or 

science)  (Monroe,  1991:  611-613),  and  business-and-education  orientation  (such  as 

critical knowledge, embedded knowledge, and creative knowledge) (Sallis and Jones, 

2002: 4). Later, UNESCO’s Vision and Action for Higher Education in the Twenty-

First  Century  in  1998  pointed  out  that  knowledge  management  is  one  of  the  vital 

missions  of  higher  education.  UNESCO  also  identified  that  the  vision  of  higher 

education  for  knowledge  management  towards  the  production  of  research  and 

innovations  with  long-term  social  and  cultural  goals  and  needs  is  an  important 

function for higher education (UNESCO, 1998). 

In  addition,  KM  has  the  benefit  of  product-to-market  excellence,  customer 

intimacy,  and  operational  excellence  (O’Dell,  Elliott  and  Hubert,  2000:  256-259), 

where  these  values  were  applied  to  corporate  knowledge  management  practices  for 

higher  education  in  the  work  of  Kidwell,  Linde,  and  Johnson  (Kidwell,  Linde  and 

Johnson,  2001:  7-11).  The  performance  of  KM  can  also  be  measured  as  follows: 

market-oriented and improvement of the procedure (Wu et al., 2011: 4393). KM also 

has benefits in global competition since the boom of the Internet and the knowledge 

economy  such  as  knowledge  auction  markets  and  intellectual  property  knowledge 

exchanges  (Frappaolo,  2002:  2,  8-10,  47-49; Sallis  and  Jones,  2002:  1-3;  Wallace, 

2007: 1-33). 

Therefore,  in  this  study,  the  effectiveness  of  knowledge  management 

implementation  in  Thai  public  universities  according  to  Higher  Education  Development 
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Plan  No.  10  B.E.  2551-2554  is  measured  from  two  dimensions  (Clark  and  Neave, 

1992: x-xxviii, 1515-1535, 1763-1776; Monroe, 1991: 611-613; Kidwell, Linde and 

Johnson,  2001:  7-11;  Frappaolo,  2002:  2,  8-10,  47-49;  Sallis and  Jones,  2002:  1-4; 

O’Dell, Elliott and Hubert, 2000: 256-259; Wallace, 2007: 1-33; Bureau of Standards 

and Evaluation, 2008: 18-23; Wu et al., 2011: 4393) as discussed below. 

The  first  dimension,  product-to-market  excellence,  is  the  most  important 

dimension of the university according to Higher Education Development Plan No. 10 

B.E.  2551-2554.  It  directly  affects  the  competitive  advantage  of  the  university  by 

focusing on both rational knowledge and creative knowledge (knowledge for creating 

innovation)  via  research  and  innovation,  where  much  academic  research  and  many 

innovations are the intellectual properties of the universities that generate revenue in 

the global market. It can be measured by the number of publications of research and 

innovations and the opinion of public universities’ officers toward the publications of 

research  and  innovations  (Marques,  2001: 4-5;  Frappaolo,  2002:  47-49;  Griffith 

University, 2011: 1-38; Meek and van der Lee, 2005: 22-26; Chulalongkorn University 

Quality,  Management  Division,  2003:  15-18,  36-38;  Thammasat,  Quality  Assurance 

Subdivision, Division of Education Administration, 2006: b-2-b-3, c-1-c-2; Office of 

Higher Education, 2008c: 18-23; Wuttichai Thanapongsathorn, Ekathip Sookvaree and 

Kunlaya  Opassatian,  2009:  185-186;  Kasetsart University’s  Committee  of  Internal 

Quality Assurance, 2011: 64). 

The second dimension, customer intimacy, is for sustainable local development by 

focusing  on  academic  service,  which  can  be measured  by  the  number  of  projects  or 

activities  and  the  opinion  of  public  university  officers  toward  academic  services 

(Chulalongkorn University, Quality Management Division, 2003: 21, 23; Thammasat, 

Quality Assurance Subdivision, Division of Education Administration, 2006: b-3 -b5, 

c-2; Office of Higher Education, 2008c: 20-21; Wuttichai Thanapongsathorn, Ekathip 

Sookvaree and Kunlaya Opassatian, 2009: 186; Kasetsart University’s Committee of 

Internal Quality Assurance, 2011: 66-67). 

 

3.3.2  Macro and Micro Level of Public Policy Implementation 

According  to  Paul  Berman’s  conceptual  framework  for  macro  and  micro 

implementation  of  social  policy  in 1978  (Berman,  1978:  10-33),  the  variables 
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affecting the effectiveness of knowledge management implementation in Thai public 

universities can be categorized according to Higher Education Development Plan 

No.  10  B.E.  2551-2554  into  two  groups—the  macro  level  and  micro  level.  For  the 

macro-level  factors,  there  are  4  major  factors  as  follows:  the  clarity  of  policy  goals 

and  directives,  the  characteristics  of  the university,  resources,  and  external  actor 

support  and  controls.  In  addition  to  the  micro  level  factors,  two  major  factors  are 

implementers’ disposition and the implementing agency’s capacity. 

1)  The Clarity of Policy Goals and Directives 

Policy  failure  can  result  from  a  lack  of  clarity  in  policy  goals  and 

directives. Pressman and Wildavsky, pioneers of policy implementation, pointed out 

in  1973  that  the  level  of  clear  and  feasible goals  of  the  project affects  the  level  of 

achievement of the project. Ambiguity of goals leads to the low achievement of policy 

implementation  due  to  its  difficulty  of  public  policy  evaluation  (Pressman  and 

Wildavsky,  1973:  xiv-xvii,  110-112)  Two  years  later,  Van  Meter  and  Van  Horn 

pointed  out  that  policy  standards  and  objectives  provide  the  requirement  for  how 

policy  goals  are  implemented  (Van  Meter  and  Van  Horn,  1975:  200-217)  Then, 

Bardach in 1977 indicated that deflection of goals, the second type of implementation 

game, leads to the failure of public policy implementation from several causes such as 

piling on (addition of goals or amendment of goals), up for grabs (change of policy 

goals in ways congenial to interests of a number of different potential clientele group), 

and  keeping  the  peace  (compromise  candidates’  appointment  for  fixing  weak 

consensus of goals) (Bardach, 1977: 85-95). 

After  that,  one  year  later,  Berman  also  identified  goal  discrepancies 

and ambiguity of output criteria as key factors of policy failure (Berman, 1978: 12, 25 

-26).  In  the  1980s,  two  masterpieces  in  the  field  of  public  policy  implementation 

identified  clarity  in  policy  goals  and  directives  as  critical  factors  for  the  success  of 

public policy at the implementation stage as follows: Nakamura and Smallwood and 

Mazmanian  and  Sabatier.  According  to  Nakamura  and  Smallwood’s  point  of  view, 

the clarity in policy instructions and directives can have a significant influence on the 

implementation  of  policy  because  it  can  lead to  increase  the  responsible  implementation 

by reducing implementer’s misinterpretation and disputes (Nakamura and Smallwood, 

1980: 32-44). In addition, in view of Mazmanian and Sabatier’s work, the precision 
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and  clear  ranking  of  statutory  objectives  affect  the  compliance  of  implementers  and 

other  actors  towards  ranked  directives  and instruction  of  policy.  For  instance,  clear 

indicators  of  output  lead  to  effective  policy  evaluation  (Mazmanian  and  Sabatier, 

1983: 25). 

Hence,  the  clarity  of  policy  goals  and  directives  stands  for  the  clear 

guideline  statements  or  instructions in  publication  and  academic  service  of 

university’s goals. 

2)  Characteristics of the University  

The  characteristics  of  the  agency  are  another  factor  affecting  the 

effectiveness of policy implementation. They focus on the internal management of the 

agency  in  terms  of  coordination,  communication,  and  enforcement  of  policy.  In 

consideration of Pressman and Wildavsky, coordination among the agencies involved 

affects clarity and consistency in policy goals (Pressman and Wildavsky, 1973: 23). In 

addition,  Van  Meter  and  Van  Horn  also pointed  out  that  the  degree  of  open 

communications  within  an  organization  (with  free  horizontal  and  vertical 

communication,  and  with  external  persons) affects  an  organization’s  capacity  to 

implement  public  policy.  Inter-organizational  communication  and  enforcement  activities 

have an influence on implementation, in which the accuracy of communication within 

and  between  organizations  leads  to  the consistency  or  uniformity  with  a  policy 

standards  and  objectives  in  implementation  but  it  requires  institutional  mechanisms 

and procedures. In the case of a single organization, tools (such as standard personnel 

power—recruitment  and  selection,  advancement  and  promotion,  assignment  and 

relocation,  advancement  and  promotion,  and  dismissal;  budget  allocation)  are 

employed, whereas in the case of organizations, two types of enforcement—technical 

advice and assistance, and a wide variety of both positive and negative sanction — are 

widely used (Van Meter and Van Horn, 1975: 200-217). 

Next,  Bardach  identified  that  the  number  of  agencies  in  policy 

implementation affects the success of implementation because it increases the chance 

that  all  bureaucratic  agencies  will  only  concentrate  on  their  missions  or  territories 

with lack of coordination among agencies (Bardach, 1977: 124-139, 148-174). Later, 

Berman  pointed  out  that  communication  difficulty  among  organizations  and 

interdependency  among  policy  passages  or  agencies  lead  to  the  success  of 



50 
 

implementation (Berman, 1978: 12–15). Last, Mazmanian and Sabatier consider that 

hierarchical integration or coordination within and among implementing institutions, 

based on the number of veto/clearance points of actors and the extent of inducements 

and sanctions for actors, leads to difficulty in implementation because it leads to a low 

degree of behavioral compliance of the actor if these inducements and sanctions are 

fewer  than  number  of  veto/clearance  points  of  the  actors  (Mazmanian  and  Sabatier, 

1983: 27). 

Hence,  the  characteristics  of  university  stand  for  the  property  of  the 

university  as  follows:  coordination  among  agencies  (the  success  of  harmonious 

collaboration across agencies in the university), communication among agencies (the 

accuracy  and  consistency  or  uniformity of  communication  within  and  between 

agencies  of  university),  and  enforcement  among  agencies  (the  institutional 

mechanisms  and  procedures  whereby  higher  authorities  may  increase  the  likelihood 

that  university  officials  (faculty  members,  academic  supporting  staff,  university 

employees) to act in a manner consistent with the goals of university (such as standard 

personnel  power—recruitment  and  selection,  advancement  and  promotion,  assignment 

and  relocation,  advancement  and  promotion,  and  dismissal;  budget  allocation; 

technical  advice  and  assistance;  and  a  wide  variety  of  both  positive  and  negative 

sanctions). 

3)  Resources  

Resources  directly  affect  policy  implementation  according  to  the 

opinions of many scholars in the field of public policy implementation and KM. In the 

field of policy implementation, Van Meter and Van Horn identified policy resources 

as  funds  or  other  incentives  which  encourage  effective  implementation  (Van  Meter 

and Van Horn, 1975:  200-217). Bardach also pointed out that the diversion of resources, 

especially  money,  affects  policy  implementation  in  four  ways—easy  money 

(extravagant  spending  from  public  budget  by parties  in  the  private  sector),  budget 

game (extravagant public budget spending), easy life (free riders of bureaucrats from 

agency  participation  in  projects  for  additional  compensation),  and  pork  barrel 

(extravagant  budget  spending  or  easy  money  version  by  politicians  for  their  own 

interests) (Bardach, 1977: 66-81). 

Next,  Berman  suggested  that  resource  deficiencies  affect  effective 

implementation (Berman, 1978: 12). In addition, according to Nakamura and Smallwood’s 
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point  of  view,  allocation  of  resources  such  as  money,  time,  staff,  knowledge  and 

power  can  have  a  significant  influence  on effective  implementation  (Nakamura  and 

Smallwood, 1980: 55-57). Later, Mazmanian and Sabatier pointed out that financial 

resources from budget and constituency groups affect the success of implementation 

(Mazmanian and Sabatier, 1983; 26). Moreover, Voradej Chandarasorn pointed out in 

1983  and  1997  that  budget,  machinery,  and  equipment  (in  his  management  model) 

and the resources of the agency (in his political model) have an influence on effective 

implementation (Voradej Chandarasorn, 2008: 129-146). In addition, in the KM field, 

many  scholars  have  pointed  out  that  resources  affect  effective  implementation 

(Andersen 1996 quoted in Allee, 1997: 48-49; Coukos-Semmel, 2003: 17; Chong and 

Choi,  2005;  Creech,  2005:  3-7;  Mathi,  2004:  14,  56;  Tippawan  Lorsuwannarat,   2006: 

105, 108;  Jennex, 2006: 436-439; Prat, 2006: 211-220; Sinclair, 2006: 49; Pornpimol 

Hansapiromchoke, 2007:  87-271;    McNabb,  2007:  47;  Clark,  2008:  6-7;  Jutharat 

Sarawanawong  et  al.,  2009:  291;  Vallerut Pobkeeree,  Pathom  Sawanpanyalert  and 

Nirat Sirichotiratana, 2009: 151-162; and Goodluck, 2011: 6-7). 

Hence,  resources  stand  for  the  resources  of  the  university  for 

implementing  knowledge  management  such  as  budgets,  incentives  for  knowledge 

sharing, and information technology resources (such as databases and Internet). 

4)  External Actors’ Support and Controls  

External actors’ support and controls focus on maintenance and audit 

from external authorities regarding policy implementation. Pressman and Wildavsky 

pointed  out  this  issue  via  two  factors—targeted  society  and  cooperation  from  local 

agencies and the existence of key actors (Pressman and Wildavsky, 1973: 7-34). Van 

Meter  and  Van  Horn  identified  social  and  political  conditions,  and  the  agency’s 

political  resources  (such  as  support  among legislators  and  executives),  in  the 

characteristics  of  implementing  agencies  as  two  factors  affecting  effective 

implementation  via  political  support  from  elites  and  partisans,  and  private  interest 

groups  (Van  Meter  and  Van  Horn,  1975:  200-217).  After  that  Mazmanian  and 

Sabatier  considered  formal  access  by  outsiders,  the  dispositions  of  constituency 

groups,  and  the  support  from  sovereigns  as factors  affecting  the  implementation  of 

policy  (Mazmanian  and  Sabatier,  1983:  28-30).  At  the  same  time,  Nakamura  and 

Smallwood  identified  the  actors  in  the  policy  implementation  environment  (such  as 

policy makers, formal implementers, intermediaries, lobbies and constituency groups, 
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recipients  and  consumers,  media,  evaluator)  as  a  key  factor  affecting  effective 

implementation (Nakamura and Smallwood, 1980: 46-53). Last, Cranfield and Taylor 

considered  the  nature  of  the  country  and  politics  as  critical  factors  affecting  the 

implementation of KM (Cranfield and Taylor, 2008: 97). 

Therefore,  external  actors’  support and  controls  stand  for  the  support 

and controls from the Office of the Higher Education Commission using tools such as 

KM  as  criteria  for  the  university’s annual  performance  agreement  for  budget 

allocation to public universities. 

5)  The Implementers’ Disposition  

The  implementers’  disposition  is  the  acceptance  of  the  actors  at  the 

stage of implementation which affects effective implementation. Van Meter and Van 

Horn  indicated  that  the  deposition  of  implementers  may  affect  their  ability  and 

willingness  to  affect  policy  in  the  following  ways:  implementer’s  cognition 

(comprehension  or  understanding)  of  the  policy,  the  direction  of  response  toward  it 

(acceptance, neutrality, rejection), and the intensity of response (Van Meter and Van 

Horn, 1975: 200-217). Berman pointed out that different responses of providers in the 

service  delivery  affect  policy  implementation  (Berman,  1978:  25-26).  Next,  Grindle 

indicated  that  compliance  and  responsiveness  are  key  factors  influencing  effective 

implementation.  Compliance  within  bureaucracies  is  the  yieldingness  with  the  ends 

enunciated  in  the  policy,  whereas  responsiveness  focuses  on  the  achievement  of 

policy  and  program  goals  within  a  specific  environment  without  intervention  of 

implementers either in order to get greater amount of specific goods and services or to 

impede the completion of unacceptable programs in their opinions (Grindle, 1980: 12-14). 

Next,  Lipsky  discussed  two  strategies  of  street-level  bureaucrats, 

discretion and relative autonomy from organization autonomy, that have an influence 

over  effective  implementation.  The  exercise  of  implementers’  discretion  focuses  on 

how  policy  goals  are  interpreted  by  implementers,  whereas  relative  autonomy  from 

the  organization  autonomy  focuses  on  how  implementers  impede  the  completion  of 

undesired policy goals in their views in various ways such as strikes, embezzlement, 

and alienation (Lipsky, 1980: 13-18). Nakamura and Smallwood indicated that actors 

and  arenas,  and  psychological  motivations  of  implementers  with  a  linkage  between 

policy  formation  (environment  I)  and  policy  implementation  (environment  II), 
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affected  the  willingness  of  implementers  to  implement    policy.  The  linkage, 

communications  networks,  and  compliance  mechanisms    can  be  demonstrated  in  5 

ways  on  a  continuum  as  follows:  classical  technocracy  (top-down  approach:  policy 

makers set both goals and means); instructed delegation (policy makers set goals and 

negotiate  means  with  implementers);  bargaining  (policy  makers  set  clear  goals  but 

bargain  both  goals  and  means  with  implementers);  discretionary  experimentation 

(policy  makers  set  abstract  goals  but  bargain  both  goals  and  means  with 

implementers); and bureaucratic entrepreneurship (bottom-up approach: implementers 

set both goals and means) (Nakamura and Smallwood, 1980: 111-142). 

In addition, Mazmanian and Sabatier pointed out that the commitment 

of implementing officials has an influence on the success of policy implementation. 

Commitment  as  an  attitude  affects  the  direction  and  ranking  of  the  policy  goals  in 

implementers’ consideration, which will probably decline after the beginning period 

(Mazmanian  and  Sabatier,  1983:  28).  Pornpimol  Hansapiromchoke  indicated  that 

personnel’s  attitude  towards  knowledge sharing  affected  effective  KM 

implementation  in  Thai  public  organizations  (Pornpimol  Hansapiromchoke,  2007: 

263-264). Voradej  Chandarasorn indicated in 1983 and 1997 that the implementers’ 

policy  acceptance  level  in  their  day-to-day  work  in  his  bureaucratic  process  model 

had  an  influence  on  the  effectiveness  of  policy  implementation  (Voradej 

Chandarasorn,  2008:  137-139).  Last,  Cranfield  and  Taylor  indicated  that  the 

characteristics  of  academic  staff  such  as  the  perception  of  knowledge  management 

among academic staff affect KM. 

Therefore,  the  implementers’  disposition  stands  for  the  response  of 

deans  or  deputy  deans  or  assistant  deans  or  chief  knowledge  officers  (CKO)  in 

achieving compliance with the goals enunciated in the university’s policy. 

6)  The Implementing Agency’s Capacity  

The  implementing  agency’s  capacity is  another  factor  affecting  the 

success of policy implementation. This factor can be seen in the field of public policy 

implementation  and  knowledge  management. In  the  field  of  policy  implementation, 

Pressman and Wildavsky indicated that the learning ability of the organization from 

experience  has  an  influence  on  public policy  implementation  (Pressman  and 

Wildavsky, 1973: 125-146). Van Meter and Van Horn pointed out that the success of 

implementation  depends  on  the  characteristics  of  the  implementing  agencies  as 
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follows:  the  competence  and  size  of  an  agency’s  staff,  the  degree  of  hierarchical 

control  of  subunit  decisions  and  processes  within  the  implementing  agencies,  the 

degree  of  open  communication  within  organization,  and  the  vitality  of  agency  (Van 

Meter and Van Horn, 1975: 200-217). 

In  addition,  Berman  also  indicated the  openness  of  the  agency  to  its 

environment as a key factor (Berman, 1978: 25-27). Later, Mazmanian and Sabatier 

pointed  out  that  the  leadership  of  implementers,  hierarchical  integration  within  and 

among  implementing  institutions,  decision-rules  of  implementing  agencies,  and 

implementers’  recruitment  have  an  influence  on  policy  implementation  (Mazmanian 

and Sabatier, 1983: 34-35). In the same year, organizational structures and bureaucratic 

norms  were  indicated  by  Nakamura  and  Smallwood  as  two  key  factors  affecting 

effective  implementation.  Organizational  structures  focus  on  internal  procedures  in 

communication  and  complexity.  For  communication,  more  layers  in  the  hierarchy 

lead to the less integrity of information in various ways such as corruption, damage, 

destruction, or other disruptions of its authentic state, which leads to policy alterations 

from the original intent. In addition, the administrative distance among policy makers 

and  implementers  leads  to  loss  of  the control  of  the  implementers.  Regarding 

complexity,  the  level  of  complexity  depends  on  the  internal  decision-making 

structure,  the  degree  of  reliance  in  the  use of  intermediaries  (agencies  that  delegate 

jobs from formal implementers), and the “piling on” game—an implementation game 

as Bardach indicated that numerous actors enter the policy process and add their own 

new  goals  to  existing  policy  goals  in  order  to  obtain  their  own  interests  (Bardach, 

1977:  85-90;  Nakamura  and  Smallwood,  1980: 47,  54-55).  Last,  Voradej  Chandarasorn 

indicated that the success of public policy implementation depends on planning and 

control,  evaluation  (in  his  rational  model),  organization  capability,  structure, 

personnel,  budget,  infrastructure,  machinery  and  equipment  (in  his  management 

model),  leadership,  motivation,  teamwork,  participation,  human  relations  and 

acceptance (in his organization development model), the power of the agency (in his 

political  model),  the  efficiency  of  planning  and  controlling,  leadership  and 

coordination, and the politics and administration of external setting (in his integrated 

model) (Voradej Chandarasorn, 2008: 129-146). 
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In the field of knowledge management, Alle indicated that the factors 

affecting implementation of KM are technology, culture, leadership, and measurement 

(Andersen  1996  quoted  in  Allee,  1997:  48-49).  Coukos-Semmel  pointed  out  that 

measurement,  technology  and  strategy  are  two  critical  factors  affecting  KM 

implementation (Coukos-Semmel, 2003: 17, 30). Boonsong Hanpanich considered the 

leader  or  administrators,  communication,  culture  (such  as  culture  of  knowledge 

sharing  and  culture  of  knowledge  service)  as  three  key  critical  factors  for  KM 

implementation  (Boonsong  Hanpanich, 2003:  132-135,  211-213,  227-229).  Pornchulee 

Achava-Amrung  indicated  that  three  critical  factors  for  KM  implementation  are 

people, processes, and technology (Pornchulee Achava-Amrung, 2005: 4). Chong and 

Choi  pointed  out  that  the  critical  factors  for  KM  implementation  are  a  friendly 

organizational  culture,  senior  management  leadership  and  commitment,  employee 

involvement,  employee  training,  trustworthy  teamwork,  employee  empowerment, 

information  systems  infrastructure,  and  performance  measurement  (Chong  and  Choi, 

2005). Creech noted that working with  combinations  of  strategies  is  the  critical  factor 

for KM implementation (Creech, 2005: 5). Mathi considered these factors as critical 

factors  for  KM  implementation:  culture,  KM  organization/leadership,  strategy, 

systems  and  IT,  effective  and  systematic processes,  and  measures  (Mathi,  2004:  29, 

38-55). 

In  addition,  Tippawan  Lorsuwannarat pointed  out  that  organizational 

structure,  management,  system,  strategy,  technology,  leader,  and  organizational 

culture  are  critical  factors  in  the  implementation  of  KM  (Tippawan  Lorsuwannarat, 

2006: 105-109). Jennex indicated critical factors for KM implementation as follows: 

an  integrated  technical  infrastructure,  a  knowledge  strategy,  a  common  enterprise-

wide  knowledge  structure,  motivation  and  commitment  of  users,  an  organizational 

culture, senior management support, measures and the use of knowledge, a clear goal 

and  purpose  of  Knowledge  Management  Systems  (KMS),  a  learning  organization, 

easy  knowledge  use,  work  processes,  and  the  security/  protection  of  knowledge 

(Jennex,  2006:  436-439).  Prat  pointed  out that  the  critical  factors  of  KM 

implementation  are  strategy,  organization,  culture,  leadership,  human  resource 

management,  individuals  and  behaviors, information  technologies  techniques  and 

methods,  and  the  environment  (Prat,  2006:   211-220).  Sinclair  indicated  that  KM 

implementation  depends  on  these  critical  factors:  people  and  leadership, 

organizational process, technology, and learning (Sinclair, 2006: 47). 
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Furthermore,  Pornpimol  Hansapiromchoke  indicated  that  the  learning 

of  the  staff,  leadership—competence  and  commitment,  corporate  culture,  strategy, 

communication,  process  and  tools  for  KM,  rewards  and  recognition,  organizational 

structure,  and  ICT,  affected  effective  KM  implementation  in  Thai  public  organizations 

(Pornpimol  Hansapiromchoke,  2007:  257-268).  McNabb  (2007)  indicated  that  KM 

implementation  in  the  US  civil  service  depends  on  technology,  culture,  leadership, 

measurement, and process (McNabb, 2007: 47). Cranfield and Taylor studied 7 higher 

education  institutions  in  the  UK  and  they then  indicated  the  following  as  critical 

factors  for  KM  implementation  in  UK  higher  education:  the  characteristics  of 

universities, such as culture, management structure and style, difficulties experienced 

(Cranfield and Taylor, 2008: 94-97). Jutharat Sarawanawong et al. indicated a set of 

critical factors for KM in Khon Khan University as follows: commitment of the culture, 

information technology, staff, organization management, leadership, Chief Knowledge 

Officer (CKO) and KM team, KM process, useful measurements (Jutharat Sarawanawong 

et  al.,  2009: 288-298).  Last,  Vallerut  Pobkeeree,  Pathom  Sawanpanyalert  and  Nirat 

Sirichotiratana  conducted  quantitative  research  entitled  the  “Factors  affecting 

knowledge management at a public health institute in Thailand,” and indicated a set of 

critical  factors  as  follows:  organizational  culture,  information  and  technology,  and 

administration  and  management  (Vallerut  Pobkeeree,  Pathom  Sawanpanyalert  and 

Nirat Sirichotiratana, 2009: 151-162). 

Hence, implementing agency’s capacity stands in the present study for 

the  characteristics  of  the  implementing  faculties  and  planning  division  that  impinge 

on the implementation of KM in the university as follows: strategy management—the 

university’s  mission;  HRM—training  and  experts  survey  of  university;  leadership—

competence  and  commitment;  culture—knowledge  sharing  culture  and  knowledge 

service culture; organization—KM-specific structure (such as Community of Practice, 

CoP). 

 

3.3.3  Contextual Variable 

The  contextual  variable  focuses  on  the specific  context  of  the  university  in 

three dimensions as follows: the types of the university, the form of establishment of 

the university, the size of the university, and the budget of the university. 
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1)  Types of the University 

The  types  of  the  university  or  university  classification  have  an 

influence  on  the  effective  implementation  of  KM  in  higher  education.  Coukos-

Semmel  stated  that  the  classification  of institutions  of  higher  education,  research-

extensive universities, and research-intensive universities, which differ in the number 

of  doctoral  degrees  conferred  and  amount of  research  dollars  awarded  per  year 

according  to  the  Carnegie  Classification  of  Institutions  of  Higher  Education  (2000), 

directly  affects  KM  implementation  in  higher  education.  Research-extensive 

universities  were  seen  to  employ  the  KM  processes  more  than  research-intensive 

universities (Coukos-Semmel, 2003: 19 - 20). For the setting of Thailand, according 

to Higher Education Development Plan No. 10 B.E. 2551-2554, the types of university 

require  different  knowledge  to  achieve  their  mission.  A  specialized/  comprehensive 

university focuses on specific fields at both undergraduate and graduate levels such as 

physical  sciences,  biological  science,  social  sciences,  humanities,  and  specific 

vocational fields. Research and graduate universities focus on advanced research and 

the graduate level, especially for doctoral degrees, in order to create new theory and 

knowledge  in  the  academic  world.  The  4-year  university  heavily  focuses  on  the 

undergraduate level (Office of the Higher Education Commission, 2008d: 32–35). 

Therefore, the types of university in this study stand for three types of 

university according to Higher Education Development Plan No. 10 B.E. 2551-2554 

as  follows:  the  specialized/comprehensive  university,  the  research  university  and 

graduate university, and the 4-year university. 

2)  Form of Establishment of the University  

The  form  of  the  establishment  of the  university  is  another  factor 

affecting  the  effective  implementation  of  KM  in  Thai  universities.  Regarding  UK 

higher  education,  Cranfield  and Taylor  indicated  that  the  types  of  establishment  of 

higher education institution (such as post-1992 institutions: former polytechnic, pre-

1992 institutions) affected the implementation of KM in higher education (Cranfield 

and  Taylor,  2008:  91).  According  to  the  Third  Mini  KM  project’s  Institute  of 

Engineering,  Suranaree  University  of Technology  at  Hangdong  district,  Chiangmai 

province  in  2009,  KM  team  members  from  institutions  such  as  Mae  FahLuang 

University, NakhonPhanom University, UbonRatchathani University, Mahasarakham 
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University, Chiang Mai University, and Payap University indicated that the form of 

the establishment of the university affected the effective implementation of the KM of 

Thai  public  universities  in  three  ways  as  follows:  development  from  campus, 

establishment  of  new  university,  and  merger of  local  educational  institutions.  First, 

the development from campus leads to combination of KM with other systems of the 

university  such  as  KM  and  QA,  and the  KM  and  HRM  system.  Next,  the 

establishment of new university, such as Mae FahLuang University as an autonomous 

public  university  under  the  Royal  Charter,  leads  to  an  unsystematic  KM  system  in 

which  knowledge  transfer  and  sharing  is  in  the  mode  of  tacit  knowledge  to  tacit 

knowledge because it will take time at the initial stage of university management to 

set  the  system  and  to  conduct  mutual  adaptation  among  experienced  employees  and 

inexperienced employees. Last, the merger of local educational institutions leads to a 

trial-and-error KM system which lacks unity of direction because of conflicts among 

different  cultures  (Suranaree  University of  Technology,  Institute  of  Engineering, 

2009: 1-5). 

In addition, the establishment of a new university refers to the age of 

institutions affecting effective KM implementation. Coukos-Semmel pointed out that 

the age of institutions of American higher education is categorized by the American 

historical  era,  defined  by  Cohen  in 1995  as  follows:  Colonial  era  (1636-1879), 

Emergent Nation (1790-1869) University Transformation (1870-1944), Mass Higher 

Education (1945-1975), and Contemporary (1976-2000) (Coukos-Semmel, 2003: 17, 

20). For Thai higher education, the age of institutions can be classified according to 

the researcher’s criteria into less-than-or-equal-to-10 year institutions and more-than-

10-year  institutions  because  old-establishment  institutions,  or  the  more-than-10-year 

institutions, are only 25 in number, while the rest are newly-established institutions. 

The  less-than-or-equal-to-10  year  institutions  are  53  in  number  as  follows:  King 

Mongkut's Institute of Technology North Bangkok, University of Phayao, Princess of 

Narathiwat  University,  NakhonPhanom  University,  universities  in  the  group  of 

Rajabhat University and Rajamangla University of Technology. (Wikipedia, 2012). 

Hence, the form of the establishment of the university stands for three 

forms of establishment affecting the effective implementation of KM of Thai public 
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universities  as  follows:  development  from  campus,  establishment  of  new  university, 

and the merger of local educational institutions.  

3)  Size of the University  

The  size  of  the  university  is  another  critical  factor  for  the 

implementation of KM. According to organization theory, the size of the organization 

refers to the total number of employees (Robbins, 1990: 150-151). Meek and van der 

Lee  pointed  out  that  the  size  of  institutions  affects  the  research  capacities  of  the 

universities  (Meek  and  van  der  Lee,  2005:  21).  In  addition,  Kruger  and  Johnson 

studied  the  effect  of  size  on  KM  implementation  in  86  South  African-based 

organizations  in  9  industries,  especially  regarding  education  and  government,  and 

pointed  out  that  differences  in  size  require  different  KM  techniques—a  smaller-size 

organization  prefers  a  more  personal  technique  while  a  larger-size  organization 

prefers more of an IT technique for knowledge transfer (Kruger and Johnson, 2010:           

1 -14). Hence, the size of the university stands for the total number of officials in the 

university,  including  presidents,  vice-presidents,  faculty  members,  academic 

supporting  staff,  and  university  employees, which  affects  the  effectiveness  of  KM 

implementation. 

4)  Budget of the University 

The  budget  of  the  university  is another  vital  factor  for  the 

implementation  of  KM.  According  to  organization  theory,  budget  is  the  amount  of 

money  from  the  estimation  of  the  revenue  and  expenses  over  a  period  of  time  for 

every  division  or  department  in  an  organization  (Daft,  2006:  518).  Prat  (2006) 

identified financial resources as a vital factor in KM implementation (Prat, 2006: 211 

-220). Goodluck pointed out that the budget is very important for KM for planning, 

controlling and evaluation (Goodluck, 2011: 6). Denning confirmed the importance of 

KM  in  the  public  sector  and  pointed  out  that  the  level  of  budget  for  knowledge 

management in public sector organizations is a signal of the importance of knowledge 

management  for  their  employees  (Denning,  2009).  In  addition,  Deem,  Hillyard,  and 

Reed indicated that a budget is one of the important factors as an incentive for KM in 

UK’s  higher  education  (Deem,  Hillyard  and  Reed,  2007:  148-149).  Therefore,  the 

budget  of  university  stands  for  the  total amount  of  each  public  university’s  expense 

for internal affairs, which affects the effectiveness of KM implementation. 
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Figure 3.1  Conceptual Framework 

 

The  hypotheses,  which  will  be  tested, is  the  clarity  of  policy  goals  and 

directives,  the  characteristics  of  the  university,  resources,  external  actors’  supports 

and  controls,  the  implementers’  disposition,  the  implementing  agency’s  capacity, 

types of the university, form of establishment of the university, size of the university, 

and  budget  of  the  university  are  positively  associated  with  the  effectiveness  of 

knowledge  management  implementation  in  Thai  public  universities  according  to 

Higher Education Development Plan No. 10 B.E. 2551-2554, with four sub-hypotheses as 

follows: 

H1  The  clarity  of  policy  goals  and  directives,  the  characteristics  of  the 

university,  resources,  external  actors’  supports  and  controls,  the  implementers’ 

disposition,  the  implementing  agency  capacity,  types  of  the  university,  form  of 

establishment  of  the  university,  size  of  the  university,  and  budget  of  university  are 

positively  associated  with  the  opinion  of  public  universities’  officers  toward 

publications of researches and innovations. 

H2  The  clarity  of  policy  goals  and  directives,  the  characteristics  of  the 

university,  resources,  external  actors’  supports  and  controls,  the  implementers’ 
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disposition,  the  implementing  agency  capacity,  types  of  the  university,  form  of 

establishment  of  the  university,  size  of  the  university,  and  budget  of  university  are 

positively associated with the opinion of public universities’ officers toward academic 

service. 

H3  The  clarity  of  policy  goals  and  directives,  the  characteristics  of  the 

university,  resources,  external  actors’  supports  and  controls,  the  implementers’ 

disposition,  the  implementing  agency  capacity,  types  of  the  university,  form  of 

establishment  of  the  university,  size  of  the  university,  and  budget  of  university  are 

positively associated with the number of publications during B.E. 2551-2554. 

H4  The  clarity  of  policy  goals  and  directives,  the  characteristics  of  the 

university,  resources,  external  actors’  supports  and  controls,  the  implementers’ 

disposition,  the  implementing  agency  capacity,  types  of  the  university,  form  of 

establishment  of  the  university,  size  of  the  university,  and  budget  of  university  are 

positively associated with the number of academic service projects or activities during 

B.E. 2551-2554. 

 



 

CHAPTER 4 

 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

 

This chapter presents the research methodology that will be used in this study. 

It comprises the research design and the variables for analysis.  

 

4.1  Research Design 

 

As  previously  mentioned,  there  has been  no  empirical  research  on  the 

effectiveness  of  knowledge  management  implementation  in  Thai  public  universities 

according  to  Higher  Education  Development  Plan  No.  10  B.E.  2551-2554.  The 

measurement of the effectiveness of knowledge management implementation in Thai 

public universities according to this plan employed the classical way of approaching 

the  evaluation  problem,  goal-attainment  evaluation,  by  focusing  only  on  goal-

achievement measurement due to time limitations (Vedung, 2000: 37-39).  

Although  goal-achievement  measurement  employs  quantitative  analysis,  this 

study  applies  both  quantitative  and  qualitative  methods  in  order  to  gain  comprehensive 

findings.  The  quantitative  method  was  conducted  through  the  SPSS  program  using 

hierarchical multiple regression in the data analysis in which data were collected from 

the selected sample from the target population.  

 

4.2  Population and Sampling Procedure 

 

4.2.1  Target Population and Unit of Analysis 

Since the objective of this study was to investigate the major factors affecting 

the  effectiveness  of  knowledge  management  implementation  in  Thai  public 

universities  according  to  Higher  Education  Development  Plan  No.  10  B.E.  2551-

2554,  the  unit  of  analysis  is  the  university,  which  comprises  two  levels—the  macro 

level (university-level) and the micro level (level of faculties and planning division). 
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The target populations of this study was 79 public universities from main campuses 

due  to  time  and  budget  limitations  (Office of  the  Higher  Education  Commission, 

2011),  and  the  responses  were  from  79  presidents  or  vice-presidents  or  assistant 

presidents, 646 deans or deputy deans or assistant deans or chief knowledge officers 

(CKO), and 79 directors of the planning division. 

 

4.2.2  Sampling 

The  sample  size  in  this  study  is  442 officers  in  79  public  universities. 

Purposive  sampling  was  employed  in  this  research  (Srirath  Gohwong,  2011:  74). 

Hence, the sample comprises 79 presidents or vice-presidents or assistant presidents, 

284 deans or deputy deans or assistant deans or chief knowledge officers (CKO) of 1-2 

science-oriented  faculties,  and  1-2  social science-oriented  faculties  in  each  public 

university, and 79 directors of planning division, as shown in the Appendix A. 

 

4.3  Operational Definition and Measurement 

  

After the conceptual model was developed from various literature reviews and 

previous research related to public policy implementation, public policy effectiveness, 

KM success factors, operational definitions of each variable were a must in order to 

conduct  the  study  because  they  give  meaning  to  each  variable  by  indicating  how  to 

measure  them  (Kerlinger,  1973:  31).  Therefore,  each  variable  required  both  an 

operational definition and a measure. The following section explains the measures of 

the dependent and independent variables employed in this study. 

 

4.3.1  Dependent Variable 

In this study, the effectiveness of knowledge management implementation in 

Thai  public  universities  according  to  Higher  Education  Development  Plan  No.  10 

B.E. 2551- 2554 is the dependent variable. To measure it, an operational definition of 

public policy implementation effectiveness was required. The effectiveness of public 

policy implementation is policy goal attainment, which measures results according to 

policy  directives  (Pressman  and  Wildavsky,  1973;  Van  Meter  and  Van  Horn,  1975; 

Grindle, 1980; Nakamura and Smallwood, 1980; Osborne and Gaebler, 1992: 138- 165). 
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According to Higher Education Development Plan No. 10 B.E. 2551-2554, there are 

two  goals  related  to  KM:  augmentation of  research  and  innovations  in  both 

quantitative  and  qualitative  aspects  for  increasing  the  competitive  advantage  of 

Thailand  and  supporting  sustainable  development  of  the  Thai  local  administration. 

Therefore, the effectiveness of knowledge management implementation in Thai public 

universities  according  to  Higher  Education  Development  Plan  No.  10  B.E.  2551- 

2554  was  measured  from  the  two  factors below  (Clark  and  Neave,  1992:  x-xxviii, 

1515-1535, 1763-1776; Monroe, 1991: 611-613; Kidwell, Linde and Johnson, 2001: 

7-11; Frappaolo, 2002: 2, 8-10, 47-49; Sallis and Jones, 2002: 1-4; O’Dell, Elliott and 

Hubert, 2000: 256-259; Wallace, 2007: 1-33; Office of Higher Education, 2008c: 18-23; 

Wu et al., 2011: 4393).  

1)   Product-to-market  excellence  can  be  measured  according  to  two 

dimensions. The first refers to the number of publications of research and innovations 

during academic year 2550 - 2553 from the Self Assessment Report (SAR) of public 

universities in the database of the Office of the Higher Education Commission, while 

the latter is the opinion of public university officers toward publications of research 

and innovations published or registered as intellectual property or patented or utilized 

at the national or international level (international awards and national awards) during 

B.E.  2551-2554  (Marques,  2001:  4-5;  Frappaolo,  2002:  47-49;  Griffith  University, 

2011: 1-38; Meek and van der Lee, 2005: 22-26; Chulalongkorn University, Quality 

Management  Division,  2003:  15-18,  36-38;  Thammasat,  Quality  Assurance 

Subdivision, Division of Education Administration, 2006: b-2-b-3, c-1-c-2; Office of 

Higher  Education,  2008c:  18-23;  Wuttichai  Thanapongsathorn,  Ekathip  Sookvaree, 

and  Kunlaya  Opassatian,  2009:  185-186;  Kasetsart  University’s  Committee  of 

Internal Quality Assurance, 2011: 64). 

2)   Customer intimacy can be defined in terms of two dimensions. The 

first refers to the number of academic service  projects or activities during academic 

year 2550 - 2553 from the Self Assessment Report (SAR) of public universities in the 

database  of  the  Office  of  the  Higher  Education  Commission,  while  the  latter  is  the 

opinion  of  public  university  officers  toward  academic  service    projects  or  activities 

during  B.E.  2551-2554  (Chulalongkorn  University,  Quality  Management  Division, 

2003:  21,  23;  Thammasat,  Quality  Assurance  Subdivision,  Division  of  Education 
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Administration,  2006:  b-3-b5,  c-2;  Office  of  Higher  Education,  2008c:  20-21; 

Wuttichai  Thanapongsathorn,  Ekathip  Sookvaree,  and  Kunlaya  Opassatian,  2009: 

186; Kasetsart University’s Committee of Internal Quality Assurance, 2011: 66-67). 

 

Table 4.1  The Measures of the Dependent Variable 

 

Variables  Definitions  Operationalization  Statement no. 

Effectiveness of 

public policy 

implementation  

Policy goal 

attainment which 

measured results 

according to 

policy directives 

  

Policy goal 

attainment 

Product-to-market 

excellence  

1. Number of 

publications during 

B.E. 2551 – 2554 

Data from 

http://www.cheqa. 

mua.go.th - Shown 

in Appendix B 

  2. Opinion of public 

university officers 

toward publications 

of research and 

innovations 

No. 1 - 8 

 

 Customer intimacy  1. Number of 

academic service  

projects or activities 

during B.E. 2551 - 

2554 

Data from 

http://www.cheqa. 

mua.go.th -  

Shown in  

Appendix B 

  2. Opinion of public 

university officers 

toward academic 

services 

No. 9 - 13 
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4.3.2  Independent Variable 

Since this study’s objective is to investigate the major determinants affecting 

the effectiveness of knowledge management implementation in Thai public universities 

according to Higher Education Development Plan No. 10 B.E. 2551-2554, there are 

nine  major  determinants  affecting  this  effectiveness  as  follows:  macro  level  factors 

such as the clarity of policy goals and directives, the characteristics of the university, 

resources,  external  actors’  supports  and  controls; micro  level  factors such  as  the 

implementers’  disposition,  and  the  implementing  agency’s  capacity;  and  contextual 

factor such as the types of the university, the form of establishment of the university, 

the size of the university, and the budget of the university. The operational definitions 

of these variables are shown below. 

1)  The clarity of policy goals and directives refers to the clear guideline 

statements or instructions in publication and academic service of university’s goals in 

three  KM  activities—knowledge  acquisition,  knowledge  storage,  and  knowledge 

dissemination  (Pressman  and  Wildavsky, 1973:  xiv-xvii.  110-112;  Van  Meter  and 

Van Horn, 1975: 200-217; Bardach, 1977: 85-95; Berman, 1978: 12, 25-26; Sabatier 

and Mazmanian, 1983: 538-567; Nakamura and Smallwood, 1980: 32-44). 

2)  The characteristics of the university refer to the internal management 

of  the  agency  in  terms  of  coordination,  communication,  and  enforcement  of  policy. 

Coordination among agencies within the university can be measured by coordination 

among agencies in three KM activities. Communication within the university can be 

measured  by  communication  among  agencies  in  three  KM  activities.  Enforcement 

within the university can be measured by enforcement within the university in three 

KM  activities  with  the  following  tools: standard  personnel  power—recruitment  and 

selection, advancement and promotion, assignment and relocation, advancement and 

promotion, and dismissal; budget allocation; technical advice and assistance; a wide 

variety  of  both  positive  and  negative  sanction  (Pressman  and  Wildavsky,  1973:  23; 

Van Meter and Van Horn, 1975: 200-217; Bardach, 1977: 124-139; 148-174; Berman, 

1978: 12-15; Sabatier and Mazmanian, 1983; 538-567). 

3)   Resources refer to the resources of the university for implementing 

knowledge  management  such  as  budget,  incentives  for  knowledge  sharing,  and 

Information  Technology  resources  (such  as database  and  Internet)  (Van  Meter  and 



67 
 

 

Van Horn, 1975: 200-217; Bardach, 1977: 66-81; Berman, 1978: 12; Nakamura and 

Smallwood,  1980:  55-57;  Sabatier  and Mazmanian,  1983;  538-567;  Voradej 

Chandarasorn, 2008: 129-146; Andersen 1996 quoted in Allee, 1997: 48-49; Coukos-

Semmel, 2003: 17; Chong and Choi, 2005; Creech, 2005: 3-7; Mathi, 2004: 14, 56; 

Tippawan  Lorsuwannarat,  2006:  105,  108;  Jennex,  2006:  436-439;  Prat,  2006:  211-

220;  Sinclair,  2006:  49;  Pornpimol  Hansapiromchoke, 2007: 87-271; McNabb, 2007: 

47;  Clark,  2008:  6-7;  Jutharat  Sarawanawong  et  al.,  2009:  291;  Vallerut  Pobkeeree, 

Pathom  Sawanpanyalert  and  Nirat  Sirichotiratana,  2009:  151-162;  and  Goodluck, 

2011: 6-7). 

4)   External actors’ support and controls can be defined as the support 

and controls from the Office of the Higher Education Commission using such tools as 

KM as a criterion of the university’s performance plan for budget allocation to public 

universities and research funds for higher education) (Pressman and Wildavsky, 1973: 

7-34; Van Meter and Van Horn, 1975: 200-217; Sabatier and Mazmanian, 1980: 538- 

567; Nakamura and Smallwood, 1980: 46-53; Cranfield and Taylor, 2008: 97). 

5)   The implementers’ disposition refers to the implementers’ disposition 

toward the response of deans or deputy deans or assistant deans or chief knowledge 

officers (CKO) in achieving compliance with the goals enunciated in the university’s 

policy  (Van  Meter  and  Van  Horn,  1975: 200-217;  Berman,  1978:  25-26;  Grindle, 1980: 

12-14; Lipsky, 1980: 13-18; Nakamura and Smallwood, 1980: 111-142; Sabatier and 

Mazmanian,  1983:  538-567;  Pornpimol  Hansapiromchoke,  2007:  263-264;  Voradej 

Chandarasorn, 2008: 137-139; Cranfield and Taylor, 2008: 92-94). 

6)  The  implementing  agency’s  capacity  can  be  defined  as  the 

characteristics  of  the  implementing  faculties  and  planning  division  that  impinge  on 

the  implementation  of  KM  in  the  university. It  can  be  measured  by  five  factors  as 

follows:  strategy  management—university’s  mission;  HRM—training  and  expert 

surveys of university; leadership—competence and commitment; culture—knowledge 

sharing  culture  and  knowledge  service  culture;  organization—KM-specific  structure 

(such  as  Community  of  Practice,  CoP)  (Pressman  and  Wildavsky,  1973:  125-146; 

Van  Meter  and  Van  Horn,  1975:  200-217;  Berman,  1978:  25-27;  Sabatier  and 

Mazmanian, 1983: 538-567; Bardach, 1977: 85-90; Nakamura and Smallwood, 1980: 

47,  54-55;  Voradej  Chandarasorn,  2008:  129-146;  Andersen  1996  quoted  in  Allee, 

1997: 48- 49; Coukos-Semmel, 2003: 17, 30; Boonsong Hanpanich, 2003: 211-213; 
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Pornchulee  Achava-Amrung,  2005:  4;  Chong  and  Choi,  2005;  Creech,  2005:  5; 

Mathi,  2004:  29,  38–55;  Tippawan  Lorsuwannarat,  2006:  105–109;  Jennex,  2006: 

436-439; Prat, 2006: 211-220; Sinclair, 2006: 47; Pornpimol Hansapiromchoke, 2007: 

257-268;  McNabb,  2007:  47;  Cranfield  and  Taylor,  2008:  94-97;  Jutharat 

Sarawanawong  et  al.,  2009:  288-298;  Vallerut  Pobkeeree,  Pathom  Sawanpanyalert 

and Nirat Sirichotiratana, 2009: 151-162). 

7)   The  types  of  the  university  refer  to  three  types  of  university 

according to the university’s mission in Higher Education Development Plan No. 10 

B.E. 2551-2554 as follows: specialized/comprehensive university, research university 

and  graduate  university,  and  4-year  university  (Office  of  the  Higher  Education 

Commission, 2008a: 32-35). 

8)   The form of establishment of the university refers to three forms of 

establishment of the university as follows: development from campus, establishment 

of  new  university  (less-than-or-equal-to-10  year  institutions  and  more-than-10  year 

institutions),  and  merger  local  educational  institutions  (Cranfield  and  Taylor,  2008: 

91; Suranaree University of Technology, Institute of Engineering, 2009: 1-5; Coukos-

Semmel, 2003: 17, 20; Wikipedia, 2012). 

9)   Size of university refers to the total number of officials, including 

presidents,  vice-presidents,  faculty  members,  academic  supporting  staff,  and 

university  employees  in  the  university (Robbins,  1990:  150-151;  Meek  and  van  der 

Lee, 2005: 21; Kruger and Johnson, 2010: 1-14). 

10)   The  budget  of  the  university  refers  to  the  total  amount  of  each 

public university’s revenue for internal affairs (Daft, 2006: 518; Deem, Hillyard and 

Reed, 2007: 148-149). 

 

Table 4.2  The Measures of the Independent Variables 

 

Variables  Definitions  Operationalization  Statement no. 

Clarity in policy 

goals and 

directives 

Practicality of KM  

goals of university 

1. Realistic support 

and operations in 

dissemination of 

research and 

innovation 

No. 1 - 5 
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Table 4.2  (Continued) 

 

Variables  Definitions  Operationalization  Statement no. 

  2. Realistic support 

and operations in 

the production of  

research and 

innovation, and 

academic services 

No. 6 - 10 

  

Practicality of KM 

directives of 

university 

 

Realistic support 

and operations in 

clear identification 

of minimum 

workload in 

research and 

innovation, and 

academic services   

 

No. 11 – 12 

 

Characteristics  of 

university 

 

Coordination 

among agencies 

within university 

 

Coordination in 

knowledge 

dissemination 

among agencies  

of university 

 

No. 13 – 17 

 

 Communication 

within university 

Communication for 

acquisition and 

dissemination of 

knowledge in 

university 

No. 18 – 22 
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Table 4.2  (Continued) 

 

Variables  Definitions  Operationalization  Statement no. 

 Enforcement within 

university 

Enforcement of 

university in 

acquisition, storage, 

and dissemination 

of knowledge 

No. 23 – 27 

Resources  Support and 

application of 

internal resources  

of university 

Support and 

application of 

resources of 

university in 

acquisition, storage, 

and dissemination 

of knowledge 

No. 28 - 36 

     

External actors’ 

support and 

controls 

Support and 

controls from  

Office of the  

Higher Education 

Commission              

Support and 

controls from 

OHEC for 

acquisition and  

dissemination of 

university’s 

knowledge 

No. 37 - 43 

The implementers’ 

disposition 

Response of 

university officials 

at the micro-level 

to achieve 

compliance with 

the goals 

enunciated in 

university’s policy 

Lecturers’ and 

researchers’ 

response toward for 

acquisition and  

dissemination of 

knowledge 

No. 44 - 51 
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Table 4.2  (Continued) 

 

Variables  Definitions  Operationalization  Statement no. 

The implementing 

agency’s capacity 

 

 

 

Characteristics of 

the implementing 

faculties and 

planning division 

that impinge on the 

implementation of 

KM in university 

Strategy 

management, HRM, 

leadership, culture, 

organization in 

acquisition, storage, 

and dissemination 

of knowledge 

No. 52 - 67 

 

The types of the 

university 

Three types of 

university 

according to 

university’s 

mission in Higher 

Education 

Development Plan 

No. 10 B.E. 2551 – 

2554 

1. Specialized/ 

comprehensive 

university 

2. Research 

university and 

graduate university 

3. 4-year university 

Data from 

Website, shown in 

Appendix C 

The form of 

establishment            

of the university  

Three forms of 

establishment of 

the university 

1. Development 

from campus 

2. Establishment of 

new university 

(less-than-or-equal-

to-10 year and 

more-than-10 year) 

3. Merger of local 

educational 

institutions 

Data from 

Website, shown in 

Appendix C 
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Table 4.2  (Continued) 

 

Variables  Definitions  Operationalization  Statement no. 

The size of the 

university 

Total number of 

officials of 

university 

Total number of 

officials of 

university in 

average of 4 years 

Data from 

Website, shown in 

Appendix C 

The budget of the 

university 

Total amount of 

each public 

university’s 

revenue for internal 

affairs 

Total amount of 

each public 

university’s revenue 

for internal affairs 

in average of 4 

years 

Data from Website, 

shown in Appendix 

C 

 

4.4  Validity and Reliability 

 

Validity and reliability of questionnaire are warranted as follows:  

 

4.4.1  Pre-Testing Process 

Reliability was warranted by Cronbach’s coefficient alpha. In this study, pre-

testing was conducted to develop a final version of the questionnaire. The number of 

pre-test groups, which were lecturers from the Faculty of Engineering and Faculty of 

Social  Sciences  at  Bangkhen  Campus,  Kasetsart  University,  was  30  and  the  alpha 

value should be more than .75 (Srirath Gohwong, 2011, 85). The Alpha values were 

.950 for the dependent variable and .976 for the independent variable. 

 

4.4.2  Validity Test: Factor Analysis 

The validity of the test was carried out by a review of Associate Professor Dr. 

Wanlop  Rathachatranon  (Kasetsart  University)  and  Associate  Professor  Dr.  Namtip 

Wipawin  (Sukhothai  Thammathirat  Open  University).  In  addition,  the  validity  was 

also  warranted  by  exploratory  factor  analysis  (Srirath  Gohwong,  2011:  89).  Factor 
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analysis  is  a  sophisticated  statistical  technique  whose  primary  goal  is  to  define  the 

underlying structure among the variables in a single set in order to reduce the number 

of  variables  because  variables  that  are correlated  with  one  another  but  largely 

independent of other subsets of variables are combined into factors (Hair, Jr., Black, 

Babin,  and  Anderson,  2010:  94-99;  Tabachnick  and  Fidell,  2007:  607).  In  order  to 

achieve  the  most  adequate  interpretation  of  the  variables  under  examination, 

employment of a rotation method is a must because it reduces some of the ambiguities 

from  the  initial  unrotated  factor  solutions.  Although  factor  loadings  of  +.30  to  +.40 

are minimally acceptable, the researcher employed varimax rotation with a practical 

significant loading of each variable is aboved .50. (Hair, Jr., et al., 2010: 112-138) 

In addition, once the rotation was conducted, communality was considered for 

proving  how  well  the  data  fit  the  model because  it  was  the  sum  of  the  squared 

loadings (SSL) for a variable across factors (Tabachnick and Fidell, 2007: 621). None 

of the variables with communalities less than .50 had a sufficient explanation (Hair, 

Jr., et al., 2010: 119). If either the communality or factor loading of any variable was 

below  .05,  it  was  eliminated.  Finally,  the latent  root  criterion  was  employed  for 

setting  the  criteria  for  the  number  of  factors  to  extract  because  it  is  the  most 

commonly-used  technique  for  this  purpose. Only  the  factors  having  latent  roots  or 

eigenvalues greater than 1 are significant (Hair, Jr., et al., 2010: 108-109).  

The  pretest  was  conducted  and  gained  225  sets  of  completed  questionnaires, 

which  were  summed  into  40  public  universities  because  the  unit  analysis  was  the 

university. The validity and reliability results of the pretest are presented in the table 

and below. 
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Table 4.3  Results from the Factor Analysis of the Effectiveness of Knowledge 

Management Implementation in Thai Public Universities According to 

Higher Education Development Plan No. 10 B.E. 2551-2554 

 

Variable  Name of Composite Variable/Question No.  Commun

ality 

Varimax 

Solution 

Effectiveness of KM 

(Alpha = .950) 

   

Product-to-market 

excellence 

(Alpha = .940) 

1. Research and innovations with  

high impact/1 

.556  .631 

2. Research and innovations in international 

conference /2 

.650  .695 

 3. Publication in national journals/3 .624  .701 

 4. Publication in international journals /4  .740  .818 

 5. Citation of researches and innovations/5  .749  .830 

 6. intellectual property registered researches 

and innovations/6 

.702  .829 

 7. Copyrights registered or quality 

certificated research and innovation /7 

.700  .809 

 8. Commercial advantage of researches and 

innovations/8 

.673  .716 

Customer intimacy 

(Alpha = .875) 

1. Sample testing is acknowledged /9 .553  .608 

2. Training in university is acceptable/10  .749  .827 

 3. External training is acceptable/11 .805  .868 

 4. Joint-venture in training/12 .774  .839 

 5. Consultation is acceptable/13 .717  .804 

1. Internal affairs 

management 

(Alpha = .963) 

   

1.1 Coordination 

among internal and  

external agencies 

1. Co-Seminar among faculties/16 .651  .768 

2. Co-research among faculties/15 .605  .757 

3. Co-training among faculties/17 .564  .708 

 4. Journal sharing among faculties/13  .481  .611 

 5. Research tool sharing of faculties/14  .493  .601 

 6. Knowledge base sharing with others/10  .537  .504 
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Table 4.3  (Continued) 

 

Variable  Name of Composite Variable/Question No.  Commun

ality 

Varimax 

Solution 

1.2 Communication   1. WebBoards for knowledge sharing/21  .567  .683 

among agencies  2. Knowledge ranking Meeting/18 .563  .659 

 3. Various channels of mediums/22 .521  .644 

 4. Knowledge verification meeting/19  .580  .617 

1.3 Enforcement   1. Monitoring from KM committee/26  .705  .752 

among agencies  2. Consultation of KM committee/27 .679  .747 

 3. Knowledge sharing for promotion/24  .552  .698 

 4. Appropriate reward for faculty/25 .544  .690 

 5. Appropriate reward for lecturers and 

researchers/23 

.560  .599 

1.4 Resource   1. Adequate incentives for lecturers/34  .675  .678 

management for   2. Adequate incentives for researchers/35  .598  .614 

restore and  3. Good category in knowledge base/33  .687  .521 

dissemination of   4. Accessibility to knowledge base/32  .631  .513 

knowledge    

1.5 The  1. Participation-knowledge verification/47  .705  .758 

implementers’  2. Participation-knowledge ranking/45  .683  .736 

disposition 3. Update copyrights in database/49 .681  .734 

 4. Participation in focus group/46 .655  .718 

 5. Update publication in database/48 .606  .658 

  6. Update knowledge in university/50  .534  .561 

1.6 Implementing  

agency capacity 

1. Expertise survey/53 .670  .707 

2. CKO support for paper presentation/59  .643  .678 

 3. CKO supports the development/58 .604  .670 

 4. CKO motivates knowledge sharing/61  .575  .659 

 5. CKO supports update of publication/60  .545  .657 

 6. CKO has enough skills for KM/56 .604  .627 

 7. Clear mission for KM/52 .593  .587 

 8. Appropriate training for using knowledge 

base of university/55 

.601  .531 
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Table 4.3  (Continued) 

 

Variable  Name of Composite Variable/Question No.  Commun

ality 

Varimax 

Solution 

2. Clarity of goals     

in resource     

management    

(Alpha = .925)    

2.1 Dissemination   University supports paper presentation/1  .538  .667 

of research and   University supports update-publication /3  .542  .663 

innovation  University supports academic forum/4  .479  .587 

 University supports academic dialogue/5  .520  .541 

2.2 Production of   Flexible criteria for external grants/7 .621  .718 

research and  Flexible criteria for internal grants/6 .596  .626 

innovation, and    Cooperation with external agencies/8 .540  .572 

academic services  University supports knowledge sharing/9  .529  .570 

2.3. Clear  Clear definition of academic services/12  .519  .683 

identification of 

minimum workload 

Clear definition of research and 

innovation/11 

.565  .639 

2.4 Resource for   Sufficient budget by external agencies/30  .524  .554 

knowledge   Updated IT for Knowledge base/31 .522  .538 

acquisition  Adequate budget for manuals, textbooks, 

software, IT equipment/28 

.543  .501 

3. External actors’   Appropriate budget framework/39 772  .852 

supports and   Academic services for budget/38 .697  .816 

controls Publication for budget allocation/37 .684  .784 

(Alpha = .866) Appropriate terms of reference (TOR)/40  .655  .737 

 Monitoring of research network/41 .705  .716 

 Support for ThaiNRU/ 43 .600  .685 

4. University’s  

culture 

(Alpha = .799) 

Free knowledge services/64 .588  .659 

Free knowledge services/63 .598  .634 

Lecturers and researchers do not share 

knowledge with their colleagues/51 

.548  .624 

 Full charge for knowledge services for 

internal agencies of university/66 

 

.532  .611 
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Table 4.3  (Continued) 

 

Variable  Name of Composite Variable/Question No.  Commun

ality 

Varimax 

Solution 

 Inadequate support of CKO for KM/57  .595  .610 

 Partial charge for knowledge services for 

internal agencies of university/65 

.596  .607 

 Full charge for knowledge services for 

internal agencies of university/66 

.532  .611 

 Inadequate support of CKO for KM/57  .595  .610 

 Partial charge for knowledge services for 

internal agencies of university/65 

.596  .607 

 

Table 4.3 below compares the initial factors in the proposed model with the set 

of revised factors gained from the factor analysis. 

 

Table 4.4  Initial and Revised Factors in the Effectiveness of Knowledge 

Management Implementation in Thai Public Universities According to 

Higher Education Development Plan No. 10 B.E. 2551- 2554 

 

Initial Factors Revised Factors 

Factor Number  Number of 

Question 

Factor Number  Number of 

Question 

1. Clarity in policy goals and 

directives 

12  1. Clarity of goals in 

resource  management  

 

2. Characteristics of 

university 

  1.1 Dissemination of 

research and innovation 

5 

2.1 Coordination among 

agencies 

5  1.2 Production of research 

and innovation, and 

4 

2.2 Communication among 

agencies 

5  academic services  

2.3 Enforcement among 

agencies 

5  1.3 Clear minimum 

workload 

2 

3. Resources 9  1.4 Resource for  3 
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Table 4.4  (Continued) 

    

Initial Factors Revised Factors 

Factor Number  Number of 

Question 

Factor Number  Number of 

Question 

4. External actors’ support 

and controls 

7  knowledge acquisition  

5. Implementers’ disposition  8    

6. Implementing agency 

capacity 

16    

   2. Internal affairs 

management 

 

   2.1 Coordination among 

internal and external agencies 

6 

   2.2 Communication among 

agencies 

4 

   2.3 Enforcement among 

agencies 

5 

   2.4 Resource management 

for restoration and 

dissemination of knowledge 

4 

   2.5 Implementers’ 

disposition 

6 

   2.6 Implementing agency 

capacity 

8 

   3. External actors’  6 

   support and controls  

   4. University’s culture 6 

Total 67   59 

 

1)   Effectiveness  of  knowledge  management  implementation  in  Thai 

public  universities  according  to  Higher  Education  Development  Plan  No.  10  B.E. 

2551-2554 
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There  are  two  kinds  of  measurement  for  the  effectiveness  of 

knowledge  management  implementation  in  Thai  public  universities  according  to 

Higher Education Development Plan No. 10 B.E. 255-2554 as follows: 1) opinions of 

public university’ officers toward publications of research, innovations, and academic 

services,  and  2)  facts  from  the  SAR.  For  the  opinions,  2  dimensions  with  13  items 

were  employed  to  measure  the  effectiveness  of  knowledge  management  implementation 

in  Thai  public  universities—product-to-market  excellence  and  customer  intimacy. 

According to the factor analysis, there was no extraction and no regrouping of items 

was  required  for  effectiveness.  Hence,  product-to-market  excellence  comprised 

question no. 1-8, whereas customer intimacy was composed of questions no. 9-13. In 

addition,  the  alpha  value  of  the  effectiveness  as  very  high  as  follows:  .950  (for  13 

items), .940 (for items no. 1-8), and .875 (for items no. 9-13). 

2)   Factors  Affecting  the  Effectiveness  of  Knowledge  Management 

Implementation 

There  were  67  items  constructed  to  the  measure  factors  affecting  the 

effectiveness  of  knowledge  management  implementation  in  Thai  public  universities 

according  to  Higher  Education  Development  Plan  No.  10  B.E.  255-2554.  A  factor 

analysis for each group of items was done by dividing them into six main variables as 

follows: clarity in policy goals and directives, characteristics of university, resources, 

external  actors’  support  and  controls,  implementers’  disposition,  and  implementing 

agency  capacity.  The  results  of the  factor  analysis  were  formed  into  four  factors  as 

follows:    internal  affairs  management,  clarity  of  goals  in  resource  management, 

university’s  culture,  and  external  actors’  support  and  controls.  However,  8  items, 

shown  in  table  4.5,  were  extracted  because their  values  of  either  communality  or 

factor loading were below .05, as mentioned.   
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Table 4.5  The Extracted Items 

 

Question No. Communality  Varimax 

Rotation 

Lecturers and researchers always visit the 

university’s knowledge base/44 

.481  .548 

University’s preparation of place and equipment for 

relaxation of lecturers and researchers in their free 

time/20 

.336  .527 

CoPs among lecturers and researchers/67 .438  .507 

Sufficient budget for consultation from external 

agencies/29 

.493  .480 

Appropriate search engine usage training for 

lecturers and researchers/54 

.509  .458 

Unlimited Internet for lecturers and researchers /36  .295  .529 

Knowledge sharing is good for university/62 .262  .370 

Contribution of OHEC toward national conference 

of research network/42 

.487  .662 

 

4.5  Revised Factors Affecting the Effectiveness in Knowledge Management  

       Implementation 

 

According to the results of the factor analysis and reliability test from the pre-

test process, the revised factors required for the hypothesis testing of these factors are 

discussed below. 

 

4.5.1  Effectiveness of Policy Implementation 

Regarding  the  results  of  the  factor  analysis  and  reliability  test,  it  was 

confirmed  that  all  items  of  opinions  of  public  university  officers  toward  KM 

implementation  in  two  sub-dimensions were  in  the  same  group.  This  is  not 

astonishing  because  items  No.  1-8  focused  on  the  opinions  of  public  university 

officials  toward  researches  and  innovations,  whereas  items  No.  9-13  focused  on  the 

opinions of public university officials toward academic services. 
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4.5.2  Factors Affecting the Effectiveness of Knowledge Management  

          Implementation 

Referring  to  the  results  from  the  factor  analysis  and  reliability  test,  six  main 

variables  (clarity  in  policy  goals  and  directives,  characteristics  of  university, 

resources,  external  actors’  support  and controls,  implementers’  disposition,  and 

implementing  agency  capacity)  were  regrouped  into  four  factors  (internal  affairs 

management,  clarity  of  goals  in  resource  management,  university’s  culture,  and 

external actors’ support and controls).  

1)   Internal  affairs  management.  Internal  affairs  management  stands 

for the internal management of university. The varimax rotation results indicated that 

internal affairs management was classified in the following areas: coordination among 

internal  and  external  agencies  (Question  No.  10,  13-17),  communication  among 

agencies (Question No. 18, 19, 21, 22), enforcement among agencies (Question No. 

23-27), resource management for restore and dissemination of knowledge (Question 

No.  32-35),  Implementers’  disposition  (Question  No.  45-50),  and  implementing 

agency capacity (Question No. 52, 53, 55, 56, 58-61). In addition, the alpha value was 

.963. 

2)   Clarity  of  goals  in  resource management.  Clarity  of  goals  in 

resource  management  means  the  practical  goals  of  the  university  in  rule  setting  and 

resource  management  for  promotion  of  acquisition,  storage,  and  dissemination  of 

knowledge.  The  varimax  rotation  results  indicated  that  clarity  of  goals  in  resource 

management were dissemination of research and innovation (Question No. 1-5), 

production  of  research  and  innovation,  and academic  services  (Question  No.  6-9), 

clear  minimum  workload  (Question  No.  11-12),  and  resources  for  knowledge 

acquisition (Question No. 28, 30 - 31). In addition, the alpha value was .925. 

3)   External actors’ support and controls. External actors’ support and 

controls  stand  for  the  support  and  controls  of  the  Office  of  the  Higher  Education 

Commission  by  various  tools  such  as  KM  as  a  criterion  of  the  university’s 

performance plan for budget allocation to public universities, research funds of higher 

education,  and  monitoring  and  evaluation in  public  university  performance.  The 

varimax  rotation  results  indicated  that  external  actors’  support  and  controls  were 

questions  No.  37-41  and  43,  while  question No.  42  was  extracted.  In  addition,  the 

alpha value was .866. 
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4)   The  university’s  culture.  The  university’s  culture  stands  for  the 

university’s  culture  regarding  the  storage  and  dissemination  of  knowledge.  It  is 

surprising that this was one of the key factors in the analysis because it comprised six 

questions (No. 51, 57, 63-66), which at first were classified into sub-dimensions from 

the  implementers’  disposition  and  implementing  agency  capacity.  In  addition,  the 

alpha value was quite high, .799. 

In  conclusion,  the  pre-test  and  factor  analysis  results  provided  useful 

information for validity and reliability confirmation for conducting further steps in the 

research. 

 

4.6  Data Collection 

 

4.6.1  Survey Questionnaire 

The study used self-administered questionnaires. The items sought information on 

the  effectiveness  of  knowledge  management  implementation  in  Thai  public 

universities  according  to  Higher  Education  Development  Plan  No.  10  B.E.  2551- 

2554. The scales of the questionnaire for each item were based on Likert scales of 4 to 

1 for positive items (strongly agree, agree, disagree, strongly disagree), and of 1 to 4 

for negative items (strongly agree, agree, disagree, strongly disagree) (Question No. 

51  and  57).  Because  of  the  Thai  culture,  “neutral”  or  “uncertain”  was  extracted  in 

order to avoid difficulty of interpretation in the data analysis. 

The  questionnaire  was  designed  according  to  three  sections  as  follows: 

respondents’  general  information,  knowledge  management  implementation  in  Thai 

public  universities  according  to  Higher  Education  Development  Plan  No.  10  B.E. 

2551- 2554, and the effectiveness of knowledge management implementation in Thai 

public  universities  according  to  Higher  Education  Development  Plan  No.  10  B.E. 

2551- 2554. 

 

4.6.2  Response Rate 

The return of the questionnaire was at 63.1% (286 respondents). However, the 

unit  of  analysis  was  the  university.  Hence,  39  public  universities  (such  as  NIDA, 

Kasetsart  University,  Chulalongkorn  University,  Thammasat  University)  were  extracted 
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because of incomplete data from the faculties or planning division or president. In this 

research,  225  questionnaires  were  summed into  40  public  universities,  which  were 

50.6%, as shown in Appendix C. Almost all of them were Rajabhat Universities and 

Rajamangala Universities of Technology. 

 

4.6.3  In-Depth Interview 

In  this  study,  eleven  public  universities  were  selected  to  conduct  in-depth 

interview in order to get data and information for contributing the quantitative result. 

Eleven lecturers from eleven public universities were selected from their expertise in 

Knowledge  Management  Implementation as  follows:  Assistant  Professor  Dr. 

Weerapun  Rungseevijitprapa (Chulalongkorn  University), Associate  Professor  Dr. 

Juthart Sarawanwong (Kasetsart University), Dr. Therdsak Maitaoutong (Srinakharinwirot 

University), Associate Professor Dr. Namtip Wipawin (Sukhothai Thammathirat Open 

University),  Dr.  Montri   Kawinatthayanon  (Ramkhamhaeng  University),  Associate 

Professor Dr. Pong  Horadal (Phranakhon Rajabhat University), Dr. Suchart  Wongsinnak 

(Thamasat  University),  Assistant  Professor  Dr.  Paithoon  Bhothisawang  (Burapha 

University), Dr. Veerawat Masena (Mahasarakham  University), Associate Professor 

Dr.  Vittaya    Masena  (Khon  Kaen  University),  and  Assistant  Professor  Dr.  Tadtong  

Pansuppawat  (Sakon  Nakhon  Rajabhat  University).  The  structured  interview  was 

employed in this research (Srirath Gohwong, 2011: 76-77), as shown in Appendix D. 

 

4.7  Factor Scores 

  

Factor  scores  are  the  scores  extracted  in  the  factor  analysis,  which  are  a 

composite measure created for each observation  of  each  factor  and  employed  in  the 

hierarchical  multiple  regression.  Each  factor  score  is  calculated  by  using  the  factor 

weights in conjunction with the original variable values. Factor scores are standardized to 

have a mean of 0 and a standard deviation of 1 (Hair, Jr. et al, 2010: 92-93). 

 



  
 

 

CHAPTER 5 

 

FINDINGS AND RESULTS OF THE STUDY 

 

5.1  Survey Samples 

 

As mentioned in Chapter 4, the unit of analysis in this study was the university 

level. The number of questionnaires distributed, the number of respondents, and the 

response rate of each set of questionnaires were presented in Chapter 4. In brief, the 

return  of  the  questionnaire  was  at  286  respondents.  However,  because  the  unit  of 

analysis  was  the  university,  225  questionnaires  were  usable  and  summed  into  40 

public  universities,  50.6%  of  79  public  universities.  The  sample,  or  40  public 

universities, comprised 27 Rajabhat Universities (67.5%), 8 Rajamangala Universities 

of Technology (20%), and 5 other public universities (12.5%), as shown in Table 5.1. 

 

Table 5.1  Group of Respondent Public Universities 

 

Group of Public Universities  Name of Respondent Public University 

Rajabhat University 1. Thepsatri Rajabhat University 

 2. Ubon Ratchathani Rajabhat University 

 3. Nakhon Sawan Rajabhat university 

 4. Phranakhon Si Ayutthaya Rajabhat  

    University 

 5. Nakhon Si Thammarat Rajabhat  

    University 

 6. Rambhaibarni Rajabhat University 

 7. Phetchaboon Rajabhat University 

 8. Suan Dusit Rajabhat University 

 9. Kamphaengphet Rajabhat university 
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Table 5.1  (Continued) 

 

Group of Public Universities  Name of Respondent Public University 

 10. Sisaket Rajabhat University 

 11. Chaiyaphum Rajabhat University 

 12. Suan Sunandha Rajabhat University 

 13. Loei Rajabhat University 

 14. Udon thani Rajabhat University 

 15. Lampang Rajabhat University 

 16. Dhonburi Rajabhat University 

 17. Chiangrai Rajabhat University 

 18. Buriram Rajabhat University 

 19. Valaylongkorn Rajabhat University 

 20. Phetchaburi Rajabhat University 

 21. Surat Thani Rajabhat University 

 22. Surindra Rajabhat University 

 23. Uttaradit Rajabhat University 

 24. Rajabhat Maha Sarakham University 

 25. Nakhon Ratchasima Rajabhat  

      University 

 26. Phuket Rajabhat University 

 27. Yala Rajabhat University 

 

Rajamangla University of Technology  1. Rajamangla University of Technology  

    Isan 

2. Rajamangla University of Technology  

    Phranakon 

3. Rajamangla University of Technology  

    Krungthep 

4. Rajamangla University of Technology  

    Thunyaburi 



86 
 

Table 5.1  (Continued) 

 

Group of Public Universities  Name of Respondent Public University 

 5. Rajamangla University of Technology  

    Srivijaya 

6. Rajamangala University of Technology 

    Lanna 

7. Rajamangla University of Technology  

    Suvanabhumi 

8. Rajamangla University of Technology  

    Rattanakosin 

 

Others 1. Princess of Narathiwas University 

2. Thaksin University 

3. Mahasarakham University 

4. Sukhothai Thammathirat Open  

    University 

5. King Mongkut’s Institute of  

    Technology Chaokuntaharn   

     Ladkrabang 

 

5.1.1  The General Characteristics of the Samples 

The  general  characteristics  of  the  samples  are  presented  in  the  following 

tables.  Table  5.2  illustrates  the  characteristics  of  the  225  respondents  of  40  public 

universities,  whereas  table  5.3  illustrates  the  demographic  background  of  the  40 

public universities, whose data are from the SAR reports during academic year B.E. 

2550-2553. 
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Table 5.2  Characteristics of the Respondents (225 questionnaires) 

 

Characteristics Percent 

Sex  

     Male 59.6 

     Female 40.4 

Age  

     25 – 40 44.9 

     41 – 60 49.8 

     > 61 5.3 

Level of Education  

     Bachelor Degree 1.8 

     Master Degree 70.2 

     Doctoral Degree 28.0 

Administrative Position  

    President 1.8 

    Vice-president 3.1 

     Assistant president 13.3 

    Dean 25.8 

    Deputy dean 16.0 

    Assistant dean 20.4 

    Directors of planning division 18.7 

     CKO .9 

Academic Position  

    Associate professor 11.6 

    Assistant professor 21.8 

    Lecturer 49.8 

 

The data in the table 5.2 above present more details on the 225 respondents’ 

characteristics,  which  include  sex,  age,  level  of  education,  administrative  position, 

and academic position. Fifty-nine point six percent of the sample was male. The age 

of the respondents was very interesting. Almost of them were in the senior-executive 
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group,  41-60  years  old  (49.8%),  and  junior-executive  group,  25  –  40  years  old 

(44.9%).  However,  11  respondents  were  in  the  more-than-or-equal-to-61year  old 

group,  where  the  oldest  respondent  was  73  years  of  age,  and  their  administrative 

positions were high, at least dean. They were six deans, four presidents, and one vice-

president.  For  the  level  of  education,  most  of  the  respondents  had  a  master  degree 

(70.2%) and three-quarters of the respondents (1.8%), who had bachelor degree, were 

directors  of  the  planning  division.  For the  administrative  position,  the  sample 

consisted  of  25.8%  deans,  followed  by  assistant  dean  (20.4%)  and  directors  of  the 

planning division (18.7%), and the lowest as CKO, who was assigned by the president 

to  implement  KM  in  the  university  without  an  administrative  position  (.9%).  Last, 

regarding academic position, lecturer was the highest (49.8%), followed by assistant 

professor (21.8%) and associate professor (11.6%). 

 

Table 5.3  Demographic Background of the 40 Public Universities 

 

Characteristics Percent 

Location  

     Bangkok 16.7 

     Rural 78.6 

Types of the university  

     Specialized/ 

       comprehensive university 

65.0 

     Research university and  

       graduate university 

12.5 

     4- year university 22.5 

Form of establishment of the university  

    Development from campus 5.0 

    Establishment of new university 5.0 

    Merger of local educational  

       institutions 

90.0 
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Table 5.3  (Continued) 

  

Characteristics Percent 

Size of the university  

    < 500 15.0 

    501 -  1000 55.0 

     > 1001 30.0 

Budget of the university  

     < 200,000,000  7.5 

     200,000,001 – 400,000,000 65.0 

     > 400,000,001 27.5 

Number of publications  

     < 500 90.0 

     > 501 10.0 

Number of academic projects or activities  

     < 500 72.5 

     > 501 27.5 

 

The  data  in  the  table  5.3  above  present  details  on  the  40  public  university 

characteristics, which include location, types of university, form of establishment of 

the university, size of the university, budget of the university, number of publications, 

and number of academic projects or activities. Almost all of the 40 public universities 

were  rural  (78.6%).  Type  of  university  consisted  of  65%  specialized/comprehensive 

universities, whereas the research university and graduate university were the lowest 

(12.5%). Most of the 40 public universities were from the merger of local educational 

institutions (90%), had employees between 501 - 1000 in average during B.E. 2551- 

2554  (70%),  and  had  a  budget  during  200,000,001  –  400,000,000  baht  in  average 

during B.E. 2551 - 2554 (65%). In addition, the number of publications and academic 

projects or activities of 40 public universities in average during B.E. 2550-2553 was 

fewer  than  500  pieces,  which  consisted  of 90%  of  the  number  of  publications  and 

72.5 % of number of academic service projects or activities. 
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5.2  Data Analysis and Results of the Study 

 

The data analysis in the study comprised data from the quantitative approach 

via  SPSS  (in  topic  5.2.1  and  5.2.2)  and  the qualitative  approach  via  structured 

interview (in topic 5.2.3), whereas the discussion will be carried out in topic 5.2.4. 

 

5.2.1  Hypothesis Testing 

Chapter III sets out the main hypothesis, that, is the clarity of policy goals and 

directives,  the  characteristics  of  the  university,  resources,  external  actors’  supports 

and controls, the implementers’ disposition, the implementing agency’s capacity, the 

types  of  the  university,  the  form  of  establishment  of  the  university,  the  size  of  the 

university,  and  the  budget  of  the  university  are  positively  associated  with  the 

effectiveness  of  knowledge  management  implementation  in  Thai  public  universities 

according to Higher Education Development Plan No. 10 B.E. 2551-2554, with four 

sub-hypotheses as follows: 

H1  The  clarity  of  policy  goals  and  directives,  the  characteristics  of  the 

university,  resources,  external  actors’  supports  and  controls,  the  implementers’ 

disposition, the implementing agency capacity, the types of the university, the form of 

establishment of the university, the size of the university, and the budget of university 

are  positively  associated  with  the  opinion of  public  universities’  officers  toward 

publications of researches and innovations. 

H2  The  clarity  of  policy  goals  and  directives,  the  characteristics  of  the 

university,  resources,  external  actors’  supports  and  controls,  the  implementers’ 

disposition, the implementing agency capacity, the types of the university, the form of 

establishment of the university, the size of the university, and the budget of university 

are  positively  associated  with  the  opinion of  public  universities’  officers  toward 

academic service. 

H3  The  clarity  of  policy  goals  and  directives,  the  characteristics  of  the 

university,  resources,  external  actors’  supports  and  controls,  the  implementers’ 

disposition, the implementing agency capacity, the types of the university, the form of 

establishment of the university, the size of the university, and the budget of university 

are positively associated with the number of publications during B.E. 2551-2554. 
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H4  The  clarity  of  policy  goals  and  directives,  the  characteristics  of  the 

university,  resources,  external  actors’  supports  and  controls,  the  implementers’ 

disposition, the implementing agency capacity, the types of the university, the form of 

establishment of the university, the size of the university, and the budget of university 

are  positively  associated  with  the  number of  academic  service  projects  or  activities 

during B.E. 2551-2554. 

However, due to the factor analysis results in chapter IV, the regrouping into 

four independent variables, which were not contextual variables, led to the following 

revised versions of all hypotheses. 

The main revised hypothesis is internal affairs management, clarity of goals in 

resource management, the university’s culture, external actors’ support and controls, 

types of university, form of establishment of the university, and size of the university 

are  positively  associated  with  the  effectiveness  of  knowledge  management 

implementation  in  Thai  public  universities according  to  Higher  Education  Development 

Plan No. 10 B.E. 2551- 2554, with four sub-hypotheses as follows: 

H1 Internal affairs management, clarity of goals in resource management, the 

university’s culture, external actors’ support and controls,  types of university, form of 

establishment of the university, size of the university,  and budget of the university are 

positively  associated  with  the  opinion  of  public  university  officers  toward  the 

publication of research and innovations. 

H2 Internal affairs management, clarity of goals in resource management, the 

university’s culture, external actors’ support and controls,  types of university, form of 

establishment  of  the  university,  size  of  the  university,    and  budget  of  the  university 

positively  associated  with  the  opinion  of public  university  officers  toward  academic 

services. 

H3 Internal affairs management, clarity of goals in resource management, the 

university’s culture, external actors’ support and controls,  types of university, form of 

establishment of the university, size of the university,  and budget of the university are 

positively associated with the number of publications during B.E. 2551 – 2554. 

H4 Internal affairs management, clarity of goals in resource management, the 

university’s culture, external actors’ support and controls,  types of university, form of 

establishment of the university, size of the university,  and budget of the university are 
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positively  associated  associate  with  the number  of  academic  service    projects  or 

activities during B.E. 2551-2554. 

 

5.2.2  Correlation Matrix and Descriptive Statistics of Independent  

         Variables 

The results illustrated in this section are employed to test the hypothesis for 

confirmation or rejection, where the researcher employs a statistical program for data 

analysis.  The  correlation  coefficient  analysis  was  conducted  in  order  to  avoid  the 

problem  of  multicollinearlity  (Hair  et  al.,  2010:  200  –  205).  All  of  the  descriptive 

statistics of all of the independent variables, including mean, standard deviation, and 

the minimum and maximum value of all of the hypotheses are also presented in table 

5.4.  However,  in  this  study,  type  of  university  and  form  of  establishment  were 

nomimal variables. They, therefore, were recoded into dummy variables as follows: 

specialized/comprehensive  university,  research  university  and  graduate  university,  

development from campus, and establishment of new university. 

 

Table 5.4  Correlation Matrix, Mean, and Standard Deviation of Independent  

                  Variables 

 

Variables  INT  CLA  CULT  EXT  SPE  RES  DEV  EST  SIZ  BUD 

INT 1.000  .000  .000  .000  .257  -.070  -.060  .035  -.220  -.161 

CLA   1.000  .000  .000  -.105  -.246  -.016  -.349  .044  .065 

CULT     1.000  .000  -.356  .301  .119  .282  .327  .300 

EXT       1.000  -.018  -.050  .020  .087  .088  .167 

SPE         1.000  -.515  -.313  -.313  -.747  -.604 

RES           1.000  .260  .607  .450  .347 

DEV             1.000  -.053  .114  .044 

EST               1.000  .202  .299 

SIZ                 1.000  .716 

BUD                   1.000 

MEAN .0000000  .0000000  .0000000  .0000000  .65 .13 .05 .05  3.44E8  867.74 
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Table 5.4  (Continued) 
 

Variables  INT  CLA  CULT  EXT  SPE  RES  DEV  EST  SIZ  BUD 

SD 1.00000000  1.00000000  1.00000000  1.00000000 .483  .335  .221  .221  1.609E8  536.025 

MIN -1.16853  -2.54263  -2.66523  -3.19501 0 0 0 0 121114000 184 

MAX 5.14919  1.86086  1.68583  1.31770 1 1 1 1 825141250 2141 

N  40  40  40  40  40  40  40  40  40  40 

  

Note:  INT   =   Internal affairs management 

CLA   =   Clarity of goals in resource management 

CULT   =   University’s culture  

EXT   =   External actors’ support and controls 

SPE   =   Specialized/comprehensive university 

RES   =   Research university and graduate university 

DEV   =   Development from campus 

EST   =   Establishment of new university 

SIZ   =   Size of university 

BUD   =   Budget of university 

 

The  data  in  the  table  5.4  above  present  the  ideal  predictive  situation  for 

correlation  among  10  independent  variables because  there  was  no  multicollinearity  

problem.  All  correlations  were  below  .75  according  to Suchart  Prasit-rathsint  

(Suchart Prasit-rathsint, 2005: 150) or below .90 according to Hair et al. (Hair et al., 

2010: 200-201) and Tabachnick and Fidell (Tabachnick and Fidell, 2007: 124-125). 

In  addition,  the  above  means  and  SDs  were of  factor  scores,  calculated  from  the  

factor analysis by using the SPSS program. 

 

5.2.2  The Relationship Among Variables 

  In  this  study,  Hierarchical  Multiple  Regression  was  employed  through  the 

SPSS software. The data from the survey were analyzed to determine the relationship 

among  independent  variables  and  to  test  the hypotheses.  In  addition,  Hierarchical 

Multiple Regression allows us to see the influence of each set of variables through R2  

change. 
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5.2.2.1  Hypothesis 1: The Opinion of Public University Officers Toward 

Publication of Research and Innovations 

Hypothesis 1 stated that internal affairs management, clarity of goals 

in  resource  management,  university’s  culture,  external  actors’  support  and  controls,  

types  of  university,  form  of  establishment of  the  university,  size  of  the  university,  

and  budget  of  the  university  were  positively associated  with  the  opinion  of  public 

university officers toward the publication of research and innovations. The results in 

table  5.5  revealed  that  the  effectiveness  of  KM  implementation  according  to  the 

opinion  of  public  university  officers  toward  the  publication  of  research  and 

innovations was positively influenced by types of university (research university and 

graduate  university,  with  a  beta  coefficient  =  .873,  followed  by  specialized/ 

comprehensive university with a beta coefficient = .862), budget of university (beta 

coefficient = .728), size of university (beta coefficient = .626), form of establishment 

of  the  university  (establishment  of  new university  with  beta  coefficient  =  .625, 

followed  by  development  from  campus,  with a  beta  coefficient  =  .544),  clarity  of 

goals in resource management (beta coefficient = .446), external actors’ support and 

controls (beta coefficient = .416), university’s culture (beta coefficient = .335), and 

internal affairs management (beta coefficient = .310), where the university’s culture 

had a stronger effect on the effectiveness of KM implementation than internal affairs 

management.  

In addition, R2 orderly increased according to the addition of a set of 

variables as follows: .206, .418, .519, .677, and .949. It was indicated that 94.9% of 

the variation of the effectiveness of KM implementation according to the opinion of 

public university officers toward the publication of research and innovations could be 

explained by the above variables, where the power of explanation was quite high and  

fit with the reviewed literature.  
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Table 5.5  Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis of Factors Affecting the  

                  Opinions of Public University Officials towards Research and Innovations 

 

Independent 

Variables 

Model1  Model2  Model3  Model4  Model5 

INT  .293* 

(1.889) 

.293* 

(2.158) 

.293* 

(2.342) 

.293* 

(2.803) 

.310* 

(2.679) 

CLA   .482* 

(3.549) 

.482* 

(3.851) 

.482* 

(4.609) 

.446* 

(3.570) 

CULT    .344* 

(2.751) 

.344* 

(3.292) 

.335* 

(2.750) 

EXT     .425* 

(4.069) 

.416* 

(3.630) 

SPE       .862* 

(3.893) 

RES     .873* 

(4.729) 

DEV     .544* 

(3.292) 

EST      .625* 

(4.119) 

SIZ      .626* 

(4.442) 

BUD      .728* 

(6.926) 

R2  .206  .418  .519  .677  .949 

SEE  .35314  .30911  .28487  .23803  .25042 

F  3.569  8.627  9.294  14.123  5.366 

Sig.  .000  .000  .000  .000  .000 
 

Note:   * P < .05  

 

The figure over parentheses is beta coefficient value whereas the figure in 

parentheses is t value. 

  INT   =   Internal affairs management 

CLA   =   Clarity of goals in resource management 

CULT  =   University’s culture  

EXT   =   External actors’ support and controls 
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SPE   =   Specialized/comprehensive university 

RES   =   Research university and graduate university 

DEV   =   Development from campus 

EST   =   Establishment of new university 

SIZ   =   Size of university 

BUD   =   Budget of university 

 

5.2.2.2   Hypothesis 2: The Opinion of Public University Officers Toward 

Academic Services 

Hypothesis 2 stated that internal affairs management, clarity of goals 

in  resource  management,  the  university’s  culture,  external  actors’  support  and 

controls,    types  of  university,  form  of  establishment  of  the  university,  size  of  the 

university,  and budget of the university were positively associated with the opinion 

of  public  university  officers  toward  academic  services.  The  results  in  table  5.6 

revealed  that  the  effectiveness  of  KM implementation  according  to  the  opinion  of 

public  university  officers  toward  the  publication  of  research  and  innovations  was 

positively  influenced  by  types  of  university  (specialized/comprehensive  university, 

with  a  beta  coefficient  =  .894,  followed  by  research  university  and  graduate 

university,  with  a  beta  coefficient  =  .852),  budget  of  university  (beta  coefficient 

=  .745),  size  of  university  (beta  coefficient  =  .699),  form  of  establishment  of  the 

university (establishment of new university with a beta coefficient = .680, followed 

by  development  from  campus  with  a  beta  coefficient  =  .674),  internal  affairs 

management  (beta  coefficient  =  .667),  external  actors’  support  and  controls  (beta 

coefficient = .441), clarity of goals in resource management (beta coefficient = .359), 

and university’s culture (beta coefficient = .247). 

In  addition,  the  results  for  hypothesis  2  were  also  the  same  as  the 

previous  results  of  R2.    R2  orderly  increases  according  to  the  addition  of  a  set  of 

variables  in  the  same  format  as  hypothesis  1  as  follows:  .406,  .518,  .619,  .747, 

and  .975.  It  was  indicated  that  97.5%  of  the  variation  of the  effectiveness  of  KM 

implementation  according  to  the  opinion  of  public  university  officers  toward  the 

publication  of  research  and  innovations  could  be  explained  by  the  above  variables, 

where the power of explanation was very high and fit with the reviewed literature.  
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Table 5.6  Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis of the Factors Affecting the  

                  Opinions of Public University Officials Towards Academic Services 

 

Independent 

Variables 

Model1  Model2  Model3  Model4  Model5 

INT  .684* 

(5.778) 

.684* 

(6.506) 

.684* 

(6.834) 

.684* 

(9.431) 

.667* 

(8.522) 

CLA    .351* 

(3.343) 

.351* 

(3.512) 

.351* 

(4.846) 

.359* 

(4.248) 

CULT     .220* 

(2.198) 

.220* 

(3.033) 

.247* 

(2.998) 

EXT      .420* 

(5.792) 

.441* 

(5.691) 

SPE      .894* 

(3.893) 

RES     .852* 

(4.729) 

DEV     .674* 

(3.292) 

EST      .680* 

(4.119) 

SIZ      .699* 

(4.442) 

BUD      .745* 

(6.926) 

R2  .406  .518  .619  .747  .975 

SEE  .25539  .23425  .22172  .16232  .16872 

F  33.382  26.751  21.292  38.793  15.183 

Sig.  .000  .000  .000  .000  .000 
 

Note:   * P < .05 

 

The figure over parentheses is beta coefficient value whereas the figure in 

parentheses is t value. 

  INT   =   Internal affairs management 

CLA   =   Clarity of goals in resource management 

CULT  =   University’s culture  

EXT   =   External actors’ support and controls 
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SPE   =   Specialized/comprehensive university 

RES   =   Research university and graduate university 

DEV   =   Development from campus 

EST   =   Establishment of new university 

SIZ   =   Size of university 

BUD   =   Budget of university 

 

5.2.2.3  Hypothesis 3: Number of Publications During B.E. 2551-2554 

Hypothesis 3 stated that internal affairs management, clarity of goals 

in  resource  management,  the  university’s  culture,  external  actors’  support  and 

controls,    types  of  university,  form  of  establishment  of  the  university,  size  of  the 

university, and budget of the university were positively associated with the number of 

publications according to data from the SAR during academic year B.E. 2550-2553. 

The  results  in  table  5.7  revealed  that the  effectiveness  of  KM  implementation 

according  to  the  opinion  of  public  university  officers  toward  the  publications  of 

research  and  innovations  was  positively  influenced  by  types  of  university  (research 

university  and  graduate  university  with  a  beta  coefficient  =  .882,  followed  by 

specialized/comprehensive university with  a beta coefficient = .871), budget of the 

university  (beta  coefficient  =  .788),  size  of  the  university  (beta  coefficient  =  .622), 

form of establishment of the university (establishment of new university with a beta 

coefficient  =  .617,  followed  by  development from  campus  with  a  beta  coefficient 

=  .539),  clarity  of  goals  in  resource  management  (beta  coefficient  =  .451),  external 

actors’  support  and  controls  (beta  coefficient  =  .327),  university’s  culture  (beta 

coefficient = .321), and internal affairs management (beta coefficient = .316), in the 

same order as in hypothesis 1. 

In addition, the hypothesis 3 results were also the same as the previous 

ones in R2. R2 orderly increased according to the addition of the set of variables in the 

same format as hypothesis 1 and 2 as follows: .229, .433, .535, .669, and .928. It was 

indicated that 92.8% of the variation of the  effectiveness  of  KM  implementation  in 

the  number  of  publications  could  be  explained  by  the  above  variables,  where  the 

power of explanation was very high and fit with the reviewed literature. 
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Table 5.7  Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis of the Factors Affecting the  

                  Number of Publications During B.E. 2551-2554 

 

Independent 

Variables 

Model1  Model2  Model3  Model4  Model5 

INT  .278* 

(1.669) 

.278* 

(2.278) 

.278* 

(2.442) 

.278* 

(2.993) 

.316* 

(2.829) 

CLA   .497* 

(3.779) 

.497* 

(3.981) 

.497* 

(4.949) 

.451* 

(3.772) 

CULT    .374* 

(2.671) 

.374* 

(3.482) 

.321* 

(2.470) 

EXT     .345* 

(4.575) 

.327* 

(3.553) 

SPE      .871* 

(3.893) 

RES     .882* 

(4.729) 

DEV     .539* 

(3.292) 

EST      .617* 

(4.119) 

SIZ      .622* 

(4.442) 

BUD      .788* 

(6.926) 

R2  .229  .433  .535  .669  .928 

SEE  .25539  .23425  .22172  .16232  .16872 

F  39.442  29.667  24.332  35.773  14.993 

Sig.  .000  .000  .000  .000  .000 
 

Note:   * P < .05 

 

The figure over parentheses is beta coefficient value whereas the figure in 

parentheses is t value. 

  INT   =   Internal affairs management 

CLA   =   Clarity of goals in resource management 

CULT  =   University’s culture  

EXT   =   External actors’ support and controls 
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SPE   =   Specialized/comprehensive university 

RES   =   Research university and graduate university 

DEV   =   Development from campus 

EST   =   Establishment of new university 

SIZ   =   Size of university 

BUD   =   Budget of university 

 

5.2.2.4  Hypothesis 4: Number of Academic Service Projects or  

Activities During B.E. 2551-2554 

Hypothesis 4 stated that internal affairs management, clarity of goals 

in  resource  management,  the  university’s  culture,  external  actors’  support  and 

controls,    types  of  university,  form  of  establishment  of  the  university,  size  of  the 

university,  and budget of the university were positively associated with the opinion 

of  public  university  officers  toward  academic  services.  The  results  in  table  5.8 

revealed  that  the  effectiveness  of  KM implementation  in  the  number  of  academic 

service  projects  or  activities  during B.E.  2551–2554  was  positively  influenced  by 

types  of  university  (specialized/comprehensive  university  with  a  beta  coefficient 

=  .893,  followed  by  research  university  and  graduate  university  with  a  beta 

coefficient = .869), budget of university (beta coefficient = .833), size of university 

(beta  coefficient  =  .794),  form  of  establishment  of  the  university  (establishment  of 

new  university  with  a  beta  coefficient  =  .722,  followed  by  development  from 

campus with a beta coefficient = .699), internal affairs management (beta coefficient 

=  .654),  external  actors’  support  and  controls  (beta  coefficient  =  .599),  clarity  of 

goals in resource management (beta coefficient = .384), and university’s culture  

In addition, the hypothesis 4 results were also the same as the previous 

ones in R2.  R2 orderly increases according to the addition of the set of variables in 

the same format as hypothesis 1 as follows: .419, .533, .635, .759, and .949. It was 

indicated  that  94.9%  of  the  variation  of the  effectiveness  of  KM  implementation 

according to the number of academic service projects or activities during B.E. 2551– 

2554 could be explained by the above variables, where the power of explanation was 

very high and fit with the reviewed literature. 
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Table 5.8  Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis of the Factors Affecting the  

                  Number of Academic Service Projects or Activities during B.E. 2551-2554 

 

Independent 

Variables 

Model1  Model2  Model3  Model4  Model5 

INT  .692* 

(4.721) 

.692* 

(5.446) 

.692* 

(5.992) 

.692* 

(9.121) 

.654* 

(8.331) 

CLA    .344* 

(3.343) 

.344* 

(3.512) 

.344* 

(4.846) 

.384* 

(4.248) 

CULT     .322* 

(2.888) 

.322* 

(3.766) 

.375* 

(2.887) 

EXT      .470* 

(4.552) 

.599* 

(5.778) 

SPE      .893* 

(3.893) 

RES     .869* 

(4.729) 

DEV     .699* 

(3.292) 

EST      .722* 

(4.119) 

SIZ      .794* 

(4.442) 

BUD      .833* 

(6.926) 

R2  .419  .533  .635  .759  .949 

SEE  .24421  .23224  .22212  .17946  .15441 

F  30.489  29.762  27.244  35.662  17.348 

Sig.  .000  .000  .000  .000  .000 
 

Note:   * P < .05 

 

The figure over parentheses is beta coefficient value whereas the figure in 

parentheses is t value. 

  INT   =   Internal affairs management 

CLA   =   Clarity of goals in resource management 

CULT  =   University’s culture  

EXT   =   External actors’ support and controls 
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SPE   =   Specialized/comprehensive university 

RES   =   Research university and graduate university 

DEV   =   Development from campus 

EST   =   Establishment of new university 

SIZ   =   Size of university 

BUD   =   Budget of university 

 

According to the data from table 5.5-5.8, the researcher combined all 

of  them  into  one  table,  shown  in  table 5.9,  in  order  to  see  the  big  picture  of  the 

hypothesis  testing  of  this  study.  First,  R2  of  hypothesis  number  1  (the  relationship 

between IDVs and the opinion of public universities’ officers toward publications of 

researches and innovations) and hypothesis number 3 (the relationship between IDVs 

and the number of publications during B.E. 2551–2554) were very high, 94.9% and 

92.8%, whereas R2 of hypothesis number 2 (the relationship between IDVs and the 

opinion  of  public  university  officers  toward  academic  services)  and  hypothesis 

number  4  (the  relationship  between  IDVs  and  the  number  of  academic  service  

projects or activities during B.E. 2551–2554) were also very high at 97.5% and 94.9%.  

Second,  the  R2  and  R2 change  of  the  contextual  variables  (such  as 

types of university, form of establishment of the university, size of the university, and 

budget of the university) were the highest value for both publications and academic 

services.  The  order  of  R2  changes  of  others  IDVs  related  to  the  dimensions  of  the 

effectiveness—publications  and  academic  services.  The  pattern  of  R2  changes  of 

hypothesis  number  1  (the  relationship  between  IDVs  and  the  opinion  of  public 

university  officers  toward  the  publication  of  research  and  innovations)  and 

hypothesis number 3 (the relationship between IDVs and the number of publications 

during  B.E.  2551–2554)  were  the  same  and  they  could  be  orderly  presented  as 

follows: contextual variables (.272 for H1, .259 for H3), clarity of goals in resource 

management (.212 for H1, .204 for H3), external actors’ support and controls (.158 

for  H1,  .134  for  H3),  and  university’s  culture  (.101  for  H1,  .102  for  H3).  These 

orders show that the pattern of R2 changes in publications was the same as the pattern 

of the beta coefficient. 

In  addition,  the  pattern  of  R2  changes  of  hypothesis  number  2  (the 

relationship  between  IDVs  and  the  opinion of  public  university  officers  toward 
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academic services) and hypothesis number 4 (the relationship between IDVs and the 

number of academic service  projects or activities during B.E. 2551 – 2554) were the 

same and they could be orderly presented as follows: contextual variables (.228 for 

H2,  .190  for  H4),  external  actors’  support and  controls  (.128  for  H2,  .124  for  H4), 

clarity of goals in resource management (.112 for H2, .114 for H4), and university’s 

culture  (.101  for  H2,  .102  for  H4).  These  orders  show  us  that  the  pattern  of  R2 

changes of these variables for academic services was the same as the pattern of the 

beta coefficient.  

  Third, for the IDVs in the group at the macro and micro level, clarity of goals 

in  resource  management  (macro-level  variable)  had  the  highest  beta  value  for 

publications (.482 for H1, .497 for H3), whereas internal affairs management (macro 

and  micro  level  variable)  had  the  highest beta  value  for  academic  service  (.684  for 

H2, .692 for H4). 

  Last, all of the IDVs were significant at the level of .05. 

 

Table 5.9  Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis of the Factors Affecting the 

Effectiveness of Knowledge Management Implementation in Thai Public 

Universities According to Higher Education Development Plan No. 10 

B.E. 2551-2554 

 

Independent 

Variables 

(IDVs) 

The Effectiveness of Knowledge Management 

Implementation in Thai Public Universities  

According to Higher Education Development Plan  

No. 10 B.E. 2551- 2554 

Type of 

IDVs 

Y1  Y2  Y3  Y4 

INT  .293* 

(1.889) 

.684* 

(5.778) 

.278* 

(1.669) 

.692* 

(4.721) 

Macro and 

micro 

R2 .206  .406  .229 .419   

CLA  .482* 

(3.549) 

.351* 

(3.343) 

.497* 

(3.779) 

.344* 

(3.343) 

Macro 

∆R2 

R2 

.212 

.418 

.112 

.518 

.204 

.433 

.114 

.533 

 

CULT 

 

.344* 

(2.751) 

.220* 

(2.198) 

.374* 

(2.671) 

.322* 

(2.888) 

Micro 

∆R2 

R2 

.101 

.519 

.101 

.619 

.102 

.535 

.102 

.635 
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Table 5.9  (Continued) 

 

Independent 

Variables 

(IDVs) 

The Effectiveness of Knowledge Management 

Implementation in Thai Public Universities  

According to Higher Education Development Plan  

No. 10 B.E. 2551- 2554 

Type of 

IDVs 

Y1  Y2  Y3  Y4 

EXT 
 

.425* 
(4.069) 

.420* 
(5.792) 

.345* 
(4.575) 

.470* 
(4.552) 

Macro 

∆R2 
R2 

.158 

.677 
.128 
.747 

.134 

.669 
.124 
.759 

 

SPE   .862* 
(3.893) 

.894* 
(3.893) 

.871* 
(3.893) 

.893* 
(3.893) 

Contextual 

RES  .873* 
(4.729) 

.852* 
(4.729) 

.882* 
(4.729) 

.869* 
(4.729) 

 

DEV  .544* 
(3.292) 

.674* 
(3.292) 

.539* 
(3.292) 

.699* 
(3.292) 

 

EST  .625* 

(4.119) 

.680* 

(4.119) 

.617* 

(4.119) 

.722* 

(4.119) 

 

SIZ  .626* 

(4.442) 

.699* 

(4.442) 

.622* 

(4.442) 

.794* 

(4.442) 

 

BUD  .728* 

(6.926) 

.745* 

(6.926) 

.788* 

(6.926) 

.833* 

(6.926) 

 

∆R2 

R2 

.272 

.949 

.228 

.975 

.259 

.928 

.190 

.949 

 

 

Note:   * P < .05 

 

The figure over parentheses is beta coefficient value whereas the figure in 

parentheses is t value. 

  INT   =   Internal affairs management 

CLA   =   Clarity of goals in resource management 

CULT  =   University’s culture  

EXT   =   External actors’ supports and controls 

SPE   =   Specialized/ comprehensive university 

RES   =   Research university and graduate university 

DEV   =   Development from campus 

EST   =   Establishment of new university 
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SIZ   =   Size of university 

BUD   =   Budget of university 

  Y1   =   Opinion of public university officers toward the publication of  

      research and innovations 

  Y2   =   Opinion of public university officers toward academic services 

  Y3   =   Number of publications during B.E. 2551–2554 

  Y4   =   Number of academic service projects or activities during  

      B.E. 2551 -2554 

 

5.2.3  Qualitative Results 

  In order to contribute to the quantitative results, this study employed in-depth 

interviews with a structured interview form, shown in Appendix D, with eleven KM 

experts  in  eleven  public  universities,  all  of  which  were  research  universities  and 

graduate  universities,  during  1–30  September  2012,  as  mentioned  in  chapter  4,  in 

order to provide information to complement the quantitative analysis in the previous 

sections. 

5.2.3.1  Characteristics of Respondents 

The target respondents were mainly in Bangkok (seven respondents—

Assistant  Professor  Dr.  Weerapun  Rungseevijitprapa  (Chulalongkorn  University), 

Associate  Professor  Dr.  Juthart  Sarawanwong (Kasetsart  University),  Dr.  Therdsak 

Maitaoutong  (Srinakharinwirot  University),  Associate  Professor  Dr.  Namtip 

Wipawin (Sukhothai Thammathirat Open University), Dr. Montri  Kawinatthayanon 

(Ramkhamhaeng  University),  Associate  Professor  Dr.  Pomg    Horadal  (Phranakhon 

Rajabhat  University),  and  Dr.  Suchart    Wongsinnak  (Thamasat  University).  Only 

four of them are up country such as Assistant Professor Dr. Paithoon Bhothisawang 

(Burapha University), Dr. Veerawat Masena (Mahasarakham  University), Associate 

Professor Dr. Vittaya  Masena (Khon Kaen University), and Assistant Professor Dr. 

Tadtong  Pansuppawat (Sakon Nakhon Rajabhat University). 

5.2.3.2  Results of the Interviews 

This section reports on the results of the in-depth interviews with the 

structure interview form with eleven lectures as previous mentioned.  

1)  The State of the Art of the Implementation of Knowledge 

Management in the Thai Public University 
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Concerning  the  first  question  about  the  state  of  the  art  of  the 

implementation of KM in Thai public university, all respondents indicated the same, 

that the goals of KM in public universities can be classified into three kinds. Because 

of the same answer of all respondents, one of them is selected to provide the data. The 

three kinds are as follows:  

(1)   The  implementation  of  KM  is  a  must  for  Thai  public 

universities  due  to  the  mandate  of  the  Office  of  the  Public  Sector  Development 

Commission  (OPDC).  Associate  Professor Dr.  Juthart  Sarawanwong  (Kasetsart 

University) claimed that “Thai public university do KM due to the mandate of OPDC 

as  basic  requirements  of  the  Royal  Decree  On  Criteria  and  Procedures  for  Good 

Governance, B.E.2546 (2003) such as Section 11 stated that all government agencies 

are to commonly develop knowledge in their jobs as learning  

organizations.” 

(2)   KM  was  simultaneously  done  with  the  organizational 

reform  in  order  to  increase  the  competitive  advantage  of  Thai  public  universities 

through the production of research and innovations. Associate Professor Dr. Namtip 

Wipawin  (Sukhothai  Thammathirat  Open  University)  claimed  that “KM  contributes 

the  production  of  research  and  innovation, and  academic  service  for  increasing  the 

competitive  advantage  of  university  both  in national  and  international  level.  KM  is 

very  important  for  Thai  public  universities  due  to  the  poor  ranking  of  Thai  public 

universities,  for  example  ranking  in  2010, affected  from  poor  researches  and 

publications. That poor ranking cannot cope with the free market of education under 

the ASEAN Community in 2015.” 

(3)   KM  was  employed  in  the  Thai  public  university  in 

order  to  create  and  disseminate  knowledge  to  local  communities.  Dr.  Therdsak 

Maitaoutong  (Srinakharinwirot  University)  claimed  that “KM  is  implemented  in 

public universities by cooperating with community in the production of research and 

innovation,  and  joint-venture  between  community  and  university  through  brainstorming 

for collecting, creating and disseminating local wisdom to local communities.” 

2)   The  factors  affecting  the  effectiveness  of  knowledge 

management  implementation  in  Thai  public  universities  according  to  Higher  Education 

Development Plan No. 10 B.E. 2551–2554 
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The factors affecting the effectiveness of knowledge  management 

implementation  in  Thai  public  universities  according  to  Higher  Education  Development 

Plan  No.  10  B.E.  2551–2554  were  classified into  three  groups  as  follows:  task 

environment  and  people-oriented  factors, task-oriented  factors,  and  leadership-

oriented  factors.  Because  of  the  same  answer  of  all  respondents,  some  of  them  are 

selected to provide the data. 

(1)  Task environment and people-oriented factors, according 

to  Associate  Professor  Dr.  Juthart  Sarawanwong  (Kasetsart  University),  Associate 

Professor  Dr.  Vittaya    Masena  (Khon  Kaen  University),  Assistant  Professor  Dr. 

Weerapun Rungseevijitprapa (Chulalongkorn University), and Dr. Veerawat Masena 

(Mahasarakham  University), comprise policy goals in a non-competitive market with 

controls of the Office of Higher Education Committee and Office of the Public Sector 

Development Commission (external actors’ support and controls), lack of knowledge 

and  understanding  of  KM  of  universities’  public  lecturers  and  researchers,  and 

university’s culture and its lecturers’ and researchers’ behaviors.  

Associate  Professor  Dr.  Juthart  Sarawanwong  (Kasetsart 

University) claimed that “There are three factors affecting KM in public universities 

as follows: first, policy goal in non-competitive market with controls of the Office of 

Higher  education  Committee  and  Office  of  the  Public  Sector  Development 

Commission (external actors’ supports and controls) affects the effectiveness of KM 

in Thai public universities because the incompatibility of the nature of KM and public 

universities  setting.  KM  is  the  private  sector-oriented  technique  for  competitive 

market whereas public universities are in the non-competitive market. In such a non-

competitive market, there is no critical need to produce researches and innovations for 

real competition. KM is just a technique of New Public Management (NPM) in which 

public  universities  adopt  it  due  to  the  forces  of  the  Office  of  Higher  Education 

Committee and Office of the Public Sector Development Commission. Second, lack 

of  knowledge  and  understanding  in  KM  of  public  universities’  lecturers  and 

researchers  directly  affect  the  effectiveness  of  KM.  KM  is  a  new  fashion  of 

management  techniques  applied  in  the  public  sector.  Its  origin  is  from  the  private 

sector  of  foreign  countries  by  converting  tacit  knowledge  to  explicit  knowledge  for 

the  competitive  advantage  of  the  organization.  However,  the  application  of  KM  in 
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Thai  public  universities  should  be  improved  because  KM  is  set  as  a  must  in 

performance agreements and strategic plans with key performance indicators (KPIs) 

for  budget  allocation.  Many  public  universities  implement  KM  though  they  do  not 

have enough knowledge and understanding of KM. Last, the university’s culture and 

its lecturers’ and researchers’ behaviors are not a knowledge-sharing culture. Stand-

alone-oriented working is prominent in publications which affects the effectiveness of 

teamwork in KM for knowledge-sharing.” 

(2)  Task-oriented  factors,  according  to  Assistant  Professor 

Dr. Tadtong  Pansuppawat (Sakon Nakhon Rajabhat University), Assistant Professor 

Dr.  Paithoon  Bhothisawang  (Burapha  University),  Dr.  Therdsak  Maitaoutong 

(Srinakharinwirot  University)  and  Dr. Montri    Kawinatthayanon  (Ramkhamhaeng 

University),  comprise  clear  strategic  plans  for  KM,  experts  and  knowledge  surveys, 

KM processes, budgets, and Infostructure. 

Dr.  Therdsak  Maitaoutong  (Srinakharinwirot  University) 

claimed  that  “The  following  factors  affecting  the  effectiveness  of  KM  in  public 

universities  are  a  clear  strategic  plan  for  KM,  experts  and  knowledge  surveys,  KM 

process, budget, and Infostructure. For a clear strategic plan for KM, the president of 

university  must  include  clear  KM  policy  in key  strategies  of  university  in  order  to 

cultivate  knowledge  and  understanding  KM  of lecturers  and  researchers,  and  their 

acceptance of KM policy.  

Experts  and  knowledge  surveys  is  another  vital  issue  for 

KM,  which  focuses  on  human  resource  management.  Strategic  human  resource 

planning  is  an  urgent  operation  in  Thai  public  universities  because  there  are  not 

enough  experts  for  creating  new  knowledge through  research  and  innovation  due  to 

the  retirement  of  senior  lecturers  and  researchers.  In  addition,  the  process  of  the 

conversion  of  tacit  to  explicit  knowledge  is  not  fully  operated  in  many  public 

universities. Another problem is the lack of effective knowledge and expert surveys, 

which affects the capability of the university to identify its knowledge and to develop 

innovations  from  its  own  knowledge.  With ineffective  surveys  of  knowledge  and 

experts as mentioned, Thai public universities tend to consume knowledge from other 

countries that are incompatibility with Thailand’s setting.  

Next,  the  KM  process  for  knowledge-sharing  is  another 

must for KM, both within public universities and between public universities and the 
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community  for  community  development,  by  focusing  on  team  management  and 

knowledge-sharing  with  trust.  Later,  Infostructure  is  another  vital  factor  because 

knowledge is acquired, stored, and disseminated through IT technology such as with 

databases, wireless LAN, LAN, and the Virtual Private Network (VPN). Hence, the 

university’s  encouragement  such  using  equipment  and  databases  is  a  must  for  KM 

implementation. Last, a budget for KM is the heart of KM implementation. With an 

inadequate budget for KM, the failures of knowledge acquisition, knowledge storage,  

and knowledge dissemination are inevitable.” 

(3)   Leadership-oriented  factors,  according  to  Associate 

Professor  Dr.  Namtip  Wipawin  (Sukhothai  Thammathirat  Open  University), 

Associate  Professor  Dr.  Pomg    Horadal (Phranakhon  Rajabhat  University),  and  Dr. 

Suchart    Wongsinnak  (Thamasat  University),  comprise  top  executive,  quality 

assurance, performance evaluation of lecturers and researchers and internal agencies, 

and  motivation  for  the  production  of  research  and  innovations.  Associate  Professor 

Dr. Namtip Wipawin (Sukhothai Thammathirat Open University) claimed that “Top 

executive role, control by quality assurance, performance evaluation of lecturers and 

researchers and internal agencies, and motivation for the production of researches and 

innovations are the critical factors for KM implementation in public universities. The 

president’s decision-making on vision, mission, policy and plan for KM of university 

affect the direction of publications and academic service. In addition, the monitoring 

and control of the success of KM by quality assurance is a vital tool for president to 

promote  KM  in  public  universities  because it  is  full  of  indicators  for  measuring 

publications  and  academics  service  in  which  are  useful  for  giving  accurate 

information for president’s decision making. Furthermore, performance evaluation of 

lecturers and researchers and internal agencies, and motivation for the production of 

researches and innovations are two parallel tools that can implement simultaneously 

in order to promote KM in public universities because the correct rewards will lead to 

greater performance in the production of publications and academic services.” 

The above factors are grouped into four groups in terms of 

the  quantitative  results  as  follows:  internal  affairs  management  (top  executive,  clear 

strategic plan for KM, experts and knowledge surveys, motivation, quality assurance, 

and performance evaluation), clarity of goals in resource management (Infostructure, 
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budget,  knowledge  and  understanding  in  KM of  universities’  public  lecturers  and 

researchers), and university’s culture (knowledge-sharing culture), and policy goals in 

non-competitive  market  with  controls  of the  Office  of  Higher  education  Committee 

and  Office  of  the  Public  Sector  Development  Commission  (external  actors’  support 

and controls). 

3)   Contextual  variables  directly  affect  the  effectiveness  of 

knowledge  management  implementation  in  Thai  public  universities  according  to 

Higher Education Development Plan No. 10 B.E. 2551–2554.  

Because  of  the  same  answer  of  all  respondents,  one  of  them 

was  selected  to  provide  the  data.  Associate  Professor  Dr.  Vittaya    Masena  (Khon 

Kaen  University)  claimed  that  “Type  of  university  consists  of  three  types,  such  as 

specialized/comprehensive  university,  research  university  and  graduate  university, 

and  4-  year  university,  with  different  mission  from  each  other that  lead  to  different 

KM because difference in mission stands for difference in target group of customer, 

technology that university employs, objective of university’s affairs, and products and 

services of university. Hence, research university and graduate university focuses on 

more advanced knowledge and innovation in sciences than specialized/comprehensive 

university and 4- year university because research university and graduate university  

has  the  ratio  of  science-oriented  students to  arts-oriented  students  with  90:10  more 

than specialized/comprehensive university (60:40) and 4-year university (40:60). This 

difference affects the number of publications and academic services. 

Next,  different  forms  of  establishment  (such  as  development 

from  campus,  establishment  of  new  university,  and  merger  of  local  educational 

institutions)  lead  to  different  KM  implementations  because  the  development-from-

campus university has more publications and academic services than the other types 

because they have produced and accumulated explicit knowledge for a long time with 

clear organization and systematic knowledge management, while the case of the new-

establishment university and the merger-of-local-educational-institution university is 

another  story.  They  both  have  no  system  of  KM  with  lots  of  tacit  knowledge.  In 

addition,  the  merger-of-local-educational-institutions  universities  have  to  face  the 

difficulty of different sub-cultures from merged organizations. This difference affects 

the number of publications and academic services. Later, difference in the size of the 
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university  means  different  fields  of  expertise  of  lecturers  and  researchers.  More 

lecturers  and  researchers  leads  to  more  expertise  in  various  fields  of  study  and  this 

will affect the capability of the university to produce research and innovations and to 

provide academic services. Last, the budget of the university is the same as the size of 

the  university;  that  is,  a  greater  budget  means  more  publications  and  academic 

services.” 

4)  Problems  and  obstacles  for  knowledge  management 

implementation  in  Thai  public  universities  according  to  Higher  Education  Development 

Plan No. 10 B.E. 2551–2554 

The  problems  and  obstacles  for  knowledge  management 

implementation  in  Thai  public  universities  according  to  Higher  Education  Development 

Plan No. 10 B.E. 2551–2554 can be classified into 2 groups—people-related problems 

and obstacles, and management-related problems and obstacles.  

The  first  group,  people-oriented  problems  and  obstacles, 

according  to  Associate  Professor  Dr.  Namtip  Wipawin  (Sukhothai  Thammathirat 

Open  University),  Associate  Professor  Dr. Juthart  Sarawanwong  (Kasetsart  University), 

Associate Professor Dr. Vittaya  Masena (Khon Kaen University), Assistant Professor 

Dr. Weerapun Rungseevijitprapa (Chulalongkorn University), Assistant Professor Dr. 

Paithoon Bhothisawang (Burapha University), Dr. Veerawat Masena (Mahasarakham 

University), and Dr. Therdsak Maitaoutong (Srinakharinwirot University), comprises 

the  difficulty  in  the  creation  of  lecturers’  and  researchers’  awareness  and 

understanding  of  the  importance  of  KM,  leadership  of  executive  at  all  levels,  the 

university’s  culture  and  distrust  for  knowledge  sharing  among  lecturers  and 

researchers of university. Because of the same answer of all the respondents, three of 

them  were  selected  to  provide  the data.  Assistant  Professor  Dr.  Weerapun 

Rungseevijitprapa  (Chulalongkorn  University)  claimed  that  “The  difficulty  in  the 

creation of lecturers and researchers awareness and understanding in the importance 

of KM is a big problem for KM implementation in public universities because many 

lecturers  and  researchers  do  not  aware  the  importance  of  KM  for  publications  and 

academic service.”  

Next, Associate Professor Dr. Juthart Sarawanwong (Kasetsart 

University)  also  pointed  out  that  “Lack  of  knowledge  and  understanding  toward 
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advantage  and  process  of  KM  leads  to  the  failure  of  KM  implementation  because 

knowledge-sharing  through  Community  of  Practice  (CoP),  one  of  the  most  popular 

KM  activities,  is  always  done  without  common  goal  and  understanding.  In  such  a 

situation like this, there are full of listener-oriented knowledge practitioners but few 

trainer-oriented  knowledge  practitioners.  Lack  of  knowledge  verification  is  also 

another problem from this situation. In addition, the awareness of the importance of 

KM in public universities is quite low because KM implementation is only perceived 

as  a  must  for  getting  marks  in  order  to  pass  the  evaluation  of  Office  of  the  Public 

Sector  Development  Commission  (OPDC)  and  receive  the  budget.  Furthermore,  too 

many  KM  models  from  aboard  make Chief  Knowledge  Officer  (CKO)  and 

universities’ lecturers and researchers confused KM and perceived it as a fashion of 

NPM.” 

Last,  Dr.  Veerawat  Masena  (Mahasarakham    University)  pointed 

out  that  “Leadership  of  executive  at  all  levels,  university’s  culture  and  distrust  for 

knowledge  sharing  among  lecturers  and  researchers  of  university  affect  the 

effectiveness of KM implementation in Thai public universities because leadership of 

executive at all levels can shape university’s culture by enacting a viewpoint and a set 

of values for cultivating knowledge-sharing culture and creating trust for knowledge 

sharing among lecturers and researchers of universities.” 

The  second  group,  management-related  problems  and  obstacles, 

according  to  Associate  Professor  Dr.  Namtip  Wipawin  (Sukhothai  Thammathirat 

Open  University),  Associate  Professor  Dr. Juthart  Sarawanwong  (Kasetsart  University), 

Associate Professor Dr. Pomg  Horadal (Phranakhon Rajabhat University), Assistant 

Professor  Dr.  Tadtong    Pansuppawat  (Sakon  Nakhon  Rajabhat  University),  Dr. 

Therdsak  Maitaoutong  (Srinakharinwirot  University),  Dr.  Montri    Kawinatthayanon 

(Ramkhamhaeng  University),  and  Dr.  Suchart    Wongsinnak  (Thamasat  University), 

are  an  imbalance  between  the  amount  of  knowledge  and  the  mechanism  of  the 

university  for  knowledge  acquisition,  few  applications  of  IT  in  the  KM  of  the 

university, and an unclear vision and mission of university regarding KM. Because of 

the same answer of all the respondents, two of them were selected to provide the data. 

Regarding  the  unclear  vision  and  mission  of  university  in  KM,  Associate  Professor 

Dr.  Pomg  Horadal  (Phranakhon  Rajabhat  University)  claimed  that  “Unclear  vision 
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and mission of university in KM is a big problem because it leads to the unawareness 

of the importance of KM in which KM is perceived as a fashion of NPM and a force 

from OPDC. The consequence of such a perception like this is that KM is not more 

than a work for getting marks in OPDC’s evaluation.” 

Next, regarding the imbalance between the amount of knowledge 

and  the  mechanism  of  the  university  for knowledge  acquisition,  Assistant  Professor 

Dr. Paithoon Bhothisawang (Burapha University) indicated that “It is not an easy job 

for each public university to set adequate mechanisms to acquire knowledge from all 

of  internal  experts  in  various  fields of  study  due  to  the  limitation  of  budget  and 

unshared knowledge culture.” Last, for a few of the applications of the IT in the KM 

of  the  university,  Dr.  Suchart  Wongsinnak  (Thamasat  University)  pointed  out  that 

“Though there are full of IT application in public universities, few IT application for 

informal communication are employed for KM due to unawareness of  

KM’s advantage.” 

5)  Challenge  for  the  production of  research  and  innovations, 

and academic services of public universities in Higher Education Development Plan 

No. 11 B.E. 2555–2558 

There  are  three  challenges  for  the  production  of  research  and 

innovations,  and  the  academic  services  of  public  universities  in  Higher  Education 

Development Plan No. 11 B.E. 2555–2558 as follows: maintenance and expansion of 

Thai  public  universities’  domain  and  customers  under  the  ASEAN  Community  in 

2015,  the  production  of  practical  knowledge,  and  the  use  of  knowledge  maps. 

Because of the same answer of all respondents, one of them was selected to provide 

the data. Dr. Therdsak Maitaoutong (Srinakharinwirot University) claimed that “The 

maintenance  and  expansion  of  Thai  public  universities’  domain  and  customers  by 

using KM under the ASEAN Community in 2015 are the first priority of Thai public 

universities’  missions  because  KM  helps  Thai  public  universities  to  produce 

researches and innovations for coping with high competition in market of education 

due  to  the  emerging  of  the  ASEAN  Community  in  2015.  Next,  KM  in  public 

universities  should  create  practical  knowledge  for  serving  the  need  of  society  and 

coping  with  any  crises  such  as  new  epidemic  and  natural  disaster.  Last,  knowledge 

map  should  be  implemented  in  all  Thai  public  universities  in  order  to  see  the  big 
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picture  of  knowledge  in  academic  world  for  creating  network  of  researches  and 

innovations,  and  doing  joint-venture  between  universities  and  firms  to  develop  new 

knowledge from existing universities’ knowledge.” 

6)   KM implementation in Thai Public Universities’ Context 

From  the  data  in  1–5,  KM  implementation  in  Thai  public 

universities’  context  has  two  dominant  specifications  of  public  organizations  in  the 

prismatic  society’s  Fred  W.  Riggs  as  follows:  overlapping  and  formalism.  (Riggs, 

1964:  12  –  19)  Overlapping  in  this  study  is the  existence  of  modern  hierarchy  and 

work  systems  of  Thai  public  universities with  managerial  lags  such  as  poor 

participation in KM with low knowledge sharing and few IT applications for informal 

communication  due  to  unclear  vision  and mission  of  universities,  and  university’s 

culture and distrust among university’s employees due to the problems of leadership 

of  executives  at  all  levels  of  universities  (discussed  in  the  management-related 

problems  and  obstacles);  and  unawareness  of  the  importance  of  KM  due  to  lack  of 

knowledge  and  understanding  toward  advantage  and  process  of  KM,  lack  of 

knowledge  verification,  and  negative  perception  of  KM  as  a  fashion  of  NPM  for 

getting budget allocation (discussed in the people-related problems and obstacles). 

In  addition,  formalism  is  another  dominant  characteristic  of 

KM  implementation  in  Thai  public  universities.  Formalism  in  this  study  is  the 

existence  of  high  difference  between  formal  policy  goals  and  real  practices  in  KM. 

These  policy  goals  in  KM  are  not  put  in  practices  for  achieving  the  real  desire  in 

policy goals. KM in Thai public universities should be implemented for increasing the 

competitive  advantage  of  both  Thai  public  universities  and  country.  Unfortunately, 

KM  in  Thai  public  universities  is  sometimes  perceived  as  a  must  in  performance 

agreement  and  strategic  plan  with  key  performance  indicators  for  budget  allocation 

due to the incompatibility of the nature of KM for competitive market and Thai public 

universities  setting  under  non-competitive  market,  and  lack  of  knowledge  and 

understanding  in  KM  of  public  universities’ lecturers  and  researchers  (discussed  in 

the  factors  affecting  the  effectiveness  of  knowledge  management  implementation  in 

Thai  public  universities  according  to  Higher  Education  Development  Plan  No.  10 

B.E. 2551–2554). 
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5.2.4  Discussion of the Findings 

  According  to  the  above  results,  the  investigation  of  the  major  determinants 

affecting the effectiveness of knowledge management implementation in Thai public 

universities  according  to  Higher  Education  Development  Plan  No.  10  B.E.  2551- 

2554  is  complete.  It  reveals  that  contextual  variables  (type,  form  of  establishment, 

size,  and  budget  of  university),  internal  affairs  management,  clarity  of  goals  in 

resource  management,  university’s  culture,  positively  affect  the  effectiveness  of 

knowledge  management  implementation  in  Thai  public  universities  according  to 

Higher  Education  Development  Plan No.  10  B.E.  2551-2554.  Due  to  specific 

characteristics  of  these  variables  and  the  statistical  results,  the  researcher  classified 

eight significant variables into three groups as follows: management (internal affairs 

management, clarity of goals in resource management, university’s culture), external 

controls (external actors’ support and controls), and contextual characteristics (type,  

form  of  establishment,  size,  and  budget  of  university).  In  addition,  this  finding  was 

supported by the qualitative data from the in-depth interviews, where the significant 

factors  were  task  environment  and  people-oriented  factors  (policy  goal  in  non-

competitive  market  with  controls  of  the  Office  of  Higher  Education  Committee  and 

Office  of  the  Public  Sector  Development  Commission),  lack  of  knowledge  and 

understanding of KM on the part of universities’ public lecturers and researchers, and 

university’s culture and its lecturers and researchers’ behaviors), task-oriented factors 

(clear  strategic  plan  for  KM,  experts  and  knowledge  surveys,  KM  process,  budget, 

and  Infostructure),  and  leadership-oriented  factors  (top  executive,  quality  assurance, 

performance  evaluation  of  lecturers  and  researchers  and  internal  agencies,  and 

motivation for the production of research and innovations), which can be grouped into 

internal  affairs  management,  clarity  of  goals  in  resource  management,  and  the 

university’s culture, as mentioned in the quantitative results, topic 5.2.3. 

5.2.4.1  The  Relationship  Between  Management-Oriented  Variables 

and  the  Effectiveness  of  Knowledge  Management  Implementation  in  Thai  Public 

Universities  According  to  Higher  Education  Development  Plan  No.  10  B.E.  2551- 

2554 

The  management-oriented  variables are  a  set  of  variables—internal 

affairs  management,  clarity  of  goals  in resource  management,  university’s  culture, 
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created by factor analysis, and have the same focus on how to manage the affairs of 

the university.  

Internal  affairs  management  combined  almost  of  items  in  the  macro 

level  factors  (such  as  clarity  of  policy  goals  and  directives,  characteristics  of  the 

university, resources) and micro-level factors (such as implementers’ disposition and 

implementing agency capacity) and were regrouped into sub-dimensions as follows: 

coordination among internal and external agencies, communication among agencies, 

enforcement  among  agencies,  resource  management  for  the  restoration  and 

dissemination  of  knowledge,  implementers’  disposition,  and  implementing  agency 

capacity.  

The importance of this variable is that it has the highest effects on the 

effectiveness  of  KM  implementation  in  public  universities  in  academic  services,  as 

seen in table 5.9 with both data from the opinions and the SAR reports, because the 

university  is  a  professional  bureaucracy,  in  Mintzberg’s  sense,  which  has  lots  of 

operating  cores  or  street-level  lecturers  and  researchers,  with  few  other  components 

such  as  technostructures  or  organizations for  setting  standards  of  procedures  in  the 

Office  of  the  President,  such  as  the  planning  division,  the  human  resource 

management department, support staff such as the press of the university, the library, 

the  middle  line  or  deans  of  the  university, strategic  apex  or  presidents  or  vice-

presidents and so on (Mintzberg, 1979: 18–21, 348–379). 

Therefore,  due  to  the  nature  of  the  work  such  as  academic  services 

(such as sample testing, training, and consultant services), lecturers and researchers as 

the  operating  core  need  lots  of  support  from  the  other  parts  of  the  university  as 

follows:  coordination  among  internal  and  external  agencies  for  doing  research  and 

creating  innovations  (Question  No.  10,  13–17),  such  as  jointed-venture  research  of 

faculty in the same field with at least one project per academic year (Question No.14) 

and joint-venture conferences of faculty members in the same field with at least one 

project  per  academic  year  (Question  No.  16);  communication  among  agencies 

(Question No. 18, 19, 21, 22), such as WebBoards for knowledge sharing (Question 

No.  21);  enforcement  among  agencies  (Question  No.  23–27),  such  as  knowledge 

sharing  as  criteria  for  promotion  (Question  No.  24)  and  appropriate  rewards  for 

faculty (Question No. 25); resource management for the restoration and dissemination 
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of  knowledge  (Question  No.  32–35),  such as  adequate  incentives  for  knowledge 

sharing  among  lecturers  (Question  No.  34)  and  researchers  (Question  No.  35); 

implementing  agency  capacity  (Question  No.  52,  53,  55,  56,  58-61),  such  as  CKO 

support  for  the  development  of  lecturers’ and  researchers’  potentials  (Question  No. 

58) and appropriate training for using the knowledge base of the university (Question 

No.  55)  (Pressman  and  Wildavsky,  1973:  23,  125-146;  Van  Meter  and  Van  Horn, 

1975: 200-217; Bardach, 1977: 66 - 81, 85-90, 124-139, 148-174; Berman, 1978: 12- 

15,  25-27;  Sabatier  and  Mazmanian,  1983;  538-567;  Nakamura  and  Smallwood, 

1980: 47, 54-57; Pornchulee Achava-Amrung, 2005: 4; Voradej Chandarasorn, 2008: 

129-146;  Andersen  1996  quoted  in  Allee,  1997:  48-49;  Coukos-Semmel,  2003:  17, 

30;  Chong  and  Choi,  2005;  Creech,  2005: 3-7;  Mathi,  2004:  14,  56;  Tippawan 

Lorsuwannarat,    2006:  105,  108;    Jennex, 2006:  436  -  439;  Prat,  2006:  211-220; 

Sinclair, 2006: 47, 49; McNabb, 2007: 47; Pornpimol Hansapiromchoke, 2007: 87-271; 

McNabb,  2007:  47;  Clark,  2008:  6-7;  Cranfield  and  Taylor, 2008:  94-97;  Jutharat 

Sarawanawong  et  al.,  2009:  288–298;  Vallerut  Pobkeeree,  Pathom  Sawanpanyalert 

and Nirat Sirichotiratana, 2009: 151-162; Boonsong  Hanpanich, 2003: 211-213; and 

Goodluck, 2011: 6-7). 

All  of  the  above  support  leads  to  the  acceptance  of  lecturers  and 

researchers (implementers’ disposition) in KM implementation (Question No. 45-50), 

such  as  participation  in  knowledge  verification  meetings  (Question  No.  47)  and 

updated  copyrights/patents  registered  or quality  certificated  research  and  innovation 

in university databases (Question No. 49) (Van Meter and Van Horn, 1975: 200-217; 

Berman,  1978:  25-26;  Grindle,  1980:  12-14;  Lipsky,  1980:  13-18;  Nakamura  and 

Smallwood,  1980:  111-142;  Sabatier  and  Mazmanian,  1983:  538-567;  Pornpimol 

Hansapiromchoke,  2007:  263-264;  Voradej Chandarasorn,  2008:  137-139;  Cranfield 

and Taylor, 2008: 92-94). 

The quantitative findings on the importance of experts and knowledge 

surveys in the university (Question No. 53) were supported by the qualitative findings 

from Dr. Therdsak Maitaoutong (Srinakharinwirot University)—that lack of effective 

knowledge  and  expert  surveys  affect  the  capability  of  the  university  to  identify  its 

knowledge and to develop innovations from its own knowledge. Hence, Thai public 

universities tend to consume foreign knowledge that is incompatible with Thailand’s 
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setting.  In  addition,  the  importance  of  the  university’s  mechanism  for  knowledge 

acquisition (Question No. 21, 22, 32, 33) was supported by the qualitative finding of 

Assistant Professor Dr. Paithoon Bhothisawang (Burapha University) and Dr. Suchart 

Wongsinnak (Thamasat University)—that there is an imbalance between the amount 

of  knowledge  and  the  mechanism  of  the university  for  knowledge  acquisition  with 

little employment of informal communication. 

Regarding clarity of goals in resource management, this second factor 

from  the  factor  analysis  exhibited  the  highest  effect  on  the  effectiveness  of  KM 

implementation  in  public  universities  in publications,  using  data  from  both  the 

opinions and the SAR reports, because the university is a professional bureaucracy, as 

previous  mentioned  (Mintzberg,  1979: 18-21,  348-379).  Lecturers  and  researchers 

play  the  most  important  role  in  such  an  organization  as  the  university  by  producing 

published research and innovations to the academic world, the market, and society in 

order  to  increase  the  competitiveness  of  itself  and  the  nation  in  the  age  of 

globalization.  

Due to the well-trained skills of lecturers and researchers, all they need 

is  clear  targets  of  the  KM  of  the  university  and  their  benefits  from  KM  as  follows: 

dissemination  of  research  and  innovation  (Question  No.  1-5),  such  as  the  university 

supporting paper presentations in at the national level (Question No. 1) and  international 

level (Question No. 2); production of research and innovation, and academic services 

(Question  No.  6-9),  such  as  university support  for  the  production  of  all  stuff  by 

flexible  criteria  setting  for  external  grants  (Question  No.7)  and  internal  grants 

(Question No. 6); a clear minimum workload (Question No. 11-12); and resources for 

knowledge  acquisition  (Question  No.  28,  30-31),  such  as  the  university  supporting 

publications by allocating an adequate budget for manuals, textbooks, software, and 

IT equipment (Question No. 28).  

The  quantitative  findings  about  clear  targets  of  the  KM  in  the 

university were supported by the qualitative findings from Dr. Therdsak Maitaoutong 

(Srinakharinwirot University)—that for clear strategic plans for KM, the president of 

the university must include clear KM policy in the key strategies of the university in 

order to cultivate knowledge and understanding the KM by lecturers and researchers, 

and  their  acceptance  of  KM  policy.  In  addition,  the  clarity  of  the  vision  of  the 
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university  regarding  KM  was  also  supported  by  Associate  Professor  Dr.  Pomg 

Horadal  (Phranakhon  Rajabhat  University),  who  indicated  that  an  unclear  vision  of 

the  university  regarding  KM  leads  to  the  unawareness  of  the  importance  of  KM, 

where  KM  is  only  perceived  as  work  for getting  marks  in  the  Office  of  the  Public 

Sector  Development  Commission’s  (OPDC)  evaluation.”    Furthermore,  it  was  also 

supported  by  Associate  Professor  Dr.  Namtip  Wipawin  (Sukhothai  Thammathirat 

Open  University)  that  “The  president’s  decision-making  regarding  the  vision, 

mission, policy and plans for KM of the university affect the direction of publications 

and  academic  services.  Quality  assurance  is  useful  for  the  president  to  monitor  and 

evaluate the KM in public universities because of the indicators of publications and 

academics  services  and  useful  information  for  the  president’s  decision  making. 

Correct  rewards  in  the  performance  evaluation  of  lecturers  and  researchers  and 

internal agencies, and motivation for the production of research and innovations, will 

lead to greater performance in the production of publications and academic services. 

In  addition,  the  quantitative  finding  about  resources  for  knowledge 

acquisition was supported by the qualitative finding from Dr. Therdsak Maitaoutong 

(Srinakharinwirot University)—that university’s encouragement of Infostructure, such 

as the use of databases, wireless LAN, LAN, the Virtual Private Network (VPN), and 

IT  equipment  and  databases,  is  a  must  for  KM  implementation  (Pressman  and 

Wildavsky,  1973:  xiv–xvii,  110–112;  Van  Meter  and  Van  Horn,  1975:  200–217; 

Bardach, 1977: 85–95; Berman, 1978: 12, 25–26; Sabatier and Mazmanian, 1983: 538 

–567; Nakamura and Smallwood, 1980: 32–44). 

University culture stands for the university’s culture regarding knowledge 

sharing and knowledge service (Question No. 51, 57, 63–66). Culture is vital for KM 

implementation  in  public  universities  because it  is  an  informal  automatic  rule  for 

decision-making  of  lecturers  and  researchers  of  public  universities  affecting  the 

effectiveness  of  KM  implementation  in public  universities  regarding  publications, 

considering data from both the opinions and the SAR reports. In addition, university 

culture’s  beta  coefficient  as  higher  than  internal  affairs  management  because 

production  of  research  and  innovations  requires  a  high  level  of  trust,  sharing,  and 

serving among lecturers and researchers, which depend on the predetermined patterns 

of  basic  assumptions  held  by  members  of each  public  university  (Shafritz  and  Ott, 
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1992: 481 - 487). All lecturers and researchers are unquestioned regarding what they 

do for trust, sharing, and serving among themselves  for  publication.  Hence,  internal 

affairs  management  is  less  important  for  KM  implementation  in  the  dimension  of 

publications because the production of publications is predetermined by the culture of 

knowledge sharing and knowledge service. 

In  contradiction  to  the  effect  of  public  universities  on  their 

publications, the effectiveness of KM implementation in public universities regarding 

academic  services,  considering  data  from  both  the  opinions  and  the  SAR  reports, 

depends on internal affairs management  rather than the university’s culture because 

the  nature  of  work  needs  more  tangible managerial  systems  for  serving  academic 

activities  (such  as  training,  sample  testing,  and  consultation)  than  an  intangible 

system of behavior such as the university’s culture. 

In addition, the quantitative finding about the university’s culture for 

KM  was  supported  by  the  qualitative  finding  from  Associate  Professor  Dr.  Juthart 

Sarawanwong  (Kasetsart  University)  and  Dr.  Veerawat  Masena  (Mahasarakham 

University)—that  leadership  of  executive at  all  levels  can  shape  the  university’s 

culture  from  stand-alone  working  to a  knowledge-sharing  culture  by  enacting  a 

viewpoint and a set of values for cultivating a new culture for sharing knowledge and 

creating trust for knowledge sharing among employees of the university. 

5.2.4.2   The  Relationship  Between  External  Controls  Variables  and 

the  Effectiveness  of  Knowledge  Management  Implementation  in  Thai  Public 

Universities  According  to  Higher  Education  Development  Plan  No.  10  B.E.  2551-

2554 

External control variables or external actors’ support and controls were 

another  vital  important  factor  from  the  factor  analysis.  The  factor  loading  revealed 

that  Question  No.  37-41  and  43  stayed  together  in  this  variable.  Thai  public 

universities  visibly  adopt  KM  in  their operation  administration  according  to  the 

requirements of the Royal Decree On Criteria and Procedures for Good Governance, 

B.E. 2546 (2003), such as Section 11 (Royal Decree on Criteria and Procedures for 

Good  Governance,  B.E.  2546).  However,  the most  important  organization  for  Thai 

public universities in their task environment (Thompson, 1967: 27-29) or customer, in 

Linden’s jargon, who pay money to the public university (Linden, 1994: 172-176), is 
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the Office of Higher Education Committee (OHEC) because the budget allocation of 

the  Thai  public  university  is  tied  to  the number  of  publications  of  research  and 

innovation  and  number  of  academic  services,  identified  in  the  annual  performance 

agreement of all universities. That is why R2 change always significantly increased in 

the  results  in  tables  5.5–5.9  (Pressman  and  Wildavsky,  1973:  7–34;  Van  Meter  and 

Van Horn, 1975: 200–217; Sabatier and Mazmanian, 1983: 538–567; Nakamura and 

Smallwood, 1980: 46–53; Cranfield and Taylor, 2008: 97). 

However,  the  qualitative  finding  of  Associate  Professor  Dr.  Juthart 

Sarawanwong  (Kasetsart  University)  provides  some  interesting  information—that 

KM  is  adopted  in  Thai  public  universities  due  to  the  forces  of  the  Office  of  Higher 

Education  Committee  (OHEC)  and  the  Office  of  the  Public  Sector  Development 

Commission  (OPDC).  In  addition,  in  combination  with  the  problem  of  previous 

reluctance,  lack  of  knowledge  and  understanding  of  the  KM  of  public  university 

lecturers and researchers in CoP, for example, directly affects the KM policy adoption 

in  Thai  public  universities.  Assistant Professor  Dr.  Weerapun  Rungseevijitprapa 

(Chulalongkorn  University)  also  pointed  out that  the  difficulty  in  the  creation  of 

lecturers’  and  researchers’  awareness  and  understanding  of  the  importance  of  KM 

affects the number of publications and academic services. 

5.2.4.3  The  Relationship  Between  Contextual  Variables  and  the 

Effectiveness  of  Knowledge  Management  Implementation  in  Thai  Public 

Universities  According  to  Higher  Education  Development  Plan  No.  10  B.E.  2551-

2554 

According  to  the  value  of  the  beta  coefficient,  the  contextual 

characteristics  group  had  the  highest  effect  on  the  effectiveness  of  knowledge 

management  implementation  in  Thai public  universities  according  to  Higher 

Education Development Plan No. 10 B.E. 2551- 2554 because it directly affected the 

university’s  capability  to  produce  research,  innovations,  and  academic  services.  In 

addition, the effectiveness of knowledge management implementation in Thai public 

universities during B.E. 2551–2554 regarding publications in both sub-dimensions of 

the publications of research and innovations, and academic services, depended on the 

type of the university, the budget of the university, the size of university, the form of 

establishment  of  the  university  in  the  same  order  due  to  the  value  of  the  beta 

coefficient. Each variable is separately discussed as follows.  
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1)  Types of University 

Different  types  of  university  require  different  knowledge  to 

achieve their mission as follows: the specialized/comprehensive university focuses on 

specific  fields  at  both  undergraduate  and  graduate  levels,  such  as  in  the  physical 

sciences,  biological  science,  social  sciences,  humanities,  and  specific  vocational 

fields; the research university and graduate university focus on advanced research and 

on the graduate level, especially the doctoral degree, in order to create new theory and 

knowledge  in  the  academic  world;  and  the 4-year  university  heavily  focuses  on  the 

undergraduate  (Office  of  the  Higher Education  Commission,  2008d:  32–35).  The 

mission is the first priority for managing public universities, and that is why it has the 

highest value of beta coefficient.  

According  to  the  results  in  tables  5.5–5.9,  the  research 

university and graduate university had the higher value of beta coefficient, higher than 

the specialized/comprehensive university, and that is why the research university and 

graduate  university  produce  more  publications  (965  pieces  in  average)  than  the 

specialized/comprehensive university (127 pieces in average). However, it is another 

story  for  academic  services.  According  to the  results  in  tables  5.5–5.9,  the  research 

university  and  graduate  university  had  a  beta  coefficient  of  less  value  than  the 

specialized/comprehensive university and that is why the specialized/comprehensive 

university had more academic services (619 projects or activities in average) than the 

research university and graduate university (228 projects or activities in average). The 

reason for this result is the difference in their focuses of work; the research university 

and graduate university focus on the production of publications in order to create new 

science-oriented  knowledge,  whereas  the  specialized/comprehensive  university 

focuses  on  academic  services  in  order  to exploit  the  benefits  from  their  own  art-

oriented knowledge. In addition, this result and reason are supported by the data from 

the interview with Associate Professor Dr. Vittaya  Masena (Khon Kaen University), 

which  indicated  that  the  research  university  and  graduate  university  focus  more  on 

advanced  knowledge  and  innovation  in  the  sciences  than  the  specialized/ 

comprehensive university and the 4-year university. 

2)  Budget of the university 

The budget of the university is one of the important factors as 

an incentive for the KM in UK’s higher education (Deem, Hillyard and Reed, 2007: 
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148-149).  For  the  Thai  setting,  this  study  revealed  the  same—that,  on  average, 

universities  with  budget  below  200,000,000  baht  had  42  publications,  universities 

with  budget  between  200,000,001–400,000,000  baht  had  129  publications,  and 

universities with budget more than 400,000,001 baht had 686 publications, whereas 

universities with budget below 200,000,000 baht had 103 academic service projects 

or  activities,  universities  with  budget  between  200,000,001–400,000,000  baht  had 

234  academic  service  projects  or  activities,  and  universities  with  budget  more  than 

400,000,001  baht  had  742  academic  service  projects  or  activities.  In  addition,  this 

result and reason were supported by the data from the interview with Dr. Therdsak 

Maitaoutong  (Srinakharinwirot  University), which  indicated  that  the  failures  of 

knowledge acquisition, knowledge storage, and knowledge dissemination stem from 

the inadequate budget of public universities. 

3)  Size of the University 

The size of the university is the total number of officials in the 

university,  including  presidents,  vice-presidents,  faculty  members,  academic  supporting 

staff, and university employees. In average, universities with employees with fewer 

than  500  produced  49  publications,  universities  with  employees  between  501-1000 

employees  produced  160  publications,  and  universities  with  employees  more  than 

1001 produced 699 publications, whereas universities with employees of fewer than 

500  had  94  academic  service  projects  or activities,  universities  with  employees 

between  501-1000  employees  had  255  academic service  projects  or  activities,  and 

universities with employees of more than 1001 had 700 academic service projects or 

activities.  In  addition,  this  result  and  reason  were  supported  by  the  data  from  the 

interview  with  Associate  Professor  Dr. Vittaya  Masena  (Khon  Kaen  University), 

which indicated that the number of lecturers and researchers affects the capability of 

the  university  to  produce  research  and  innovations  and  to  engage  in  academic 

services. 

4)  Form of Establishment of the University 

Development from campus, establishment of a new university, 

and the merger of local educational institutions are three forms of establishment of the 

Thai  public  university.  According  to  the results  in  tables  5.5–5.8,  on  average,  the 

development-from-campus  university  produced  974  publications,  the  new-establishment 
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university produced 529 publications, and the merger-of-local-educational-institutions 

university  produced  only  237  publications.  In  addition,  development-from-campus 

university  has  345  academic  service  projects  or  activities,  the  new-establishment 

university  has  673  academic  service  projects or  activities,  and  the  merger-of-local-

educational-institutions university has 345 academic service projects or activities. In 

addition,  this  result  and  reason  were  supported  by  the  data  from  an  interview  with 

Associate Professor Dr. Vittaya Masena (Khon Kaen University), which indicated that 

the development-from-campus university has more publications than the other types 

because they have produced and accumulated explicit knowledge for a long time, with 

clear organization and systematic knowledge management. 

 

 



 

CHAPTER 6 

 

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

6.1  Conclusion 

 

This study aimed to explore the major determinants affecting the effectiveness 

of  knowledge  management  implementation  in  Thai  public  universities  according  to 

Higher Education Development Plan No. 10 B.E. 2551- 2554. In order to fulfill these 

objectives,  the  proposed  model  of  analysis  was  built  up  based  on  the  review  of  the 

public  policy  implementation  and  knowledge  management  literature.  The  model  of 

analysis  proposed  nine  critical  variables that  affect  the  effectiveness  of  KM 

implementation as follows: clarity in policy goals and directives, characteristics of the 

university,  resources,  external  actors’  support  and  controls,  type,  form  of  establishment, 

size,  and  budget  of  the  university.  Next,  multivariate  statistics—factor  analysis  and 

hierarchical  multiple  regression—were  employed  to  test  the  proposed  model.  The 

independent  variables  used  in  hypothesis  testing  were  then  replaced  with  these 

variables—internal  affairs  management,  clarity  of  goals  in  resource  management, 

university’s  culture,  and  external  actors’  support  and  controls,  type,  form  of 

establishment, size, and budget of the university.  

The  data  for  the  quantitative  analysis  in  this  study  were  from  public 

universities websites (for contextually variable data such as type, form of  establishment, 

size,  and  budget  of  university),  questionnaire  (for  the  demographic  data  of  respondents, 

opinions  of  respondents  toward  the  effectiveness  of  knowledge  management 

implementation  in  Thai  public  universities according  to  Higher  Education  Development 

Plan No. 10 B.E. 2551-2554, internal affairs management, clarity of goals in resource 

management,  university’s  culture,  and  external  actors’  support  and  controls),  and 

SAR  reports  (for  the  number  of  publications  and  academic  service  projects  or 

activities). For the qualitative data, in-depth interviews, using a structured interview 

form, with eleven lecturers from eleven public universities were conducted to collect 

the data for supporting the findings from the quantitative analysis. 



126 
 

Analysis  of  the  data  from  the  questionnaire  and  the  SAR  reports  strongly 

indicated  that  the  effectiveness  of  knowledge  management  implementation  in  Thai 

public  universities  according  to  Higher  Education  Development  Plan  No.  10  B.E. 

2551-2554  greatly  depend  on  internal  affairs  management,  clarity  of  goals  in 

resource  management,  university’s  culture,  external  actors’  support  and  controls, 

type,  form  of  establishment,  size,  and budget  of  the  university.  Similarly,  the  data 

from  in-  the  depth  interviews  also  suggested  the  same  critical  factors,  and  were 

regrouped  into  internal  affairs  management  (top  executive,  clear  strategic  plan  for 

KM, experts and knowledge surveys, motivation, quality assurance, and performance 

evaluation),  clarity  of  goals  in  resource  management  (Infostructure,  budget, 

knowledge and understanding in KM of university public lecturers and researchers), 

university’s  culture  (knowledge-sharing  culture),  and  policy  goals  in  a  non-

competitive  market  with  the  controls  of  the  Office  of  Higher  Education  Committee 

and Office of the Public Sector Development Commission (external actors’ support 

and controls). 

According  to  the  beta  coefficient  value,  the  contextual  characteristics  group 

had the highest effect on the effectiveness of knowledge management implementation 

in Thai public universities according to Higher Education Development Plan No. 10 

B.E. 2551-2554 because it directly affects the university’s capability in publications 

and  academic  services.  Regarding  the  type  of  the  university,  the  research  university 

and  graduate  university  had  a  higher  value  for  the  beta  coefficient  than  specialized/ 

comprehensive  university  and  research  university,  and  the  graduate  university 

produced more publications than the specialized/ comprehensive university, whereas 

the research university and graduate university had less beta coefficient value than the 

specialized/comprehensive  university  and  the  specialized/comprehensive  university 

had more academic services than the research university and graduate university. For 

the  form  of  establishment,  development-from-campus  university  had  more  publications 

than the other types due to the systematic restoration of explicit knowledge and clear 

organization. For the rest, the greater budget and size (number of employee) led to the 

more publications and academic services.  

Next,  internal  affairs  management consisted  of  the  coordination  among 

internal  and  external  agencies,  communication  among  agencies,  enforcement  among 
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agencies,  resource  management  for  storage  and  dissemination  of  knowledge, 

implementers’  disposition,  and  implementing agency  capacity.  It  had  higher  effects 

than  clarity  of  goals  in  resource  management  and  the  university’s  culture  on  the 

effectiveness of KM implementation in public universities in academic services, using 

data from both the opinions and SAR reports, because the university is a professional 

bureaucracy, in Mintzberg’s sense, and lecturers and researchers operating as the core 

need lots of support from the other parts of the university, thus leading to the acceptance of 

lecturers and researchers (implementers’ disposition) in KM implementation. 

Following  this,  clarity  of  goals  in  resource  management  consisted  of  the 

dissemination of research and innovation (Question No. 1-5), production of research 

and innovation, and academic services (Question No. 6-9), a clear minimum workload 

(Question No. 11-12), and resources for knowledge acquisition (Question No. 28, 30- 

31).  It  had  the  highest  effects  on  the  effectiveness  of  KM  implementation  in  public 

universities in publications, using data from both the opinions and the SAR reports, 

because the university is a professional bureaucracy, as previously mentioned. Given 

the well-honed skills of lecturers and researchers, all they need is clear KM targets of 

the university and their benefits from KM. 

For  the  university’s  culture  in  Question  No.  51,  57,  63-66,  it  consisted  of 

culture  for  knowledge  sharing  and  knowledge  services,  which  affected  the 

effectiveness of KM implementation in public universities. Regarding the production 

of research and innovations, it requires a culture of knowledge sharing and knowledge 

services  more  than  internal  affairs  management.  However,  for  academic  services, 

internal affairs management was more important than the university’s culture. 

  Last,  external  actors’  support  and  controls  in  Question  No.  37-41  and  43,  it 

was  the  external  controls  by  the  Office  of  Higher  Education  Committee  via  the 

budget.  The  budget  allocation  of  Thai  public  universities  depends  on  the  number  of 

publications  of  research  and  innovation  and the  number  of  academic  services  in  the 

annual performance agreement of each university. 

 

6.2  Contributions 

 

  It  was  practical  for  researcher  to  use  both  theories  of  public  policy 

implementation  and  knowledge  management  to  create  the  proposed  model  for 
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explaining  the  effectiveness  of  KM  implementation  in  Thai  public  university.  The 

findings contribute to both theory and practice. 

 

6.2.1  Theoretical Contribution 

  The findings of the study confirmed the comprehensive explanation of theories 

of  public  policy  implementation.  Though  the  proposed  model  merged  theories  of 

public  policy  implementation  and  knowledge  management,  all  of  the  factors  of  the 

study  were  based  on  the  classical  work of  Pressman  and  Wildavsky  (1973),  Van 

Meter  and  Van  Horn  (1975),  Bardach (1977),  Berman  (1978),  Grindle  (1980), 

Mazmanian  and  Sabatier  (1983),  Lipsky  (1980),  Nakamura  and  Smallwood  (1980), 

Voradej  Chandarasorn’s  six  famous  policy  implementation  models  (2008).  Though 

most theories of public policy implementation were created by these scholars in the 

1980s, their power of explanation is still high. In addition, the present study is also the 

confirmation  of  the  KM  success  factors  of  many  scholars  such  as  Andersen  (1996), 

Pornchulee  Achava-Amrung  (2005),  Chong  and  Choi  (2005),  Creech (2005),  Mathi 

(2004),Tippawan Lorsuwannarat (2006), Jennex (2006), Prat (2006), Deem, Hillyard 

and Reed (2007), Kruger and Johnson (2010), Goodluck (2011).  

 

    6.2.2  Practical Contribution 

  According  to  the  findings  of  the study,  it  was  the  first  study  to  offer  a 

comprehensive  explanation  of  the  factors affecting  public  policy  implementation  in 

the  Thai  public  university  setting  by  using  a  quantitative  approach  as  the  main 

approach  with  the  contribution  from  the qualitative  approach,  because  the  work  of 

Hanpanich  in  2003  was  qualitative  research for  Thai  higher  education,  both  public 

and private universities, whereas Sarawanawong et al. studied the factors affecting the 

knowledge management in Khon  Kaen University. Therefore, factors such as internal 

affairs  management,  clarity  of  goals  in resource  management,  university’s  culture, 

and  external  actors’  support  and  controls,  type,  form  of  establishment,  size,  and  the 

budget of the university are greatly useful for implementing knowledge management 

in public universities according to Higher Education Development Plan No. 11 B.E. 

2555-2558. 
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6.3  Recommendations 

 

  Recommendations  for  improving  the  effectiveness  of  KM  implementation 

according to Higher Education Development Plan No. 11 B.E. 2555-2558 are the  

final  objective  of  the  study.  They  all  are based  on  the  findings  of  the  descriptive 

statistics  using  class  interval  to  recode  the  Likert  scale  (strongly  agree,  agree, 

disagree,  and  strongly  disagree)  into  strongly  agree  (mean  3.00-4.00),  moderately 

agree  (mean  1.00  -2.99),  and  strongly  disagree  (mean  1.00-1.98),  as  shown  in 

Appendix G. 

 

  6.3.1  Internal Affairs Management 

  According to the findings, it was found that the grand mean and each means of 

items  in  the  internal  and  external  coordination  and  communication  of  Thai  public 

universities were moderate. It was obvious that internal and external coordination and 

communication  could  be  developed  to  higher  quality  in  the  following:  co-seminar 

among  related  faculties  (Question  No.16),  co-research  among  related  faculty 

(Question  No.15),  co-training  among  related faculty  (Question  No.17),  journals  and 

printed matter sharing among related faculty (Question No.13), research tool sharing 

among  related  faculty  (Question  No.  14),  knowledge-based  sharing  with  other 

universities (Question No.10), WebBoards for knowledge sharing (Question No.21), 

knowledge  ranking  meeting  (Question  No.18),  various  channels  of  mediums 

(Question  No.22),  and  knowledge  verification  meetings  (Question  No.19).  Next, 

enforcement among agencies for KM implementation, except appropriate rewards for 

lecturers and researchers (Question No.23), can also developed to higher performance 

in  the  following:  monitoring  and  evaluation  from  the  university’s  KM  committee 

(Question  No.26),  appropriate  consultation of  university’s  KM  committee  with  the 

faculty’s  KM  committee  (Question  No.27),  knowledge  sharing  as  criteria  for 

promotion (Question No.24), and appropriate rewards for faculty (Question No.25).  

Later, the resource of the university could be developed for better performance 

as  follows:  adequate  incentives  for  knowledge  sharing  among  lecturers  (Question 

No.34),  adequate  incentives  for  knowledge  sharing  among  researchers  (Question 

No.35), good category in knowledge base (Question No.33), and accessibility to the 

knowledge base (Question No.32). Resources are so important because they affect the 
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acceptance  of  lecturers  and  researchers  (implementers’  disposition)  in  the  following 

activities,  which  could  be  developed  for  better  performance: participation  in 

knowledge  verification  meetings  (Question  No.47),  participation  in  knowledge 

ranking  meetings  (Question  No.45),  updated copyright/patent  registration  or  quality 

certificated  research  and  innovation  in  the  university  database  (Question  No.49), 

participation in focus groups (Question No.46), updated publications in the university 

database  (Question  No.48),  and  updated knowledge  in  the  university  (Question 

No.50). 

Last, implementing agency capacity could be developed to a higher quality as 

follows  with:  expertise  surveys  (Question  No.53),  CKO  support  for  paper 

presentations  (Question  No.59),  CKO  support for  the  development  of  lecturers’  and 

researchers’  potential  (Question  No.58),  CKO  motivation  of  knowledge  sharing 

among lecturers and researchers (Question No.61), CKO support for the updating of 

publications in the knowledge base (Question No.60), sufficient skills on the part of 

the  CKO  for  KM  (Question  No.56),  a  clear  mission  for  KM  (Question  No.52),  and 

appropriate training for using the knowledge base of the university (Question No.55). 

  Hence, the mission-driven government of Osborne and Gaebler (Osborne and 

Gaebler, 1992: 108-137) should be employed by using budget increases as incentives 

for  any  faculty  member  that  has  the  highest  number  of  co-seminars  among  related 

faculty  members,  co-research  among  related  faculty  members,  co-training  among 

related  faculty  members,  journal  and  printed  matter  sharing  among  related  faculty 

members, and research tool sharing among related faculty members in every academic 

year.  This  measure  will  motivate  the  CKO  by  giving  incentives  according  to  the 

achievement  of  the  number  of  publications  and  academic  services.  A  decentralized 

government  (Osborne  and  Gaebler,  1992:  250-279)  should  also  be  applied  by 

determining suitable incentives for communication in the university (such as suitable 

remuneration  for  participation  in  knowledge  ranking  meetings  and  knowledge 

verification  meeting)  and  the  knowledge sharing  and  acceptance  of  lecturers  and 

researchers  (such  as  participation  in knowledge  verification  meetings,  knowledge 

ranking  meetings,  and  focus  groups;  updated  information  such  as  copyrights/patents  

registered  or  quality  certificated  research  and  innovation,  and  publications  in  the 

university database; and suggestions to improve the categories in the knowledge base  

and accessibility to the knowledge base). 
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6.3.2  Clarity of Goals in Resource Management 

According  to  the  findings,  it  was  found  that  the  means  of  six  items  in  this 

factor  were  moderate,  although  the  grand mean  was  high.  It  was  obvious  that  the 

university’s  goal  of  the  dissemination  of  research  and  innovation  is  highly  clear  as 

follows:  the  university  supports  paper  presentations  at  the  national  level  (Question 

No.1),  the  university  supports  the  updating  of  publications  in  the  knowledge  base 

(Question No.3), the university supports paper presentations at the international level 

(Question  No.2),  the  university  has  a  support  system  for    academic  forums  at  the 

national  level  (Question  No.4),  the  university  has  a  support  system  for  academic 

dialogue (Question No.5), flexible criteria setting for internal grants (Question No.6), 

a  clear  definition  of  academic  services  (Question  No.12),  and  clear  definitions  of 

research and innovation (Question No.11). However, the following goals in resource 

management  could  be  developed  to  a  higher  quality:  flexible  criteria  setting  for 

external grants (Question No.7), cooperation with public and private agencies and the 

community in the production of research and innovation (Question No.8), university 

support  of  academic  dialogue  for  knowledge sharing  (Question  No.9),  a  sufficient 

budget  for  training  by  external  agencies  (Question  No.30),  updated  IT  for  the 

knowledge  base  (Question  No.31),  and  adequate  budget  for  manuals,  textbooks, 

software, and IT equipment (Question No.28).  

Hence,  the  catalytic  government  of  Osborne  and  Gaebler  (Osborne  and 

Gaebler, 1992: 25-48) should be employed with a joint venture of public universities, 

private universities, and private firms in training, and sharing of the resources and the 

knowledge base in order to reduce the burden of the budget. In addition, a mission-

driven government (Osborne and Gaebler, 1992: 108-137) should also be employed in 

public universities by deregulating criteria for external grants, promoting cooperation 

with public and private agencies and the community in the production of research and 

innovation, and promoting academic dialogue for knowledge sharing in universities. 

 

6.3.3  University’s Culture 

According  to  the  findings,  it  was  found  that  the  university’s  culture  can  be 

developed for better support of KM due to the moderate grand means and item means 

as follows: free knowledge services for internal agencies of the university (Question 

No.64),  lecturers  and  researchers  do  not share  knowledge  with  their  colleagues 
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(Question  No.51),  full  charge  for  knowledge  services  for  internal  agencies  of  the 

university  (Question  No.66),  inadequate support  of  CKO  for  KM  (Question  No.57), 

and  partial  charge  for  knowledge  services for  internal  agencies  of  the  university 

(Question No.65). Hence, the catalytic government of Osborne and Gaebler (Osborne 

and Gaebler, 1992: 25 - 48) should be employed for clearly determining guidelines for 

the  type  of  knowledge  services  that  are  for  free,  carry  a  partial  charge,  and  a  full 

charge  in  order  to  create  the  same  understanding  in  the  new  culture  of  knowledge 

services.  In  addition,  the  Community  of  Practices  (CoPs)  and  organization  development 

(OD) techniques should be applied for building  trust  and  knowledge  sharing  among 

lecturers and researchers, for example with sensitivity training, team building, quality 

of work life programs, and building awareness of the CKO regarding  

the importance of KM. 

 

6.3.4  External Actors’ Support and Controls 

According  to  the  findings,  it  was  found  that  the  support  and  controls  of  the 

Office  of  Higher  Education  Committee  can be  developed  for  better  support  of  KM 

due to the moderate grand means and item means as follows: an appropriate budget 

framework  for  the  public  university  (Question  No.39),  academic  services  as  a 

criterion for budget allocation (Question No.38), publication as a criterion for budget 

allocation  (Question  No.37),  appropriate  Terms  of  Reference  (TOR)  for  research 

network    (Question  No.40),  continuous  monitoring  and  evaluation  of  the  research 

network  (Question  No.41),  and  support for  the  Thailand  National  Research 

Universities Summit (ThaiNRU) (Question No.43). Hence, the catalytic government 

of Osborne and Gaebler (Osborne and Gaebler, 1992: 25 - 48) should be employed for 

better controls of the Office of Higher Education Committee by clearly determining 

guidelines  for  the  means  and  ends  for promoting  production  of  publications  and 

academic  services,  guidelines  for  research  network  management  such  as  TOR,  and 

means  for  monitoring  and  evaluation  in  the  Appendix  of  Higher  Education 

Development Plan No. 11 B.E. 2555-2558.  

 

6.3.5  Budget of the University 

According  to  the  findings,  a  larger budget  leads  to  more  publications  and 

academic  services.  Hence,  the  enterprising  government  of  Osborne  and  Gaebler 
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should  be  employed  to  earn  more  revenue  for  the  Thai  public  university  due  to 

limitation of the budget from the government, such as the leasing of university areas, 

commercial benefits-oriented research, and identification of the true cost of academic 

services. (Osborne and Gaebler, 1992: 195-218). 

 

6.4  Future Research 

 

Due  to  the  limitation  of  time  and  budget,  this  study  focuses  on  the  public 

universities, which provide only a limited explanation of higher education in Thailand 

regarding  KM  implementation  in  Thai  public  university.  Therefore,  in  order  to 

complete  the  findings  on  the  factors  affecting  the  effectiveness  of  knowledge 

management  implementation  in  Thai  universities  according  to  Higher  Education 

Development  Plan  No.  10  B.E.  2551-  2554,  the  study  of  the  private  university  is  a 

must. 
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No. Institutes Science Faculties 
Established 
Year(B.E.) 

Arts Faculties 
Established 
Year(B.E.) 

1 Chulalongkorn University 
1 Faculty of Engineering 2459 

1 Faculty of Political 
Sciences  

2442 

  2 Faculty of Medicine  2490  2 Faculty of Arts 2460 
2 
 
Kasetsart University 1 Faculty of Agriculture 2486  1 Faculty of Economics  2486 
  2 Faculty of Forestry 2486  2 Faculty of Education  2512 

3 
 
 

Thamasat University 1 Faculty of Medicine 2533  1 Faculty of Law 2492 

  
2 Faculty of Allied Health  Sciences  2535 

2 Faculty of Political 
Sciences 

2492 

4 
 
Srinakharinwirot University 1 Faculty of Physical Education  2456  1 Faculty of Education  2496 
  2 Faculty of Science 2497 2 Faculty of Humanities   2517 

5 
 
 
 

National Institute of Development 
Administration 

1 Faculty of Business Administration  2505 
1 School of Public 
Administration 

2498 

  
2 School of Applied Statistics 2509 

2 School of  Development 
Economics 

2509 

6 
 
 

King Mongkut's University of 
Technology North Bangkok 

1 Faculty of Technical Education  2512 
1 Faculty of Architecture 
and Design  

2522 

  2 Faculty of Engineering 2514  2 Faculty of Applied Arts  2545 
7 
 
 
 

King Mongkut's Institute of 
Technology Ladkarabang 

1  Faculty of Engineering 2515   2514 

  
2 Faculty of Agricultural 2517 

2 Faculty of Technical 
Education 

2520 

8 
 
 

Mahidol University 
 

1 Faculty of Medicine (Siriraj) 2431 
1 Faculty of Social Sciences 
and Humanities 

2512 

  2 Faculty of Nursing 2439 2 Faculty of Liberal Arts   2546 
9 
 
 
 
 

Silpakorn University 
 

1 Faculty of Sciences 2515 
1 Faculty of painting, 
sculpture and graphic arts 

2486 

  

2 Faculty of Pharmaceutical 
Sciences 
 

2520 2 Faculty of Architecture  2498 
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No. Institutes Science Faculties 
Established 
Year(B.E.) 

Arts Faculties 
Established 
Year(B.E.) 

10 
 
 
 

Burapha University 
 

1 Faculty of Sciences 2517 
1 Faculty of Management 
and Tourism 

2521 

  
2 Faculty of Education 2417 

2 Faculty of Political 
Sciences and Law 

2550 

11 
 
 
 

Naresuan University 
 

1 Faculty of Sciences 2510 1 Faculty of Social Sciences  2517 

  
2 Faculty of Agriculture  National 
Resources  and Environment 

2536 
2 Faculty of Humanities and 
Social Sciences 

2517 

12 
 
 
 
 

Maejo University 
 

1 Faculty of animal science and 
technology 

2518 
1 Faculty of Business 
Administration 

2518 

  
2 Faculty of agricultural production  2518 

2 Faculty of Information and 
Communication Technology 

2541 

13 
 
Chiang Mai University 1 Faculty of Medicine 2503 1 Faculty of Humanities  2507 
  2 Faculty of Sciences 2507  2 Faculty of Education  2511 

14 Khon Kaen University 1 Faculty of Agriculture 2505     
    2 Faculty of Engineering      
15 
 
Ubon Ratchathani University 
 

1 Faculty of Agriculture 2531 
1 Faculty of Management 
Science  

2541 

   2 Faculty of Sciences 2531 2 Faculty of Liberal Arts   2542 
16 Mahasarakham University 1 Faculty of Sciences 2529 1 Faculty of  Education  2511 

 
  

2 Faculty of Technology 2527 
2 Faculty of Humanities and 
Social Sciences 

2537 

17 
 
Prince of Songkla University 
 

1 Faculty of Sciences 2510 
1 Faculty of Management 
Science 

2519 

   2 Faculty of Engineering 2510  2 Faculty of Economics  2534 
18 Thaksin University 1 Faculty of Sciences 2511 1 Faculty of  Education  2539 

 
  

2 Faculty of Health and sports 
science 

2539 
2 Faculty of Humanities and 
Social Sciences 

2539 
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No. Institutes Science Faculties 
Established 
Year(B.E.) 

Arts Faculties 
Established 
Year(B.E.) 

19 

 

 

Princess of Naradhiwas 

University 
1 Faculty of Engineering 2548 

1 Faculty of Management 

Science 
2548 

  2 Faculty of Science and Technology  2549 2 Faculty of Liberal Arts   2548 

20 

 

 

 

 

Nakhon Phanom University 

 
  

1 Faculty of Liberal Arts 

and Science 
2544 

  

  

2 Faculty of Management 

Sciences and Information 

Technology 

2550 

21 

 

 

 

Chiangrai Rajabhat University 

 
1 Faculty of Science and Technology  2528 

1 Faculty of Humanities and 

Social Sciences 
2518 

  
2 Faculty of Industrial Technology  2537 

2 Faculty of Management 

Science 
2520 

22 

 

 

 

ChiangMai Rajabhat University 

 
1 Faculty of Science and Technology  2518 

1 Faculty of Humanities and 

Social Sciences 
2520 

  

2 Faculty of Agricultural 

Technology 
2542 

2 Faculty of Management 

Science 
2530 

23 

 

 

Lampang Rajabhat University 1 Faculty of Sciences 2516  1 Faculty of Education  2514 

  
2 Faculty of Industrial Technology  2518 

2 Faculty of Management 

Science 
2515 

24 

 

 

Uttaradit Rajabhat University 

 
1 Faculty of Agriculture 2544 

1 Faculty of Humanities and 

Social Sciences 
2519 

  2 Faculty of Science and Technology  2548  2 Faculty of Education  2527 

25 

 

 

Kamphaengphet Rajabhat 

University 
1 Faculty of Science and Technology  2518 1 Faculty of Humanities  2522 

  2 Faculty of Industrial Technology  2535  2 Faculty of Education  2528 
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No. Institutes Science Faculties 
Established 

Year(B.E.) 
Arts Faculties 

Established 

Year(B.E.) 

26 

 

 

 

Nakhon Sawan Rajabhat 

University 
1 Faculty of Science and Technology  2542  1 Faculty of Education 2465 

  

2  Faculty of Agro Industrial 

Technology 
2544 

2 Faculty of Humanities and 

Social Sciences 
2518 

27 

 

 

Pibulsongkram Rajabhat 

University 

1 Faculty of Food and Agricultural 

Technology 
2528 

1 Faculty of Management 

Science 
2527 

  2 Faculty of Industrial Technology  2541  2 Faculty of Education 2547 

28 

 

 

Phetchabun Rajabhat University 1 Faculty of Science and Technology  2519  1 Faculty of Education 2516 

  
2 Faculty of Agricultural 2542 

2 Faculty of Humanities and 

Social Sciences 
2518 

29 

 

 

Loei Rajabhat University 1 Faculty of Science and Technology  2538  1 Faculty of Education 2516 

  
2 Faculty of Industrial Technology  2542 

2 Faculty of Humanities and 

Social Sciences 
2520 

30 

 

 

 

Sakon Nakhon Rajabhat 

University 
1 Faculty of Industrial Technology  2513  1 Faculty of Education 2518 

  
2 Faculty of Science and Technology  2518 

2 Faculty of Humanities and 

Social Sciences 
2538 

31 

 

 

Udon Thani Rajabhat University 1 Faculty of Sciences 2519  1 Faculty of Education 2519 

  
2 Faculty of Technology 2548 

2 Faculty of Humanities and 

Social Sciences 
2519 

32 

 

 

 

Rajabhat Maha sarakham 

University 
1 Faculty of Science and Technology  2519  1 Faculty of Education 2468 

  

2 Faculty of Agricultural 

Technology 
2542 

2 Faculty of Humanities and 

Social Sciences 
2519 
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No. Institutes Science Faculties 
Established 
Year(B.E.) 

Arts Faculties 
Established 
Year(B.E.) 

33 
 
 
 

Nakhon Ratchasima Rajabhat 
University 

1 Faculty of Science and Technology  2538  1 Faculty of Education 2517 

  
2 Faculty of Industrial Technology  2543 

2 Faculty of Humanities and 
Social Sciences 

2538 

34 
 
 

Buriram Rajabhat University 1 Faculty of Sciences 2538  1 Faculty of Education 2521 

  
2 Faculty of Industrial Technology  2538 

2 Faculty of Humanities and 
Social Sciences 

2521 

35 
 
 

Surindra Rajabhat University 1 Faculty of Science and Technology  2538  1 Faculty of Education 2519 

  
2 Faculty of Industrial Technology  2540 

2 Faculty of Management 
Science 

2529 

36 
 
 
 

Ubon Ratchathani Rajabhat 
University 

1 Faculty of Sciences 2518  1 Faculty of Education 2518 

  
2 Faculty of Industrial Technology  2539 

1 Faculty of Humanities and 
Social Sciences 

2538 

37 
 
 
 

Thepsatri Rajabhat University 
 

1 Faculty of Science and Technology  2518 
1 Faculty of Humanities and 
Social Sciences 

2518 

  
2 Faculty of Industrial Technology  2522 

2 Faculty of Management 
Science 

2463 

38 
 
 
 

Phranakhon Si Ayutthaya 
Rajabhat University 

1 Faculty of Science and Technology  2498  1 Faculty of Education 2448 

  
2 Faculty of Management Science  2527 

2 Faculty of Humanities and 
Social Sciences 

2518 

39 
 
 
 

Valaya Alongkorn Rajabhat 
University 

1 Faculty of Management Science 2524  1 Faculty of Education 2518 

  
2 Faculty of Agricultural 
Technology 

2542 
2 Faculty of Humanities and 
Social Sciences 

2519 
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No. Institutes Science Faculties 
Established 

Year(B.E.) 
Arts Faculties 

Established 

Year(B.E.) 

40 

 

 

 

Rambhai Barni Rajabhat 

University 

1 Faculty of Agricultural 

Technology 
2515 

1 Faculty of Humanities and 

Social Sciences 
2519 

  

2 Faculty of Industrial Technology 

and Gemological Sciences 
2515 2 Faculty of Law 2448 

41 

 

 

Kanchanaburi Rajabhat 

University 
1 Faculty of Science and Technology  2520  1 Faculty of Education 2518 

 2 Faculty of Education(Science)  2524 2 Faculty of Humanities  2518 

42 

 

 

 

Nakhon Pathom Rajabhat 

University 
1 Faculty of Science and Technology  2518  1 Faculty of Education 2538 

  
2 Faculty of Management Science  2527 

2 Faculty of Humanities and 

Social Sciences 
2538 

43 

 

 

Phetchaburi Rajabhat University 1 Faculty of Science and Technology  2512  1 Faculty of Education 2469 

  

2 Faculty of Agricultural 

Technology 
2518 

2 Faculty of Humanities and 

Social Sciences 
2519 

44 

 

 

 

Muban Chombueng Rajabhat 

University 
1 Faculty of Science and Technology  2518  1 Faculty of Education 2518 

  
2 Faculty of Management Science  2528 

2 Faculty of Humanities and 

Social Sciences 
2518 

45 

 

 

Phuket Rajabhat University 1 Faculty of Management Science 2524  1 Faculty of Education 2518 

  
2 Faculty of Science and Technology  2528 

2 Faculty of Humanities and 

Social Sciences 
2518 
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No. Institutes Science Faculties 
Established 

Year(B.E.) 
Arts Faculties 

Established 

Year(B.E.) 

46 

 

 

 

Yala Rajabhat University 

 

1 Faculty of Technology Science 

and Agricultural 
2520  1 Faculty of Education 2518 

  
2 Faculty of Management Science  2525 

2 Faculty of Humanities and 

Social Sciences 
2518 

47 

 

 

 

 

Songkhla Rajabhat University 

 

1 Faculty of Science and 

Technology 
2535  1 Faculty of Education 2504 

  

2 Faculty of Industrial Technology  2538 

2 Graduate Faculty of 

Humanities and Social 

Sciences 

2535 

48 

 

 

 

Nakhon Si Thammarat Rajabhat 

University 
1 Faculty of Management Science 2527  1 Faculty of Education 2518 

  
2 Faculty of Industrial Technology  2539 

2  Faculty of Humanities and 

Social Sciences 
2518 

49 

 

 

Suratthani Rajabhat University 

 

1 Faculty of Science and 

Technology 
2518 

1 Faculty of Humanities and 

Social Sciences 
2518 

  2 Faculty of Management Science 2528  2 Faculty of Education 2519 

50 

 

 

 

Chandrakasem Rajabhat 

University 

1 Faculty of Agriculture and Life 

Sciences 
2499  1 Faculty of Education 2483 

  
2 Alternative Medical College  2549 

2 Faculty of Humanities and 

Social Sciences 
2519 

51 

 

 

Dhonburi Rajabhat University 

 

1 Faculty of Science and 

Technology 
2518  1 Faculty of Education 2491 

          

 
 
 



  
 

155 

No. Institutes Science Faculties 
Established 
Year(B.E.) 

Arts Faculties 
Established 
Year(B.E.) 

52 

 

 

 

Bansomdejchaopraya Rajabhat 

University 
1 Faculty of Management Science 2520  1 Faculty of Education 2518 

  

2 Faculty of Science and 

Technology 
2525 

2  Faculty of Humanities and 

Social Sciences 
2518 

53 

 

 

 

Phranakhon Rajabhat University 

 
1 Faculty of Industrial Technology  2509 

1 Faculty of Humanities and 

Social Sciences 
2509 

  

2 Faculty of Science and 

Technology 
2518 

2 Faculty of Management 

Science 
2527 

54 

 

 

 

Suan Dusit Rajabhat University 

 

1 Faculty of Science and 

Technology 
2504  1 Faculty of Education 2518 

  
2 Faculty of Management Science  2518 

2 Faculty of Humanities and 

Social Sciences 
2518 

55 

 

 

 

Suan Sunandha Rajabhat 

University 
1 Faculty of Industrial Technology  2542 

1 Faculty of Humanities and 

Social Sciences 
2518 

  

2 Faculty of Science and 

Technology 
2538 

2 Faculty of Management 

Science 
2538 

56 

 

 

 

Rajamangala University of 

Technology Thanyaburi 

1 Faculty of Home Economics 

Technology 
2518 

1 Faculty of Fine and 

Applied Arts 
2518 

  

2 Faculty of Science and 

Technology 
2538 

2 Faculty of Business 

Administration 
2518 

57 

 

 

 

Rajamangala University of 

Technology Krungthep 

1 Faculty of Science and 

Technology 
2548 1  Faculty of Liberal Arts   2548 

  
2 Faculty of Engineering  2548 

2  Faculty of Home 

Economics Technology 
2549 
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No. Institutes Science Faculties 
Established 

Year(B.E.) 
Arts Faculties 

Established 

Year(B.E.) 

58 

 

 

Rajamangala University of 

Technology Tawan-Ok 

1 Faculty of Agriculture and 

Natural Resources 
2518 

1  Faculty of Humanities and 

Social Sciences 
2518 

  

2 Faculty of Science and 

Technology 
2519 2 Faculty of Liberal Arts   2518 

59 

 

 

 

 

Rajamangala University of 

Technology Phra Nakhon 

 

1 Faculty of Industrial Education   2518 
1 Faculty of Mass 

Communication Technology 
2515 

  

2 Faculty of Design Garment and 

Fashion  
2532 

2 Faculty of Business 

Administration 
2549 

60 

 

 

 

Rajamangala University of 

Technology Srivijaya 

1 Faculty of Science and 

Technology 
2548 1 Faculty of Liberal Arts   2548 

  
  

2  Faculty of Business 

Administration 
2548 

61 

 

 

 

Rajamangala University of 

Technology Lanna 

1 Faculty of Science and 

Agricultural Technology 
2549 

1 Faculty of Art and 

Architecture 
2515 

  
2 Faculty of Engineering 2549     

62 

 

 

 

Rajamangala University of 

Technology Suvarnabhumi 

1 Faculty of Agricultural and 

Industrial Technology 
2531 1  Faculty of Liberal Arts   2548 

  

2 Faculty of Industrial Education 

 
2534     

63 

 

 

 

Rajamangala University of 

Technology Rattanakosin 

1 Faculty of Engineering and 

Architecture 
2532 1 Faculty of Liberal Arts   2456 

  

2 Faculty of Architecture and 

Design 
2539 

2 Faculty of Business 

Administration 
2533 
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No. Institutes Science Faculties 
Established 
Year(B.E.) 

Arts Faculties 
Established 
Year(B.E.) 

64 
 
 
 

Rajamangala University of 
Technology Isan 

1 Faculty of Business 
Administration 2531 

1  Faculty of Fine Arts and 
Industrial Design 2546 

  
2 Faculty of Engineering and 
Architecture 2550      

65 
 
 

Pathumwan Institute of 
Technology 

1 Faculty of Engineering  
 

2543 
      

  2 Faculty of Sciences 2543      
66 
 
 

Mahamakut Buddhist University 
     

1 Faculty of  Arts 
(Philosophy and Religion)   2547 

      2 Faculty of Humanities  2547 
67 
 
 

Mahachulalongkornrajavidyalaya 
University      1 Faculty of Buddhism 2430 
       2  Faculty of Education  2504 

68 
 
 

Ramkhamhaeng University 1 Faculty of Sciences 2515  1 Faculty of Law 2514 

  2 Faculty of Engineering  2540 
2 Faculty of Political 
Science 2515 

69 
 
 
 

Sukhothai Thammathirat Open 
University 1 Faculty of Health Sciences 2523  1 Faculty of Education 2522 

  
2 Faculty of Science and 
Technology 2532 2 Faculty of Liberal Arts   2522 

70 
 
 

Suranaree University of 
Technology 1 Faculty of Sciences 2536      
  2 Faculty of Social Technology   2536      

71 
 
 
 
 

Walailak University 
 1 Faculty of Sciences 2541 

1 Faculty of Management 
Science 2535 

  

2 Faculty of Engineering and 
Resources  
 2551 

2 Faculty of Management 
and Information Science  2541 
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No. Institutes Science Faculties 
Established 
Year(B.E.) 

Arts Faculties 
Established 
Year(B.E.) 

72 

 

 

King Mongkut's University of 

Technology Thonburi 
1 Faculty of Engineering 2503 

1 Faculty of Industrial 

Education and Technology 
2509 

  2  Faculty of Sciences 2519 2 Faculty of Liberal Arts   2543 

73 

 

 

 

Mae Fah Luang University 

 

1 Faculty of Science Program in 

Cosmetic Science 
2541 1 Faculty of Liberal Arts   2541 

  
2 Faculty of Sciences 2500 

2 Faculty of Management 

Science 
2543 

74 

 

 

University of Phayao 1 Faculty of Sciences 2543 1 Faculty of Liberal Arts   2538 

  
2 Faculty of Engineering 2545 

2 Faculty of Commerce and 

Information 
2542 

75 

 

Sisaket Rajabhat University 1  Faculty of Arts and  Sciences 2542     

         

76 

 

Chaiyaphum Rajabhat University 1 Faculty of Nursing 2537     

  2 Faculty of Arts and  Sciences  2545     

77 

 

 

 

Kalasin Rajabhat University 

 
1 Faculty of Arts and  Sciences  2548 

1 Faculty of Arts and  

Sciences 
2548 

  
2 Faculty of Creative Industries  2554 

2 Faculty of Political 

Sciences and Law 
2545 

78 

 

 

Roi Et Rajabhat University 

 

1 Faculty of Science and 

Technology 
2542 

1 Faculty of Humanities and 

Social Sciences 
2542 

  2 Faculty of Nursing 2553 2 Faculty of Education 2549 

79 

 

 

 

Rajabhat Rajanagarindra 

University 

1 Faculty of Science and 

Technology 
2518 1 Faculty of Education 2483 

  2 Faculty of Industrial Technology  2535 
2 Faculty of Humanities and 

Social Sciences 
2518 
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no. Names of public universities 
Publications  sum  Academic services 

sum 53  52  51  50    53  52  51  50 

1 Rajamangla University of Technology Isan 328  167  0  0  495  160  370  0  0  530 

2 Thepsatri Rajabhat University 47  75  0  0  122  59  60  0  0  119 

3 Ubon Ratchathani Rajabhat University 136  115  0  0  251  18  213  0  0  231 

4 Nakhon Sawan Rajabhat university 67  50  0  0  117  65  106  0  0  171 

5 Princess of Narathiwas University 12  37  0  0  49  25  32  0  0  57 

6 Phranakhon Si Ayutthaya Rajabhat University 88  8  0  0  96  84  82  0  0  166 

7 Nakhon Si Thammarat Rajabhat University 118  56  0  0  174  101  169  0  0  270 

8 Rambhaibarni Rajabhat University 20  92  0  0  112  66  130  0  0  196 

9 Mahasarakham University 404  726  427  0  1557 160  454  439  0  1053 

10 Phetchaboon Rajabhat University 42  0  0  0  42  154  0  0  0  154 

11 Suan Dusit Rajabhat University 104  264  0  0  368  149  436  0  0  585 

12 Kamphaengphet Rajabhat university 38  38  0  0  76  73  214  0  0  287 

13 
Rajamangla University of Technology 
Phranakon 

151  110  105  0  366  105  258  131  0  494 

14 
Rajamangla University of Technology 
Krungthep 

42  56  0  0  98  200  380  0  0  580 

15 
Rajamangla University of Technology 
Thunyaburi 

271  178  71  0  520  200  199  363  0  762 

16 Rajamangla University of Technology Srivijaya 111  133  135  0  379  84  260  182  260  786 

17 Sisaket Rajabhat University 16  11  0  0  27  18  45  0  0  63 

18 Chaiyaphum Rajabhat University 2  1  0  0  3  39  41  0  0  80 

19 Sukhothai Thammathirat Open University 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0 

20 Suan Sunandha Rajabhat University 246  145  0  0  391  33  191  0  191  415 
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no. Names of public universities 
Publications  sum  Academic services  sum 

53  52  51  50    53  52  51  50   

21 Loei Rajabhat University 74  57  0  0  131  61  6  0  0  67 

22 Thaksin University 248  176  105  0  529  132  316  225  0  673 

23 Udon thani Rajabhat University 64  81  0  0  145  464  285  0  0  749 

24 Lampang Rajabhat University 71  83  0  0  154  75  136  0  0  211 

25 Dhonburi Rajabhat University 0  43  0  0  43  0  135  0  0  135 

26 Chiangrai Rajabhat University 34  34  0  0  68  135  265  0  0  400 

27 Buriram Rajabhat University 53  31  0  0  84  44  193  0  93  330 

28 Valaylongkorn Rajabhat University 51  57  0  0  108  26  121  0  0  147 

29 Phetchaburi Rajabhat University 42  0  0  0  42  154  0  0  0  154 

30 Rajamangala University of Technology Lanna 181  0  119  0  300  46  0  1011  0  1057 

31 
Rajamangla University of Technology 

Suvanabhumi 
47  49  48  0  144  79  195  173  195  642 

32 
King Mongkut’s Institute of Technology 

Chaokuntaharn Ladkrabang 
878  960  854  0  2692 141  799  371  0  1311 

33 Surat Thani Rajabhat University 247  0  0  0  247  175  0  0  0  175 

34 Surindra Rajabhat University 158  68  0  0  226  77  202  0  0  279 

35 Uttaradit Rajabhat University 120  87  0  0  207  74  1  0  1  76 

36 Rajabhat Maha Sarakham University 176  69  0  0  245  94  207  0  0  301 

37 Nakhon Ratchasima Rajabhat University 43  72  0  0  115  81  335  0  0  416 

38 Phuket Rajabhat University 23  73  0  0  96  45  122  0  0  167 

39 Yala Rajabhat University 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0 

40 
Rajamangla University of Technology 

Rattanakosin 
133  41  22  0  196  23  150  99  0  272 
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no University Title Type 
Form of 

Establishment 

Size of university 

51  52  53  54 

1  Chulalongkorn University 2 1  8,251  8,256     8,066 

2  Kasetsart University 2 3  9,595  9,666  9,862  7,953 

3  Thammasat University 2 2  5,825  3,856  6,458  6,842 

4  Srinakharinwirot University 2 1  4.447  4,542       

5  NIDA 2 2  462  550       

6 

 

King Mongkut's Institute of Technology North Bangkok 

KMNUTNB 2 3 
1,825  1,874  2,065    

7  King Mongkut's Institute of Technology Ladkrabang.KMITL 2 3  1,015  2,259       

8  Mahidol University 1 1  26,967  27,536       

9  Silpakorn University 2 1  2,648  2,690  2,750  2,750 

10  Burapha University 2 1  2,326  2,447  2,779  2,959 

11  Naresuan University 2 2  3,227  3,291     3,784 

12  Maejo University 2 1  1,365  1,357  1,356  1,360 

13  Chiengmai University 2 1  10,686  11,110     11,437 

14  Khon Kaen University (KKU) 2 1  9,547  10,008  10,325  10,786 

15  Ubon Ratchathani University  UBU 2 1  2,500  1,102  2,517  1,434 

16  Mahasarakham University 2 1  2,801  3.012       

17  Prince of Songkla University (PSU) 2 2  9,027  9,584  10,219  10,703 

18  Thaksin University 2 2  970  993  1,020  1,053 

19  Princess of Naradhiwas University 2 3  676  549       

20  Nakhon Phanom University 3 3  729  811  920  1,015 

21  Chiangrai Rajabhat University 1 3  851  855  894  917 

22  Chiangmai Rajabhat University 1 3  847  863       
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Budget of unviersity URL 
 
 51 52 53 54 

1,566,360,000  1,035,380,000 3,708.978,000  4,164,477,000 http://www.chula.ac.th/about/fact/index.htm 

2,877,054,000  3,237,103,800 2,870,028,000  3,223,184,000 https://mic.ku.ac.th/person/index.php 

2,231,214,000  22,221,456,499 2,024,840,000  2,263,024,000 http://www.thammasat.aptu.in/th/about-reports.html# 

2,124,305,000  2,560,141,700 2,118,611,000  2,639,451,000 http://fin.oop.swu.ac.th/ 

172,723,260  528,117,300 429,822,000  509,561,000 http://news.nida.ac.th/th/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=459&Itemid=2 

972,476,000  1,013,204,400  1,060.973,000  1,239,180,000 http://www.hrd.kmutnb.ac.th/DMS-HRD/hrd-status/dms-hrd.html 

1,049,101,000  1,020,019,000 1,091.902,000  1,231,445,000 http://www.sci.kmutnb.ac.th/sci/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=114&Itemid=108&lang=en 

28,628,549,600  32,108,126,138 9,027,319,000  10,166,073,000 http://www.mahidol.ac.th/muthai/sitemap.htm 

1.101.552,100  1,100,130,300  461,325,300  1,108,322,000 http://www.plan.su.ac.th/page-sarsu.htm 

1,187,128,800  897,639,000 985.889,000  1,210,409,000 http://planning.buu.ac.th/module/page.php?module=home&file=main.php 

1,833.475,000  1,890,034,300 1,822.198,000  1,636,372,000 http://www.plan.nu.ac.th/nuReports.html 

734,548,000  777,074,100 678,085,000  806,520,000 http://planning.mju.ac.th/doc/1572.pdf 

3,379.391,000  3,781,560,600 4,135,889,000  4,515,580,000 http://www.cmu.ac.th/info_service.php?menu=21 

368,561,300  1,274,000.00  3,240,912,500  4,078,242,940.69 http://plan.kku.ac.th/pln2012/publish_dsp.php 

610.198,000  704,706,800 493,710,100  633,767,000 http://plan.kku.ac.th/pln2012/publish_dsp.php 

846.930,000  878,000,000 720,846,000  836,306,000 http://www.ubu.ac.th/ubu_center/content.php?cpage=document_search&content=0300000000 

3,958.558,000  3,922,162,700 3,267.603,000  3,639,530,000 http://www.planning.psu.ac.th/2011-08-03-02-59-21.html 

716,326,000  674,733,600 512,057,000  604,743,000 http://tsuqais.tsu.ac.th/index.jsp?mod=STAT 

371.998,000  451,871,900 514.799,000  600,796,000 http://www.mua.go.th/data_pr/231054/index.htm 

460.928,000  380,751,900 382,025,000  488,259,000 http://www.npu.ac.th/Planning/Planning.html 

254,639,000  293,983,600 226,238,000  308,516,000 http://plan.cru.in.th/anual.htm 

409,616,000  516,895,200 330,791,000  354,513,000 http://www.mua.go.th/data_pr/231054/index.htm 
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No University Title Type 
Form of 

Establishment 

Size of university  

51  52  53  54 

23  Lampang Rajabhat University 1 3 485  502  516   

24  Uttaradit Rajabhat University 1 3 692  337  711  774 

25  Kamphaengphet Rajabhat university 1 3 457  523  584    

26  Nakhon Sawan Rajabhat university 1 3 511  653     812 

27  Pibulsongkram Rajabhat university 1 3 528  632     721 

28  Phetchaboon Rajabhat University 1 3 657  677  707  648 

29  Loei Rajabhat University 1 3 555  573       

30  Sakon Nakhon Rajabhat University 1 3 757  802  893  834 

31  Udon thani Rajabhat University 1 3 757  791     898 

32  Rajabhat Maha sarakham University 1 3 680  727       

33  Nakhon Ratchasima Rajabhat University 1 3 777  802  893  834 

34  Buriram Rajabhat University 1 3 499  542       

35  Surindra Rajabhat University 1 3 728  746       

36  Ubon Ratchathani Rajabhat University 1 3 858  904       

37  Sisaket Rajabhat University 1 3 175  192       

38  Chaiyaphum Rajabhat University 1 3 246  260       

39  Kalasin Rajabhat University 1 3 116  125       

40  Roi-et Rajabhat University 1 3 196  214       

41  Rajanagarindra Rajabhat University 1 3 611  665  671  695 

42  Thepsatri Rajabhat University 1 3 240  291  346  368 

43  Phranakhon Si Ayutthaya Rajabhat University 1 3 548  578       

44  Valaylongkorn Rajabhat University 1 3 775  920  372  380 
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Budget of university 
URL 

51 52 53 54 

270,154,000  288,926,500 183,662,000  227,994,000 http://www.plan.lpru.ac.th/report50.html 

334,136,000  345,990,100 243,389,000  267,186,000 http://plan.uru.ac.th/it.htm 

264,434,000  304,925,400 227,828,000  267,133,000 http://202.29.15.59/plan/evaluation.php 

267,225,000  277,920,300 217,311,000  258,474,000 http://www.nsru.ac.th/main/report.asp 

298,457,000  336,012,800 268,625,000  305,475,000 http://plan.psru.ac.th/download.php 

243,977,000  254,394,900 215,587,000  241,509,000 http://research.pbru.ac.th/web/ 

222,643,000  259,372,700 201,249,000  322,410,000 http://www.plan.lru.ac.th/ 

242,347,000  292,855,500 203,708,000  264,516,000 http://plan.snru.ac.th/ 

276,502,000  315,799,700 235,990,000  344,192,000 http://www.udru.ac.th/planudru/ 

335,546,000  334,959,300 233,441,000  278,435,000 http://www.mua.go.th/data_pr/231054/index.htm 

268,936,000  330,852,800 233,386,000  325,658,000 http://www.nrru.ac.th/plan/file.php?page=file7 

184,159,000  240,600,700 210,827,000  251,085,000 http://www.mua.go.th/data_pr/Report%20Paper%20University%202008/002_supplement.pdf 

218,500,000  278,220,700 203,115,000  223,002,000 http://www.kroobannok.com/1550 

251,244,000  299,819,100 234,841,000  312,231,000 http://www.mua.go.th/data_pr/231054/index.htm 

135,943,000  186,746,300 161,663,000  208,997,000 http://www.mua.go.th/data_pr/Report%20Paper%20University%202008/002_supplement.pdf 

124,183,000  175,420,000 69,083,000  115,770,000 http://www.kroobannok.com/1550 

153,923,000  148,957,100 76,709,000  91,833,000 http://www.mua.go.th/data_pr/231054/index.htm 

131,205,000  198,561,200 121,971,000  165,754,000 http://www.mua.go.th/data_pr/Report%20Paper%20University%202008/002_supplement.pdf 

204,440,000  255,299,600 197,574,000  233,289,000 http://plan.rru.ac.th/planblog2/?/home/doc/3 

230,923,000  291,618,000 229,189,000  272,144,000 http://president.tru.ac.th:81/webplan/menu_left2_5.php 

186,669,000  194,033,200 153,024,000  211,558,000 http://information.aru.ac.th/ 

267,035,000  324,515,800 270,001,000  303,450,000 http://plan.vru.ac.th/index.php/2011-09-01-10-17-03/2011-09-01-10-17-06 
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No. University Title Type 
Form of 

Establishment 

Size of university 

51 52 53 54 

45  Rambhaibarni Rajabhat University 1 3 515 565     

46  Kanchanaburi Rajabhat University 1 3 380 369     

47  Nakhon Pathom Rajabhat University 1 3 487 516     

48  Phetchaburi Rajabhat University 1 3 496 530     

49  Muban Chom Bung Rajabhat University 1 3 394 488  267   

50  Phuket Rajabhat University 1 3 486 501     

51  Yala Rajabhat University 1 3 324 362     

52  Songkhla Rajabhat University 1 3 585 646  723  845 

53  Nakhon Si Thammarat Rajabhat University 1 3 501 554     

54  Surat Thani Rajabhat University 1 3 594 640     

55  Chandrakasem Rajabhat University 1 3 766 703     

56  Dhonburi Rajabhat University 1 3 96 205  235  250 

57  Bansomdejchaopraya Rajabhat University 1 3 548 586     

58  Phranakhon Rajabhat University 1 3 594 743     

59  Suan Dusit Rajabhat University 1 3 1,915  1,958  2,477    

60  Suan Sunandha Rajabhat University 3 1 406 511  605  625 

61  Rajamangla University of Technology Thunyaburi  3 3 1,937  1,964  1,950  2,000 

62  Rajamangla University of Technology Krungthep 3 3 980  1,010  1,066  1,215 

63  Rajamangla University of Technology Tawan-ok 3 3 916 956  1,020  1,049 

64  Rajamangla University of Technology Phranakon 3 3 550 568  1,147  1,170 

65  Rajamangla University of Technology Srivijaya 3 3 1,357  1,355  1,387  1,395 

66 

  Rajamangala University of Technology Lanna, RMUTL  3 3 1,023  1,133  2,168  2,200 
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Budget of university 

URL 
51 52 53 54 

217,978,000  245,256,900 196,620,000  234,228,000 http://www.mua.go.th/data_pr/Report%20Paper%20University%202008/002_supplement.pdf 

191,229,000  224,671,100 169,147,000  199,210,000 http://www.kroobannok.com/1550 

249,387,000  274,170,000 196,681,000  243,317,000 http://www.mua.go.th/data_pr/231054/index.htm 

255,714,000  282,626,300 258,146,000  303,219,000 http://www.mua.go.th/pr_web/data_pr/071253.pdf  

179,750,000  197,807,500 132,750,000  159,300,000 http://plan.mcru.ac.th/ 

257,439,000  300,050,800 149,939,000  183,927,000 http://www.mua.go.th/data_pr/Report%20Paper%20University%202008/002_supplement.pdf 

258,641,000  312,221,200 212,812,000  254,574,000 http://www.kroobannok.com/1550 

307,122,000  382,153,600 272,450,000  320,345,000 http://web.skru.ac.th/plan/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=72&Itemid=104 

211,466,000  233,846,500 253,433,000  283,910,000 http://www.mua.go.th/data_pr/Report%20Paper%20University%202008/002_supplement.pdf 

258,707,000  264,935,000 241,970,000  294,864,000 http://www.mua.go.th/data_pr/231054/index.htm 

287,487,000  316,485,100 259,616,000  296,900,000 http://www.chandra.ac.th/office/pre/plan/index.html 

250,975,000  276,659,600 205,886,000  239,067,000 http://dit.dru.ac.th/home/plan/index.php?name=publication 

291,158,000  350,966,600 239,604,000  315,956,000 http://www.mua.go.th/data_pr/Report%20Paper%20University%202008/002_supplement.pdf 

338,793,000  379,392,100 313,295,000  377,354,000 http://www.kroobannok.com/1550 

499,510,000  560,997,400 396,713,000  487,413,000 http://planning.dusit.ac.th/news.php?gp=4 

358.341,000  482,871,500 392.334,000  465,601,000 http://www.ssru.ac.th/yearreport/ 

1,030.146,000  1,015,692,400  820.967,000  971,160,000 http://www.pld.rmutt.ac.th/?page_id=364 

604.253,000  698,596,300 621.478,000  717,120,000 http://www.planning.rmutk.ac.th/index.php?limitstart=10 

627.841,000  620,152,600 454.375,000  539,953,000 http://planning.rmutto.ac.th/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=36&Itemid=51 

718.986,000  782,949,900 639,402,000  757,533,000 

http://ppd.offpre.rmutp.ac.th/%e0%b8%a3%e0% 
b8%b2%e0%b8%a2%e0%b8%87%e0%b8%b2%e0%b8%99%e 
0%b8%9b%e0%b8%a3%e0%b8%b0%e0%b8%88%e0%b8%b 
3%e0%b8%9b%e0%b8%b5/ 

836.913,000  844,107,800 700,641,000  812,934,000 http://www.rmutsv.ac.th/plan/ 

965.684,000  916,635,500 833,814,000  997,028,000 http://plan.rmutl.ac.th/2011/?page_id=1145 
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No University Title Type 
Form of 

Establishment 

Size of university 

51 52 53 54 

67  Rajamangla University of Technology Suvanabhumi  3 3 1,049  1,065  1,076  1,085 

68  Rajamangla University of Technology Rattanakosin  3 3 828 857      

69  Rajamangla University of Technology Isan 3 3 2,010  2,081  2,184  2,287 

70  Pathumwan Institute of Technology 3 3 1,960        

71  Mahamakut Buddhist University      164 317      

72  Mahachulalongkornrajavidyalaya University              

73  Ramkhamhaeng University 2 1 4,632  4,567  4424  4,485 

74  Sukhothai Thammathirat Open University 2 2 2240  1,973     

75  Suranaree University of Technology 2 2 943 993  3,867  4,907 

76  Walailak University 2 2 861  1,013     

77  King Mongkut's University of Technology Thonburi  3 1 1,333  1,422  1,474  1,501 

78  Mae Fah Luang University 2 1 666 798  825  850 

79  University of Phayao 2 1 896 904     
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Budget of university 
URL 

51 52 53 54 

612.807,000  689,859,100  577,747,000  673,184,000 http://plan.rmutsb.ac.th/information.htm 

651,118,000  663,127,400  570.800,000  714,527,000 http://www.mua.go.th/pr_web/data_pr/071253.pdf  

854.809,000  1,036,355,900  851.658,000  1,017,940,000 http://www.rmuti.ac.th/support/plan/newplan/AnnualReport.php 

128.798,000  137,939,100 80.333,000  96,400,000 http://www.mua.go.th/pr_web/data_pr/071253.pdf  

514.087,000  486,670,100  601.893,000  722,272,000 http://www.mua.go.th/data_pr/Report%20Paper%20University%202008/002_supplement.pdf 

1,149.880,000  1,165,926,100  873.338,000  1,048,006,000 http://www.kroobannok.com/1550 

3,559.193,346.30  3,844,084.719.61  3,713,460,336.25  3,828,315,042.73 http://www.plan.ru.ac.th/research/information/InformationRU54.pdf 

618.3220 0.3046  658,701,400  634.996,000  704,868,000 http://www.mua.go.th/pr_web/data_pr/071253.pdf  

807.248,000  968,770,900  767.779,000  1,007,375,000 http://www.sut.ac.th/annualreport/ 

541.886,000  677,125,700  564.220,000  742,734,000 http://www.kroobannok.com/1550 

950.108,000  1,063,807,200  941.229,000  1,101,469,000 http://www.kmutt.ac.th/pd/v2/downloadwithnoauth.php 

1,009,769,600  645,990,700  485.802,000  638,564,000 http://www.mfu.ac.th/plan/index.php?option=com_content&task=blogsection&id=9&Itemid=80 

      649,528,000 http://www.mua.go.th/data_pr/Report%20Paper%20University%202008/002_supplement.pdf 

 
Note:  1)  For budget of university, sources of data are classified in budget year as follows: 2551 - 

http://www.mua.go.th/data_pr/231054/index.htm, 2552 - http://www.mua.go.th/pr_web/data_pr/071253.pdf, 2553 - 
http://www.kroobannok.com/1550, and 2554 - 
http://www.mua.go.th/data_pr/Report%20Paper%20University%202008/002_supplement.pdf 

           2)  For type of university, 1 = specialized/ comprehensive university, 2 = research university and graduate university, and 3 = 4-year  
                university. 
           3)  For form of establishment, 1 = development from campus, 2= establishment of new university (less-than-or-equal-to-10 years and  
                more-than-10 years), and 3 = merger of local educational institutions 
 
 



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

APPENDIX D 
 

Structured Interview Form 
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1.  What is the knowledge management of your university? How does your university 

manage knowledge, especially research and innovation, and academic services? 

 

2.  What  are  the  factors  affecting  the effectiveness  of  knowledge  management 

implementation  in  Thai  public  universities  according  to  Higher  Education  Development 

Plan No. 10 B.E. 2551–2554? How is this effectiveness affected? 

 

3.  According  to  your  opinion,  how  do  the  following  contextual  factors  affect  the 

effectiveness  of  knowledge  management  implementation  in  Thai  public  universities 

according to Higher Education Development Plan No. 10 B.E. 2551 – 2554? 

3.1 The type of the university, 1 = specialized/comprehensive university,                 

2 = research university and graduate university, and 3 = 4-year university 

3.2 The form of establishment of the university, 1 = development from 

campus, 2= establishment of new university (less than or equal to 10 years 

and more than 10 years), and 3 = merger of local educational institutions 

3.3 The size of the university/number of employees 

3.4 The budget of the university 

 

4.  What are the problems and obstacles for knowledge management implementation 

in Thai public universities according to Higher Education Development Plan No. 10 

B.E. 2551–2554? How do the problems and obstacles affect knowledge management 

implementation in Thai public universities? 

 

5.  What  have  been  the  challenges  regarding  the  production  of  research  and 

innovations, and academic services, of Thai public universities after Higher Education 

Development  Plan  No.  11  B.E.  2555–2558? How  do  the  challenges  affect  the 

production of research and innovations, and academic services? 

 



 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

APPENDIX E 
 

Questionnaire in Thai 
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แบบสอบถามเพื่อการวิจัย 

เรื่อง 

“การสํารวจปัจจัยหลักที่มีผลกระทบต่อประสิทธิผลในการนํา 

การจัดการความรู้มาใช้ในมหาวิทยาลัยรัฐของไทยตาม 

แผนพัฒนาอุดมศึกษาฉบับที่ 10 พ.ศ. 2551 - 2554” 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 

 

เรียน  ท่านผู้ตอบแบบสอบถาม 

 

 แบบสอบถามชุดนี้จัดทําขึ้นเพื่อรวบรวมข้อมูลประกอบวิทยานิพนธ์ระดับปริญญาเอก 

โครงการปริญญาเอกนานาชาติ คณะรัฐประศาสนศาสตร์ สถาบันบัณฑิตพัฒนบริหารศาสตร์ เรื่อง 

“การสํารวจปัจจัยหลักที่มีผลกระทบต่อประสิทธิผลในการนําการจัดการความรู้มาใช้ใน

มหาวิทยาลัยรัฐของไทยตามแผนพัฒนาอุดมศึกษาฉบับที่ 10 พ.ศ. 2551 - 2554”  

ในการนี้ผู้วิจัยใคร่ขอความอนุเคราะห์จากท่านในการตอบแบบสอบถามชุดนี้ โดยคําตอบ

ของท่านดังกล่าวจะถูกนําเสนอในเชิงสถิติและถือเป็นความลับอย่างเคร่งครัด ผู้วิจัยหวังเป็นอย่างยิ่ง

ว่าจะได้รับความกรุณาเป็นอย่างสูงจากท่านโดยส่งแบบสอบถามใส่ซองที่แนบกลับคืนภายในวันที่ 

26 กรกฎาคม 2555 เพื่อช่วยให้งานวิจัยดังกล่าวบรรลุผลสําเร็จ และขอกราบขอบพระคุณมา ณ 

โอกาสนี้ด้วย 

 

     ขอแสดงความนับถืออย่างสูง 

 

 

                          (นายศรีรัฐ โกวงศ์) 

          นักศึกษาปริญญาเอก โครงการปริญญาเอกนานาชาติ  

คณะรัฐประศาสนศาสตร์ สถาบันบัณฑิตพัฒนบริหารศาสตร์   

                   กรกฎาคม 2555 
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แบบสอบถาม 
 

ช่ือเรื่อง: การสํารวจปัจจัยหลักที่มีผลกระทบต่อประสิทธิผลในการนําการจัดการความรู้มาใช้ในมหาวิทยาลัยรัฐ 

              ของไทยตามแผนพัฒนาอุดมศึกษาฉบับที่ 10 พ.ศ. 2551 - 2554 

 

ส่วน 1:  ปัจจัยส่วนบุคคล 

โปรดเติมข้อความหรือกาเคร่ืองหมาย X หรือ √ ท่ีตรงกับความเห็นจริงที่สุด 

 

1. เพศ  ชาย  หญิง 

 

2. อายุ ……. ปี 

 

3. การศึกษา 
 
  ปริญญาตรี  ปริญญาโท  ปริญญาเอก 

 

4. ตําแหน่ง 
 
  อธิการบดี  รองอธิการบดี   
  คณบดี  รองคณบดี  ผู้ช่วยคณบดี 
  ผู้อํานวยการกองแผนงาน (ข้ามไปตอบในส่วนที่ 2) 

 

5. ตําแหน่งวิชาการ 
 
  ศาสตราจารย์  รองศาสตราจารย์  ผู้ช่วยศาสตราจารย์  อาจารย์ 
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ส่วนที่ 2: ข้อมูลเกี่ยวกับการนําการจัดการความรู้มาใช้ในมหาวิทยาลัยรัฐของไทยตามแผนพัฒนาอุดมศึกษา 

                ฉบับที่ 10 พ.ศ. 2551 - 2554 
 

โปรดกาเครื่องหมาย X หรือ √ ในช่องที่ตรงกับความคิดเห็นของท่านมากที่สุด กรุณาตอบทุกข้อ 
 

ข้อ คําถาม 
เห็นด้วย 

มากที่สุด 

เห็นด้วย 

มาก 

เห็นด้วย 

น้อย 

ไม่เห็น

ด้วย 

อย่างยิ่ง 

ความชัดเจนของเป้าหมายและทิศทางของนโยบายด้านการจัดการความรู้ 

1 
มหาวิทยาลัยสนับสนุนอย่างจริงจังให้อาจารย์และนักวิจัยนําเสนอ

งานวิจัย/นวัตกรรม/งานสร้างสรรค์ภายในประเทศ 

    

2 
มหาวิทยาลัยสนับสนุนอย่างจริงจังให้อาจารย์และนักวิจัยนําเสนอ

งานวิจัย/นวัตกรรม/งานสร้างสรรค์ในต่างประเทศ 

    

3 

มหาวิทยาลัยสนับสนุนอย่างจริงจังให้อาจารย์และนักวิจัยเพิ่มเติม

ข้อมูลงานวิจัย/นวัตกรรม/งานสร้างสรรค์ในฐานข้อมูลของ

มหาวิทยาลัย 

    

4 
มหาวิทยาลัยจัดให้มีระบบสนับสนุนการจัดประชุมเวทีวิชาการ

ระดับชาติอย่างต่อเนื่อง 

    

5 

มหาวิทยาลัยจัดให้มีระบบสนับสนุนการจัดเสวนาการทํา

ผลงานวิจัย/นวัตกรรม/งานสร้างสรรค์ให้ได้รับการจดลิขสิทธิ์

หรือสิทธิบัตร 

    

6 

มหาวิทยาลัยกําหนดหลักเกณฑ์การจ่ายเงินทุนอุดหนุนวิจัยของ

มหาวิทยาลัยที่คล่องตัวเพียงพอต่อการผลิตผลงานวิจัย/นวัตกรรม/

งานสร้างสรรค์ 

    

7 

มหาวิทยาลัยกําหนดหลักเกณฑ์การจ่ายเงินทุนอุดหนุนวิจัยจาก

ภายนอกที่คล่องตัวเพียงพอต่อการผลิตผลงานวิจัย/นวัตกรรม/ 

งานสร้างสรรค์ 

    

8 

มหาวิทยาลัยมีการร่วมมือประสานงานทางวิชาการกับภาครัฐ 

เอกชน และชุมชนอย่างจริงจังในการผลิตผลงานวิจัย/นวัตกรรม/

งานสร้างสรรค์ 

    

9 

มหาวิทยาลัยสนับสนุนให้จัดเสวนาอย่างสมํ่าเสมอ 

เพื่อแลกเปลี่ยนความรู้ของอาจารย์และนักวิจัยในการทํา

ผลงานวิจัย/นวัตกรรม/งานสร้างสรรค์แบบมีส่วนร่วมกับ

ภาคเอกชนและ/หรือชุมชน 

    

10 
มหาวิทยาลัยสนับสนุนอย่างต่อเนื่องให้จัดทําฐานข้อมูลความรู้

ร่วมกับมหาวิทยาลัยอื่น 
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ข้อ คําถาม 
เห็นด้วย 

มากที่สุด 

เห็นด้วย 

มาก 

เห็นด้วย 

น้อย 

ไม่เห็น

ด้วย 

อย่างยิ่ง 

11 
มหาวิทยาลัยกําหนดนิยามท่ีชัดเจนของคําว่า “งานวิจัยและ 

งานสร้างสรรค์” ในภาระงานขั้นตํ่าของอาจารย์และนักวิจัย 

    

12 
มหาวิทยาลัยกําหนดนิยามท่ีชัดเจนของคําว่า “การบริการ

วิชาการ” ในภาระงานขั้นตํ่าของอาจารย์และนักวิจัย 

    

การประสานงานภายในมหาวิทยาลัย 

13 

ภายในมหาวิทยาลัย คณะที่มีสาขาวิชาใกล้เคียงกันมี 

การแลกเปลี่ยนวารสารและส่ิงตีพิมพ์ระหว่างกัน 

อย่างน้อยปีการศึกษาละครั้ง 

    

14 
ภายในมหาวิทยาลัย คณะที่มีสาขาวิชาใกล้เคียงกันใช้ 

เครื่องมือในการวิจัยร่วมกันอย่างน้อยปีการศึกษาละครั้ง 

    

15 
ภายในมหาวิทยาลัย คณะที่มีสาขาวิชาใกล้เคียงกันมี 

การทําวิจัยร่วมกันอย่างน้อยปีการศึกษาละครั้ง 

    

16 
ภายในมหาวิทยาลัย คณะที่มีสาขาวิชาใกล้เคียงกันมี 

การจัดสัมมนาวิชาการร่วมกันอย่างน้อยปี การศึกษาละครั้ง 

    

17 
ภายในมหาวิทยาลัย คณะที่มีสาขาวิชาใกล้เคียงกันมี 

การฝึกอบรมร่วมกันอย่างน้อยปี การศึกษาละครั้ง 

    

การติดต่อสื่อสารภายในมหาวิทยาลัย 

18 

มหาวิทยาลัยของท่านจัดประชุมเพื่อให้อาจารย์และนักวิจัยกําหนด

และจัดลําดับความสําคัญหัวข้อความรู้ท่ีจําเป็น กําหนดแหล่ง

ความรู้ของหัวข้อดังกล่าว และกําหนดทําเนียบของผู้เชี่ยวชาญ 

    

19 

มหาวิทยาลัยของท่านจัดประชุมเพื่อให้อาจารย์และนักวิจัย

ตรวจสอบกลั่นกรองความถูกต้องของความรู้จากผู้เชี่ยวชาญ 

อย่างสมํ่าเสมอ 

    

20 

มหาวิทยาลัยจัดสถานที่และอุปกรณ์สําหรับกิจกรรมในยามว่าง  
(เช่น โต๊ะปิงปอง สถานออกกําลังกาย) เพื่อให้อาจารย์และนักวิจัย

ได้พบปะกันนอกเวลางานปกติ 

    

21 
มหาวิทยาลัยจัด WebBoard เพื่อให้อาจารย์และนักวิจัยได้

แลกเปล่ียนความรู้กันได้ตลอดเวลา 

    

22 

มหาวิทยาลัยมักจะใช้ส่ือหลากหลายช่องทาง (เช่น จุลสาร วิทยุ  

Website WebBoard Blog Facebook และ Twitter) 

เพื่อสื่อสารให้อาจารย์และนักวิจัยทราบถึงทิศทางการจัดการ

ความรู้ของมหาวิทยาลัย 
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การสนับสนุนและควบคุมให้มีการจัดการความรู้ภายในมหาวิทยาลัย 

23 

มหาวิทยาลัยให้รางวัลที่เหมาะสมต่อการจูงใจให้มีการจัดการ

ความรู้ เช่น การมอบโล่/ประกาศนียบัตร แก่อาจารย์และนักวิจัย 

ท่ีเข้ามีส่วนร่วมในกิจกรรมการจัดการความรู้  

    

24 

การมีส่วนร่วมในการแลกเปลี่ยนความรู้เป็นเกณฑ์ท่ีอาจารย์และ

นักวิจัยยอมรับได้สําหรับมหาวิทยาลัยในการพิจารณาความดี

ความชอบ 

    

25 

มหาวิทยาลัยให้รางวัลที่เหมาะสมต่อการจูงใจให้มีการจัดการ

ความรู้ เช่น การมอบโล่/ประกาศนียบัตร แก่คณะที่มีกิจกรรม

แลกเปล่ียนความรู้ 

    

26 

คณะกรรมการการจัดการความรู้ของมหาวิทยาลัยติดตาม

ประเมินผลการดําเนินการของคณะกรรมการการจัดความรู้ 

ของแต่ละคณะอย่างเหมาะสม 

    

27 

คณะกรรมการการจัดการความรู้ของมหาวิทยาลัย เป็นที่ปรึกษา

ในการดําเนินการของคณะกรรมการการจัดความรู้ของแต่ละคณะ

อย่างเหมาะสม 

    

ทรัพยากรของมหาวิทยาลัยสําหรับการจัดการความรู้ 

28 

มหาวิทยาลัยจัดสรรงบประมาณอย่างเพียงพอต่อการซื้อคู่มือ/

ตํารา/ซอฟต์แวร์/อุปกรณ์เทคโนโลยีเพื่อสนับสนุนอาจารย์และ

นักวิจัยในการผลิตงานวิจัย/นวัตกรรม/งานสร้างสรรค์ 

    

29 

มหาวิทยาลัยจัดสรรงบประมาณอย่างเพียงพอสําหรับการขอรับ 

การปรึกษาจากหน่วยงานภายนอกเพื่อสนับสนุนอาจารย์และ

นักวิจัยในการผลิตงานวิจัย/นวัตกรรม/งานสร้างสรรค์ 

    

30 

มหาวิทยาลัยจัดสรรงบประมาณอย่างเพียงพอสําหรับการรับ 

การฝึกอบรมจากหน่วยงานภายนอกเพื่อสนับสนุนอาจารย์และ

นักวิจัยในการผลิตงานวิจัย/นวัตกรรม/งานสร้างสรรค์ 

    

31 
มหาวิทยาลัยนําเทคโนโลยีสารสนเทศที่ทันสมัยมาใช้ใน 

การจัดการฐานข้อมูลความรู้ของมหาวิทยาลัย 

    

32 ฐานข้อมูลความรู้ของมหาวิทยาลัยสามารถเข้าถึงได้ง่าย     

33 
ฐานข้อมูลความรู้ของมหาวิทยาลัยเป็นระบบสารสนเทศ 

ท่ีจัดหมวดหมู่สารสนเทศที่สะดวกต่อการใช้งาน 

    

34 
มหาวิทยาลัยมีส่ิงจูงใจเพียงพอต่อการแลกเปล่ียนความรู้ 

ระหว่างอาจารย์ 
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35 
มหาวิทยาลัยมีส่ิงจูงใจเพียงพอต่อการแลกเปลี่ยนความรู้ 

ระหว่างนักวิจัย 

    

36 

มหาวิทยาลัยเปิดกว้างให้อาจารย์และนักวิจัยใช้อินเตอร์เน็ตโดย

ไม่จํากัดเวลาและสถานที่ เพื่อให้สืบค้นและแลกเปลี่ยนความรู้ 

ได้ตลอดเวลา 

    

การสนับสนุนและควบคุมการจัดการความรู้ในมหาวิทยาลัยจาก สกอ. 

37 

การท่ี สกอ. ใช้การเผยแพร่งานวิจัยและงานสร้างสรรค์เป็น 

ส่วนหนึ่งในการอนุมัติงบประมาณประจําปีของมหาวิทยาลัย 

มีความเหมาะสม 

    

38 
การท่ี สกอ. ใช้การบริการวิชาการเป็นส่วนหนึ่งในการอนุมัติ

งบประมาณประจําปีของมหาวิทยาลัยมีความเหมาะสม 

    

39 

สกอ. กําหนดกรอบงบประมาณอย่างเหมาะสมสําหรับงานวิจัย

และนวัตกรรมแก่มหาวิทยาลัยของรัฐที่เป็นสมาชิกเครือข่าย

บริหารงานวิจัย 

    

40 
สกอ. กําหนดกรอบและมาตรฐานงาน (TOR) สําหรับเครือข่าย

บริหารงานวิจัยอย่างเหมาะสม 

    

41 
สกอ. ติดตามและประเมินผลการปฏิบัติงานของเครือข่ายบริหาร

งานวิจัยอย่างสมํ่าเสมอ 

    

42 

สกอ. สนับสนุนการจัดการประชุมวิชาการระดับชาติเครือข่ายวิจัย

สถาบันอุดมศึกษาทั่วประเทศ ทําให้มีการผลิต แลกเปลี่ยน  

และร่วมมือในงานวิจัยมากขึ้น 

    

43 

สกอ. สนับสนุนการจัดการประชุมสุดยอดมหาวิทยาลัยวิจัย

แห่งชาติ ทําให้มีการผลิต แลกเปลี่ยน และร่วมมือในงานวิจัย  

มากขึ้น 

    

การยอมรับนโยบายการจัดการความรู้ในมหาวิทยาลัยของอาจารย์และนักวิจัย 

44 

อาจารย์และนักวิจัยเข้าถึงฐานความรู้ท่ีมหาวิทยาลัยได้จัดทําขึ้น

อย่างสมํ่าเสมอเพื่อสืบค้นและดึงข้อมูล ข่าวสาร และความรู้ 

หรือค้นหารายชื่อผู้เชี่ยวชาญในด้านต่าง ๆ 

    

45 

อาจารย์และนักวิจัยเข้าร่วมประชุมอย่างสมํ่าเสมอ เพื่อกําหนด 

และจัดลําดับความสําคัญหัวข้อความรู้ท่ีจําเป็นของคณะ  

กําหนดแหล่งความรู้ของหัวข้อดังกล่าว และกําหนดทําเนียบ 

ของผู้เชี่ยวชาญ 

    

46 
อาจารย์และนักวิจัยเข้าร่วมกิจกรรมสนทนากลุ่มอย่างสมํ่าเสมอ  

เพื่อสรุปและประมวลความรู้จากผู้เชี่ยวชาญ 
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47 
อาจารย์และนักวิจัยเข้าร่วมประชุมเพื่อตรวจสอบกลั่นกรอง 

ความถูกต้องของความรู้จากผู้เชี่ยวชาญอย่างสมํ่าเสมอ 

    

48 
อาจารย์และนักวิจัยบันทึกผลงานวิจัย/นวัตกรรม/งานสร้างสรรค์ท่ี

ได้รับการตีพิมพ์ในฐานข้อมูลของมหาวิทยาลัยอย่างสมํ่าเสมอ 

    

49 

อาจารย์และนักวิจัยบันทึกผลงานวิจัย/นวัตกรรม/งานสร้างสรรค์ 

ท่ีได้รับการจดลิขสิทธิ์หรือสิทธิบัตร/ได้รับรองคุณภาพจาก

หน่วยงานที่เชื่อถือได้ในฐานข้อมูลของมหาวิทยาลัยอย่าง

สมํ่าเสมอ 

    

50 

อาจารย์และนักวิจัยติดตามความเคลื่อนไหวเปลี่ยนแปลงใน 

แวดวงวิชาการอย่างสมํ่าเสมอเพื่อทบทวนความทันสมัย 

ของความรู้ในฐานข้อมูลของมหาวิทยาลัย 

    

51 
อาจารย์และนักวิจัยหวงทักษะความรู้และความเชี่ยวชาญให้กับ

เพื่อนร่วมงาน 

    

สมรรถนะของมหาวิทยาลัยในการจัดการความรู้ 

52 
มหาวิทยาลัยกําหนดพันธกิจที่เกี่ยวกับกิจกรรมการจัดการความรู้

ไว้อย่างชัดเจน 

    

53 
มหาวิทยาลัยมีการสํารวจความเชี่ยวชาญของอาจารย์และนักวิจัย

เพื่อจัดทําทําเนียบผู้เชี่ยวชาญอย่างสมํ่าเสมอ 

    

54 

การฝึกอบรมของมหาวิทยาลัยสําหรับอาจารย์และนักวิจัยเกี่ยวกับ

วิธีการค้นหาทรัพยากรสารนิเทศของสํานักหอสมุดและวิธีการ

สืบค้นทรัพยากรสารนิเทศจากฐานข้อมูลอิเล็กทรอนิกส์ มีความ

เหมาะสม 

    

55 
การฝึกอบรมของมหาวิทยาลัยสําหรับอาจารย์และนักวิจัยเกี่ยวกับ

การใช้คลังความรู้ของมหาวิทยาลัย มีความเหมาะสม 

    

56 

ผู้บริหารที่รับผิดชอบด้านการจัดการความรู้มีความรู้ความชํานาญ

เพียงพอต่อการจัดกิจกรรมสนับสนุนการจัดการความรู้ใน

มหาวิทยาลัย 

    

57 
ผู้บริหารที่รับผิดชอบด้านการจัดการความรู้ไม่ได้ให้การ

สนับสนุนเพียงพอต่อการจัดการความรู้ในมหาวิทยาลัย 

    

58 
ผู้บริหารที่รับผิดชอบด้านการจัดการความรู้สนับสนุนให้มี

การพัฒนาศักยภาพของอาจารย์และนักวิจัยอย่างเหมาะสม 

    

59 

ผู้บริหารที่รับผิดชอบด้านการจัดการความรู้สนับสนุนให้อาจารย์

และนักวิจัยนําเสนอผลงานวิจัย/นวัตกรรม/งานสร้างสรรค์อย่าง

เหมาะสม 
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60 

ผู้บริหารที่รับผิดชอบด้านการจัดการความรู้ส่งเสริมให้อาจารย์

และนักวิจัยบันทึกผลงานวิจัย/นวัตกรรม/งานสร้างสรรค์ท่ีได้รับ

การตีพิมพ์ในฐานข้อมูลของมหาวิทยาลัยอย่างจริงจัง 

    

61 
ผู้บริหารที่รับผิดชอบด้านการจัดการความรู้มีบทบาทสําคัญใน

การกระตุ้นให้อาจารย์และนักวิจัยแลกเปล่ียนความรู้ระหว่างกัน 

    

62 
อาจารย์และนักวิจัยเห็นว่าการแลกเปลี่ยนความรู้จะส่งผลดีต่อ

มหาวิทยาลัยโดยรวม 

    

63 
อาจารย์และนักวิจัยเห็นว่าการให้บริการความรู้สําหรับฝ่าย/แผนก

ในคณะควรปราศจากค่าใช้จ่าย 

    

64 
อาจารย์และนักวิจัยเห็นว่าการให้บริการความรู้สําหรับหน่วยงาน

อ่ืนในมหาวิทยาลัยควรปราศจากค่าใช้จ่าย 

    

65 
อาจารย์และนักวิจัยเห็นว่าการให้บริการความรู้สําหรับหน่วยงาน

อ่ืนในมหาวิทยาลัยควรเก็บค่าใช้จ่ายบางส่วน 

    

66 
อาจารย์และนักวิจัยเห็นว่าการให้บริการความรู้สําหรับหน่วยงาน

อ่ืนในมหาวิทยาลัยควรเก็บค่าใช้จ่ายเต็มจํานวน 

    

67 
อาจารย์และนักวิจัยมีการแลกเปลี่ยนเรียนรู้ระหว่างกันอย่างไม่

เป็นทางการอย่างสมํ่าเสมอ 

    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



182 
 

ส่วนที่ 3: ข้อมูลเกี่ยวกับประสิทธิผลในการนําการจัดการความรู้มาใช้ในมหาวิทยาลัยรัฐของไทยตามแผนพัฒนา 

อุดมศึกษาฉบับที่ 10 พ.ศ. 2551 - 2554 

 

โปรดกาเครื่องหมาย X หรือ √ ในช่องที่ตรงกับความคิดเห็นของท่านมากที่สุดเพียงข้อเดียว กรุณาตอบทุกข้อ 

 

ข้อ คําถาม 
เห็นด้วย 

มากที่สุด 

เห็นด้วย 

มาก 

เห็นด้วย 

น้อย 

ไม่เห็น

ด้วย 

อย่างยิ่ง 

ด้านงานวิจัย นวัตกรรม และงานสร้างสรรค์ 

1 

งานวิจัย นวัตกรรมและงานสร้างสรรค์ของมหาวิทยาลัยเป็นที่

ยอมรับในการประชุมวิชาการระดับชาติว่ามีประโยชน์ต่อสังคม

มาก (Impact) 

    

2 

งานวิจัย นวัตกรรมและงานสร้างสรรค์ของมหาวิทยาลัยเป็นที่

ยอมรับในการประชุมวิชาการระดับนานาชาติว่ามีประโยชน์ต่อ

สังคมมาก 

    

3 
งานวิจัย นวัตกรรมและงานสร้างสรรค์ของมหาวิทยาลัยได้ตีพิมพ์

ในวารสารวิชาการระดับชาติอย่างสมํ่าเสมอ 

    

4 
งานวิจัย นวัตกรรมและงานสร้างสรรค์ของมหาวิทยาลัยได้ตีพิมพ์

ในวารสารวิชาการระดับนานาชาติอย่างสมํ่าเสมอ 

    

5 

งานวิจัย นวัตกรรมและงานสร้างสรรค์ของมหาวิทยาลัยได้รับการ

อ้างอิง (Citation) ใน referred journal หรือฐานข้อมูลระดับชาติ

หรือระดับนานาชาติอย่างสมํ่าเสมอ 

    

6 
งานวิจัย นวัตกรรมและงานสร้างสรรค์ของมหาวิทยาลัยส่วนใหญ่

ได้รับการจดทะเบียนทรัพย์สินทางปัญญาหรืออนุสิทธิบัตร 

    

7 

งานวิจัย นวัตกรรมและงานสร้างสรรค์ของมหาวิทยาลัยส่วนใหญ่

ได้รับการจดลิขสิทธิ์และ/หรือได้รับรองคุณภาพจากหน่วยงานที่

เชื่อถือได้ 

    

8 
งานวิจัย นวัตกรรมและงานสร้างสรรค์ของมหาวิทยาลัยส่วนใหญ่

สามารถนําไปใช้ประโยชน์ทรัพย์สินทางปัญญาในเชิงพาณิชย์ 
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ข้อ คําถาม 
เห็นด้วย 

มากที่สุด 

เห็นด้วย 

มาก 

เห็นด้วย 

น้อย 

ไม่เห็น

ด้วย 

อย่างยิ่ง 

ด้านบริการวิชาการ 

9 
การตรวจสอบตัวอย่างของผลิตภัณฑ์ในทางเทคนิคของ

มหาวิทยาลัยเป็นที่เป็นที่ยอมรับของหน่วยงานภายนอก 

    

10 
โครงการฝึกอบรมภายในสถาบันของมหาวิทยาลัยเป็นที่ยอมรับ

ของหน่วยงานภายนอก นิสิตนักศึกษา และบุคคลทั่วไป 

    

11 
หน่วยงานภายนอกเชิญมหาวิทยาลัยจัดฝึกอบรมภายนอกสถาบัน

เพิ่มขึ้นอย่างต่อเนื่อง 

    

12 
หน่วยงานภายนอกร่วมมือกับมหาวิทยาลัยจัดการฝึกอบรมเพิ่มขึ้น

อย่างต่อเนื่อง 

    

13 
การให้คําปรึกษาทางวิชาการของมหาวิทยาลัยเป็นที่เป็นที่ยอมรับ

ของหน่วยงานภายนอก 

    

 

 

ขอบพระคุณท่านเป็นอย่างสูงที่ได้สละเวลาในการตอบแบบสอบถามฉบับนี้ 

ผู้วิจัย 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX  F 
 

Questionnaire in English 
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SURVEY RESEARCH 

“The Investigation of the Major Determinants Affecting the Effectiveness of 

Knowledge Management Implementation in Thai Public Universities According 

to Higher Education Plan No.10 B.E.2551-2554” 

 

 

Dear  All Whom May Concern: 

 

  This  questionnaire  was  set  up  to  collect  data  for  completing  dissertation  as 

partial fulfillment of the requirements for the degree of 

doctor of philosophy (development administration), School of Public Administration 

(International Program), National Institute of Development Administration. The Title 

of  research  is  “The  Investigation  of  the  Major  Determinants  Affecting  the 

Effectiveness of Knowledge Management Implementation in Thai Public Universities 

According to Higher Education Plan No.10 B.E.2551-2554.” 

The  researcher  highly  thanks  you  for  answering  the  questionnaire  and  return 

the questionnaire by mail on 26 July 2012 in order to complete this research.  

 
 

                  Yours Sincerely, 
 
 

             (Mr. Srirath Gohwong) 

                                            Doctor of Philosophy (Development Administration) 

                                                                School of Public Administration 

                                              National Institute of Development Administration 

                              July 2012 
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Questionnaire 

 

Title:  The Investigation of the Major Determinants Affecting the Effectiveness of 

Knowledge Management Implementation in Thai Public Universities 

According to Higher Education Plan No.10 B.E.2551-2554 

 
Part I:  Individual Data 

Please fill in the blank or mark √  in the realest opinion.  

 

1.Sex    Male    Female 
 
2.Age  ……. Years 
 
3.Education 
 
    Bachalor 

Degree 
  Master 
Degree 

  Doctorate 
Degree 

 
4. Position 
 
    Rector   Vice-

Rector 
  

    Dean   Vice-Dean    Assistant to the Dean 
    Director of Planning Division (please skip to Part II) 
 
5. Academic Position 
 
    Professor    Associate 

Professor 
  Assistant 
Professor 

  Lecturer 
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Part II:  Information about Knowledge Management Implementation in Thai Public 

Universities According to Higher Education Plan No.10 B.E.2551-2554 

 

Please mark √  in the blank which corresponds to your opinion (answer all questions). 

No. Questions 
Strongly 
Agree 
 

Agree  Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 

Clarity of Policy Goals and Directives 

1 

The university seriously supports 
lecturers and researchers 
presenting their researches and 
innovations in national level.

 

2 

The university seriously supports 
lecturers and researchers 
presenting their researches and 
innovations in international level.

 

3 

The university seriously supports 
professors and researchers 
updating data about researches 
and innovations in  knowledge 
base of the university  

 

4 
The university continuously sets 
up supporting system for national 
academic forum. 

     

5 

The university sets up supporting 
system for academic dialogue in 
the production of researches and 
innovations for getting registered 
intellectual property or patents.  

     

6 
The university defines the flexible 
criteria for internal grants of 
researches and innovations. 

     

7 
The university defines the flexible 
criteria for external grants of 
researches and innovations.  

     

8 

The university seriously 
cooperates with public and private 
sectors, including community, to 
do researches and innovations.  

     

9 

The university always supports 
academic dialogue for sharing 
knowledge of lecturers and 
researchers in researches and 
innovations with the participation 
of private sectors and/or 
community.  
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No. Questions 
Strongly 
Agree 

Agree  Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 

10 
The university continuously 
supports the creation of databases 
with other universities. 

 

11 

The university distinctly defines 
the meaning of “research and 
innovations” in the minimum 
workload of lecturers and 
researchers. 

 

12 

The university distinctly defines 
the meaning of “academic 
services” in the minimum 
workload of lecturers and 
researchers.  

 

Coordination Among Agencies within the University 

13 

Faculties in the same science   
have shared journals and 
publications at least once per one 
academic year.   

 

14 
Faculties in the same science have 
shared research tools at least once 
per academic year.   

 

15 
Faculties in the same science have 
done research together at least one 
research per academic year. 

     

16 
Faculties in the same science have 
set up academic seminar together 
at least once a academic year.   

     

17 
Faculties in the same science have 
set up training together at least 
once a academic year.  

     

The Communication Among Agencies

18 

The university set up meetings of 
lecturers and researchers for 
ranking the priority of knowledge, 
identifying the source of 
knowledge, and creating list of 
expertise. 

     

19 

The university usually organizes 
meetings in order that lecturers 
and researchers to verify the 
experts’ knowledge. 

     

20 

The university prepares places 
and equipment for relaxation 
(such as table tennis tables and 
sport centers) for lecturers and 
researchers.    
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No. Questions 
Strongly 
Agree 

Agree  Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 

21 

The university prepares 
WebBoards for professors and 
researchers sharing knowledge all 
time. 

     

22 

The university uses many 
channels of communication (such 
as pamphlets, radio, website, 
WebBoards, blogs, Facebook and 
Twitter) to disseminate the policy 
guideline of knowledge 
management of the university 
toward lecturers and researchers.  

     

Enforcement Among Agencies

23 

The university properly gives 
prize to motivate KM such as 
awards, certificates for lecturers 
and researchers participating in 
KM. 

     

24 
Knowledge sharing is used as 
criteria for considering promotion 
of lecturers and researchers. 

     

25 

The university properly gives 
prizes to motivate KM such as 
awards and certificates to faculties 
that have KM activities. 

     

26 
The KM boards of the university 
properly follow and evaluate all 
KM boards of all faculties. 

     

         

27 

The KM boards of the university 
act as consultant to properly 
operate all KM boards of all 
faculties. 

     

Resources 

28 

The university properly allocate 
budget to buy manuals/ 
textbooks/software/technology 
tools to support professors and 
researchers doing researches and 
innovations. 

     

29 

The university properly allocate 
budget to request external 
consultants to support lecturers 
and researchers doing researches 
and innovations. 
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No. Questions 
Strongly 
Agree 

Agree  Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 

30 

The university properly allocate 
budget to receive training from 
outside institutes to support 
professors and researchers doing 
researches and innovations. 

     

31 

The university brings the newest 
information technology using 
knowledge management in the 
university. 

     

32 
The knowledge base of the 
university is easy to use.  

     

33 

The knowledge base of the 
university is the information 
system with easy-to-use 
categories. 

     

34 
The university has enough 
motivation to share knowledge 
with lecturers.  

     

35 
The university has enough 
motivation to share knowledge 
with researchers. 

     

36 

The university allows all lecturers 
and researchers to use unlimited 
Internet everywhere for searching 
and sharing knowledge all time.  

     

External Actors’ Support and Controls by Office of the Higher Education 
Commission: OHEC 

37 

The publication of researches and 
innovations is an appropriate 
criteria of OHEC for approving 
annual budgets of the university. 

     

38 

The number of academic services 
is an appropriate criteria of OHEC 
for approving annual budgets of 
the university. 

     

39 

The OHEC properly specifies a 
framework for the budgets for 
research and innovation in public 
universities, which are the 
network members.  

     

40 

The OHEC properly specifies a 
framework and TOR for the 
network of research 
administration.  
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No. Questions 
Strongly 
Agree 

Agree  Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 

41 
The OHEC usually follows and 
evaluates the performance of the 
research network.  

     

42 

The OHEC supports the 
international academic meeting 
arrangements of all Higher 
Education Commissions: the 
production, sharing, and 
corperation in research have 
increased. 

     

43 

The OHEC supports on the 
meetings of the National 
Research Universities Summit 
(NRU) lead to the increase of the 
production, sharing, and 
cooperation in research. 

     

Implementer’s Disposition 

44 

The lecturers and researchers 
usually use the knowledge 
database that the university has 
created for searching data, news 
and knowledge or searching the 
list of experts.  

     

45 

The lecturers and researchers 
usually participate in meetings to 
specify and rearrange topics of 
knowledge, identify the source of 
knowledge, and specify a directory 
of experts.  

     

46 

The lecturers and researchers 
usually participate in focus group 
activities to make conclusions 
about the knowledge of experts. 

     

47 
The lecturers and researchers 
usually participate in verification 
of knowledge from the experts. 

     

48 

The lecturers and researchers 
usually record the researches and 
innovations published in the 
database of the university.  

     

49 

The lecturers and researchers 
usually record the registered 
copyrights or patents or quality 
certificated researches and 
innovations of the university. 
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No. Questions 
Strongly 
Agree 

Agree  Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 

50 

The lecturers and researchers 
usually follow changes in 
academic society for updating the 
knowledge base of the university. 

     

51 
The lecturers and researchers 
hardly share their knowledge with 
colleagues. 

     

The Implementing Agency’s Capacity

52 
The university clearly specifies 
obligations about KM activities. 

     

53 
The university surveys the skill of 
lecturers and researchers, setting 
up a directory of experts. 

     

54 

The training of lecturers and 
researchers in the university about 
the searching data from library 
database and electronic database 
is proper.

 

55 
The training of university 
professors and researchers about 
knowledge base usage is proper.

 

56 

The chief knowledge officer 
(CKO) has enough knowledge to 
organize the activities supporting 
KM in the university. 

 

57 
The CKO does not support KM 
enough in the university.

 

58 
The CKO properly supports the 
development the potential of 
lecturers and researchers. 

 

59 

The CKO properly supports the 
professors and researchers 
presenting research/innovations 
and creations. 

 

60 

The CKO seriously supports
professors and researchers 
recording researches and 
innovations published in the 
database of the university.

 

61 
The CKO has as crucial role in 
stimulating the professors and 
researchers in sharing knowledge. 

     

62 

The lecturers and researchers 
consider knowledge sharing as a 
good activity for the benefits of 
university. 
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No. Questions 
Strongly 
Agree 

Agree  Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 

63 

The lecturers and researchers 
think that the KM services for 
divisions/groups should be 
without expenses. 

     

64 

The lecturers and researchers 
think that the KM services for 
other divisions should be without 
expenses. 

     

65 

The lecturers and researchers 
think that the KM services for 
other divisions should carry a 
service fee. 

     

66 

The lecturers and researchers 
think that the KM services for 
other divisions should carry a  
full charge. 

     

67 
The lecturers and researchers 
should usually share knowledge 
in unofficial time. 

     

 
 

Part III:  Information About the Potential of Knowledge Management 

Implementation in Thai Public Universities According to Higher Education 

Plan No.10 B.E.2551-2554 

 

Please mark √  in the blank which corresponds to your opinions (answer all questions). 

 

No. Questions 
Strongly 
agree

Agree  Disagree Strongly 
Disagree

Researches and Innovations 

1 

The researches and innovations, 
of the university are accepted in 
the national academic meeting as 
high impact publications. 

     

2 
The researches and innovations of 
the university are accepted in the 
international academic meeting.  

     

3 

The researches and innovations of 
the university are usually 
published in national academic 
journals. 
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No. Questions 
Strongly 
agree

Agree  Disagree Strongly 
Disagree

4 

The researches and innovations of 
the university are usually 
published in international 
academic journals. 

     

5 

The researches and innovations of 
the university are usually cited in 
referred journals or national 
databases or internationally. 

     

6 
Most researches and innovations  
of the university are registered 
intellectual property or patents. 

     

7 

Most researches and innovations  
of the university are copyrights 
registered and/or quality 
certificated works from  
well-known institutes. 

     

8 
Most researches and innovations 
of the university are commercial 
intellectual properties. 

     

Acedemic Services  

9 
Sample testing of the university is 
usually accepted by external 
institutes. 

     

10 

The trainings of the university are 
accepted by external institutes, 
students, and  
general persons.    

     

11 
External institutes continually 
invite the university to train their 
employees.    

     

12 
External institutes increasingly 
cooperate with the university for 
continuous training.    

     

13 
Recommendation of the 
university is acceptable for 
external institutes. 

     

 
 

Thank you for Answering this Questionnaire  

Researcher 

 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX  G 
 

Descriptive Statistics 
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Descriptive Statistics of Internal Affairs Management 

 

Statistics 

 goal10 coor13 coor14 coor15 coor16 coor17 

N Valid 40 40 40 40 40 40

Missing 0 0 0 0 0 0

Mean 2.70 2.65 2.80 2.75 2.68 2.75

Std. Deviation .564 .533 .464 .494 .526 .494

Minimum 2 2 2 2 2 2

Maximum 4 4 4 4 4 4

 

Statistics 

 comm18 comm19 comm21 comm22 unvenforc23 unvenforc24 

N Valid 40 40 40 40 40 40

Missing 0 0 0 0 0 0

Mean 2.83 2.73 2.78 2.90 3.05 2.93

Std. Deviation .446 .506 .480 .379 .389 .572

Minimum 2 2 2 2 2 2

Maximum 4 4 4 4 4 5

 

Statistics 

 unvenforc25 unvenforc26 unvenforc27 resourc32 resourc33 

N Valid 40 40 40 40 40

Missing 0 0 0 0 0

Mean 2.95 2.70 2.60 2.95 2.98

Std. Deviation .552 .516 .496 .504 .530

Minimum 2 2 2 2 2

Maximum 4 4 3 5 5

 

Statistics 

 resourc34 resourc35 polaccpt45 polaccpt46 polaccpt47 

N Valid 40 40 40 40 40

Missing 0 0 0 0 0

Mean 2.70 2.68 2.85 2.73 2.60

Std. Deviation .516 .526 .427 .506 .496

Minimum 2 2 2 2 2

Maximum 4 4 4 4 3
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Statistics 

 polaccpt48 polaccpt49 polaccpt50 unvcapact52 unvcapact53 

N Valid 40 40 40 40 40

Missing 0 0 0 0 0

Mean 2.78 2.70 2.88 2.98 2.68

Std. Deviation .480 .516 .516 .357 .474

Minimum 2 2 2 2 2

Maximum 4 4 4 4 3

 

Statistics 

 unvcapact55 unvcapact56 unvcapact58 unvcapact59 unvcapact60 

N Valid 40 40 40 40 40

Missing 0 0 0 0 0

Mean 2.83 2.70 2.78 2.98 2.88

Std. Deviation .446 .464 .480 .423 .404

Minimum 2 2 2 2 2

Maximum 4 3 4 5 4

 

Statistics 

 unvcapact61 GM_coor GM_comm GM_enf GM_res 

N Valid 40 40 40 40 40 

Missing 0 0 0 0 0 

Mean 2.88 2.7208 2.8063 2.8450 2.8250 

Std. Deviation .404 .40190 .37761 .36652 .45362 

Minimum 2 2.00 2.00 2.20 2.00 

Maximum 4 4.00 4.00 3.80 4.50 
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Descriptive Statistics of Clarity of Goals in Resource Management 
 

Statistics 

 goal1 goal2 goal3 goal4 goal5 goal6 

N Valid 40 40 40 40 40 40

Missing 0 0 0 0 0 0

Mean 3.35 3.10 3.10 3.08 3.05 3.03

Std. Deviation .483 .441 .379 .267 .450 .357

Minimum 3 2 2 3 2 2

Maximum 4 4 4 4 4 4

 

Statistics 

 goal7 goal8 goal9 goal11 goal12 resourc28 

N Valid 40 40 40 40 40 40

Missing 0 0 0 0 0 0

Mean 2.98 2.95 2.83 3.30 3.30 2.83

Std. Deviation .423 .389 .501 .464 .464 .501

Minimum 2 2 2 3 3 2

Maximum 4 4 4 4 4 4

 

Statistics 

 resourc30 resourc31 GM_dis GM_prod GM_workload 

N Valid 40 40 40 40 40

Missing 0 0 0 0 0

Mean 2.98 2.93 3.1350 2.9438 3.2875

Std. Deviation .276 .417 .28783 .31260 .40648

Minimum 2 2 2.60 2.25 3.00

Maximum 4 4 4.00 4.00 4.00

 

Statistics 

 GM_resKA GM_CLA 

N Valid 40 40

Missing 0 0

Mean 2.8917 3.0536

Std. Deviation .29610 .23924

Minimum 2.00 2.64

Maximum 3.33 3.93
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Descriptive Statistics of University’s Culture 

 

Statistics 

 polaccpt51 unvcapact57 unvcapact63 unvcapact64 unvcapact65 

N Valid 40 40 40 40 40

Missing 0 0 0 0 0

Mean 2.48 2.73 3.13 2.98 2.88

Std. Deviation .554 .640 .404 .357 .516

 

Statistics 

 unvcapact66 GM_CULT 

N Valid 40 40

Missing 0 0

Mean 2.35 2.7542

Std. Deviation .580 .36590

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



200 
 

Descriptive Statistics of External Actors’ Supports and Controls 
 

Statistics 

 mua37 mua38 mua39 mua40 mua41 

N Valid 40 40 40 40 40 

Missing 0 0 0 0 0 

Mean 2.95 2.93 2.88 2.93 2.98 

Std. Deviation .389 .350 .404 .350 .276 

Minimum 2 2 2 2 2 

Maximum 4 4 4 4 4 

 

Statistics 

 mua43 GM_EXT 

N Valid 40 40

Missing 0 0

Mean 2.95 2.9333

Std. Deviation .389 .27684

Minimum 2 2.00

Maximum 4 4.00
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