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Abstract 

The globalzzation of business creates not only challenges but 

also opportunities for both the private and public sectors. The shift 

from a production-based to a knowledge-based economy, including 

the growth of information communications technology (ICT), has 

made knowledge management (KM) a fundamental practice across 

all types and levels of firms (Chong, 2005). However, since the KM 

concept is relatively new and requires substantial effort and invest- 

men t for its implementation, most organizations, especially within 

the public sector, have not yet reaped its full benefits. This paper 

hypothesized that the successful implementation of a knowledge 

management system (KMS) depended on critical enablers such as 

political wrll, financial resources, implementing agency capacity, and 

implemen ter 's attitudes and incentives. The resulting finchngs reveal 

that implementer's attitudes have the greatest effect on the success 

of KMS implementation. In addtion, all five variables influence the 

effectiveness of KMS implementation as hypothesized. 



Introduction 

While there has been a long tradition of reform in Thailand, a ma- 

jor effort was undertaken in 1991, focusing on changes in the roles and 

attitudes of civil servants with the objective of improving civil service 

efficiency, quality, and ethics. The civil reform initiated in 1991 set the 

stage for subsequent reform programs up to 1997. These seven years of 

reform strateges focused on performance improvement, compensation reform, 

downsizing of bloated programs, greater citizen participation, decentrahzation 

of decision-making, and people as the focal point of development. 

One interesting innovation within this process of government reform 

has been "Knowledge Management (KM)." KM has developed explosively: 

only a few years ago, the term was virtually unknown even in scientific 

circles. Today, modernizing the state without the use of KM is unthinkable, 

both in theory and in practice. In Thailand, KM has been adopted by the 

government as a major component of the reform process to improve vari- 

ous aspects of public administration and public services. KM has become 

a significant commitment of the Thai government and a key instrument of 

public management reform. It is central to the way government integrates 

across various units, shares information, and delivers improved s e ~ c e s  to 

internal and external clients. 

In the current digital era, information technology and information 

systems can be employed to build a much more effective and efficient KMS 

than was previously possible. In theory, this should allow the government 

to serve the public better than ever before, through better government 

service to citizens, improved interaction with business and industry, citizen 

empowerment through greater access to information, and gains in efficiency 



due to cost reductions from a paperless environment. Additional results 

are increased capacity and transparency-and less corruption-among public 

sector officials and greater convenience for the government and the public 

ahke. 

The fact, however, is that the success of KMS implementation 

does not depend only on technical competence but also on fundamental 

changes in the nature of management in the public sector, particularly the 

traditional systems of bureaucratic administration and the low level of IT 

literacy among government officials in developing countries. Thailand's 

government has made a strong and vislble effort since KM was kicked off 

in 2004, and has invested substantial resources, yet general opinion still 

does not hold KM to be a proven tool for successful public management 

reform. 

It is believed there are several factors influencing the success of 

a KM initiative, including optimum budget allocation, the availabhty of 

technological infrastructure and applications, frequently change of govern- 

ment, IT literacy of citizens, etc. KM and KMS in Thailand leave us as 

Thai people with a number of important questions. Has KM really served 

government objectives as a key element of public reform and achieved its 

set goals and objectives? What are the factors that influence KMS imple- 

mentation effectiveness, especially in Thailand? There is no current study 

exploring these issues. T h s  study then aims at helping us to understand 

what factors affect KMS implementation effectiveness and to provide recom- 

mendations to the government to improve future policy and decision-makmg 

in t h s  area. Furthermore, it also provides other government agencies with 

guidelines for KMS implementation success, which wdl help to ensure that 



the huge investment is worthwhile in achieving its set objectives. 

Theoretical Framework and a Model for Analysis 

According to literature reviews and analyses, various models and 

analytical tools can be used to study the causal relationships between 

the various determinants of effective public policy implementation. The 

conceptual model was developed by employing the various variables that 

have had a significant effect on KM, KMS and IT implementation in Thdand 

as well as in other countries. It combines literature reviews and previous 

research in this field with the author's own experience and analysis. 

Knowledge Management Project Implementation Effectiveness (KMPIE): 

Dependent Variables 

The measurement of policy implementation effectiveness can be 

carried out using several approaches. There is no consensus on a one- 

size-fits-all approach. Most of the studies on MIS and IT, as well as KM 

and KMS, have proposed measuring the effectiveness of KMS by focusing 

on infrastructure and process. For example, Massey et al. (2002) have 

proposed to measure KM success by looking at organizational and process 

performance, while Lindsey's KM success model has also focused on infra- 

structure and process capacities. However, the author's view is that these 

models have quite limited application for measuring KM success, especially 

in the public sector where individual performance also plays a critical role 

in implementation. This is indirectly supported by several studies in the 

policy implementation field, by authors such as James D. Sorg, Eugene 

Bardach, and Scott T. Moore, which reveal that the front-line or street-level 



bureaucrats highly influence policy implementation success. However, none 

of these authors propose a model that addresses the benefits of KMS 

specifically within the broader field of policy implementation. 

As t h s  study's objective was to explore and exploit the full benefits 

of KMS, the author began with the principle that the effectiveness of KMS 

implementation must be more or less related to its benefits, in the con- 

text of the stated goals of KMS implementation. Consequently, this study 

employed a goal-attainment measurement theory whch fit the objective 

of this study and allowed the author to expand the scope of measure- 

ment beyond organization capacity and process performance. Policy goal 

attainment focuses on whether a policy has acheved its intended goals 

or not, and the extent to which the policy (rather than other variables) 

has contributed to goal achievement. Goal attainment measures the ef- 

fectiveness of a program by asking about the substantive content, output, 

and impacts of the program, not the program procedures (Nakanura and 

Smallwood, 1980). 

Prior to defining the goals of KMS projects, an organization may 

be unclear about the benefits to be gained from KMS implementation. 

There are benefits to be obtained from KMS on two levels the indvidual 

and the organization. At the individual level, KM provides employees with 

opportunities to enhance skdls and experience by worhng together, shar- 

ing knowledge, and learning from each other. As a result, KMS improves 

personal performance and contributes to career development. 

At the organizational level, KM provides benefits by improving 

the organization's performance through increased efficiency, productivity, 

quahty and innovation. It also generates a higher rate of productivity by 



providing greater access to employees' knowledge, improving decision mak- 

ing, streamlining processes, minimizing re-work, improving data integrity, 

and increasing collaboration (CIO Council, 2001). In other words, for the 

public sector, managng knowledge could reduce the cost of operations 

and improve public services. In addition, it increases the financial value 

of an organization by treating people's knowledge as an asset similar to 

traditional assets, such as inventory and capital (U.S. Department of Navy, 

2001). Finally, it generates a competitive advantage for the organization 

since knowledge transfer is increasingly recognized as a source of value 

creation (Cong and Pandya, 2003). 

The above benefits were in line with the Revenue Department 

KM project goals, which consisted of 1) public services; 2) individual ca- 

pabihties; 3) organizational capabilities; and 4) private sector capabhties 

(Revenue Department, 2006). The author then decided to use these goals 

as benchmarks for the measurement of effectiveness, since t h s  study is 

a case study of the Revenue Department's KM project specifically. The 

author believes that this approach will enhance the results of the study 

and reveal the benefits of KM implementation by the Revenue Department, 

which is the objective of t h s  study. 

1) Public Service: In the public sector, senrice delivery quality and 

quantity are the major tasks and top priorities. KM can help to improve 

public service in terms of equal services, high quahty of data, faster service, 

and more efficient and effective services for the public (Revenue Depart- 

ment, 2006). In addltion, the public will then be able to access accurate 

and high quality information and receive the same standard tax rate and 

process. Therefore, public service is one of the KM project goals tied to 



KM project implementation effectiveness. 

2) Individual Capabhties: Knowledge Management enhances indi- 

vidual skds and experience by allowing individuals to work together and 

share their knowledge. As a result, individuals can learn from others, 

improving their personal performance and leading to better career devel- 

opment (Cong and Pandya, 2003). Improving the Revenue Department's 

official capabhties, such as updated Thai law, tax knowledge, and tax audit 

procedures, is expected to lead to a higher level of knowledge and skills 

among officials who, as a result, w d  operate more effectively within their 

subunits and be more professional. In addtion, knowledge is shared among 

Revenue Department officials as necessary. Hence, individual capability is 

one of the main KM project goals tied to KM project implementation ef- 

fectiveness. 

3) Organization Capabilities: Currently KM is becoming increas- 

ingly important to organizations, as it is believed that organizations can 

benefit from implementing a knowledge management strategy. Some of 

the benefits may include reduced loss of intellectual capital from people 

leaving an organization, reduced cost by achieving economies of scale in 

obtaining information from external providers, reduced redundancy, increased 

productivity by making knowledge more quickly and readily available, 

increased employee satisfaction by enabling greater empowerment, and 

gains in competitive advantage (McCarthy and Aronson, 2001). However, 

in the Revenue Department context improvement in organizational capacity 

included higher tax collection, and more accurate tax collection as per 

actual business activities and a sustainable standard tax rate. Further- 

more, because of lower operating costs as resources, i.e. knowledge can 



be shared and the efficiency of the government's information and related 

departments can be improved, thus leading to a higher level of tax revenue 

for other government agencies and budget allocations for all government 

agencies. As tax collection has increased, the budget surplus then has 

been allocated to other government agencies, helping to achieve Thailand's 

social and economic development plans. Therefore, KM project implemen- 

tation effectiveness can be measured through this pre-determined goal of 

the Revenue Department. 

4) Private Sector Capabilities: KM provides benefits for a community 

by facilitating more effective networking and collaboration, developing a 

professional code of ethics that members can follow, developing professional 

skllls, promoting peer-to-peer monitoring, and perhaps most importantly, 

developing a common language. As a result, in the Revenue Department 

context, KM has provided better cooperation among government sectors 

and between the government and business sectors. The business sector 

that has provided outsourcing services to the Revenue Department now 

has greater knowledge and in-depth understanding of the tax system and 

procedures. This is expected to lead to the acceptance of Revenue De- 

partment tax policies and procedures, tax payer's willingness to cooperate 

and to pay taxes as well as follow tax procedures accurately. Hence, the 

private sector's capabhties enhance KM project implementation effectiveness. 

Critical Factors Affecting Knowledge Management Project Implementa- 

tion Effectiveness: Independent Variables 

As this study aims at exploring the factors affecting Knowledge 

Management implementation effectiveness, policy implementation models 



are used to analyze those variables within the broader policy effectiveness 

context. The implementation models suggested by public administration 

scholars, together with previous research and literature on IT, MIS. KM, 

and particularly KMS, are employed in this study and in the model of 

analysis. This then serves the purpose of this study in terms of explaining 

and deriving the set of factors that is most influential in KM implementa- 

tion effectiveness. Policy performance in this study is measured by the 

effectiveness of KM project implementation, which includes public services, 

individual capabhties, organization capabhties, and public sector capabh- 

ties. The model of analysis of this study therefore attempts to explore 

and explain the relationshp between these factors and KM implementation 

performance. 

There are several critical factors affecting implementation effective- 

ness that have been proposed by scholars in policy implementation, IT, 

MIS, KM and KMS. The model used in this study is adapted from previous 

researchers and their proposed models, such as Pressman and Wildavsky 

(1979), Van Meter and Van Horn (1975). Voradej (1983), Bardach (1980), Yin 

et al. (1977), Cheema and Rondinelh (1983), Attewell and Gerstein (1979), 

Lindsey (2002), and Messery et al. (2002), including the study of Chong 

and Choi (2005). In addition, the organization effectiveness measurements 

proposed by Robbins (1990) were taken into account when creating the 

operationahzed definition of variables. The main factors proposed in the 

model of t h s  study flustrate the causal relationships between independent 

variables and dependent variables. After reviewing all of those proposed 

factors, the author proposes five main factors that are most suitable to this 

study and the Thai Revenue Department context. Those five main factors 



include political wdl, resources, implementing agency capacity, implementer's 

attitude, and incentives. 

1) Political Wdl: Several policies faced failure during implementa- 

tion due to lack of political support and enforcement. KM implementation 

requires heavy investment and continuous support from the government. 

The political commitment then was a crucial factor m policy implementation 

success. As per the OECD Policy Brief (2003), leadership and commitment 

at both the political and administrative levels are crucial for successful 

implementation of an e-government project. This is because e-government 

projects bring a new system into government agencies which requires 

changes in the administrative and working environment. KM implementa- 

tion, as part of an e-government project, faces the same challenge. Com- 

mitted leaders are required to cope with disorderly change and to continue 

when benefits take time to emerge. In addition, committed leaders are 

needed to take action when things go wrong. Moreover, a future vision 

and plans must also be established and enforced by committed leaders. 

The leadership must define the vision of what is to be achieved and make 

that happen in actual practice. 

In terms of a Knowledge Management project, strong leadership is 

also necessary to push the project into the implementation process. The 

role of committed leaders in an agency in order to plan for implementa- 

tion and to provide support-both financial and other resources -is therefore 

crucial for successful implementation of KMS. This includes the supporting 

role of the government or leaders in developing a common understanding 

of project goals among officials in government agencies. The positive 

signal that the civil service needs to receive from its top leadership (United 



Nations, 2003) is another required part of successful implementation. This 

positive signal from leadership wdl enlighten government officials as to the 

importance of the project and generate wdhngness to con t rh te  to project 

implementation, which then wdl provide good cooperation and minimize 

resistance to the changes of this new system. As a result, the project can 

acheve its set goals. 

2) Resources: accordmg to Cheema and Rondinelh (1983), the de- 

gree of financial, administrative and technical support provided will greatly 

affect the success or failure of policies and programs. The adequacy of 

budget allocations, timeliness and avadabhty of resources, and the level 

of revenue and expenditure authority exercised at the local level, wdl all 

significantly influence project implementation. Van Meter and Van Horn 

(1975) support the idea that such resources often consist of government 

funds or other financial resources supplied to the project to encourage or 

fachtate effective project or program implementation. Adequate funding 

is necessary for implementation because the purchase of equipment and 

material, the hiring of staff, and the installation of information technology 

infrastructure and equipment require a certain level of budgetary resources. 

This type of project requires a huge investment in IT infrastructure and 

IT equipment, i.e. computers, networks and software. This also therefore 

requires the IT or technical staff to support project implementation because 

the installation of the new system, software, or networks, and subsequent 

maintenance of the program must be done by those speciahsts. 

In the empirical research on the implementation data warehousing 

projects of Wixom and Watson (2001), it was found that resources include 

the money, people and time that are required to successfully complete the 



project (Ein-Dor and Segev, 1978). Studles have found that resource problems 

have a negative effect on successful system design and implementation 

(Tait and Vessey, 1988). Once tasks are identified, the project timeline is 

influenced by the amount of time and the people assigned to do the work, 

so better resources should affect the accomplishment of milestones during 

implementation (McConnell, 1996). Voradej (1984) also points to resources 

including personnel, budget, infrastructure and machinery and equipment. 

In addition, the appropriate quality and quantity of staff are necessary for 

successful policy implementation (Pressman and Wildavski, 1979). In this 

study, the main resources of KMS project implementation are therefore 

referred to as financial resources, human resources, IT equipment and IT 

infrastructure. 

3) Implementing Agency Capacity: Many scholars have identified 

the characteristics of administrative agencies that affect their policy perfor- 

mance. These included not only the formal structure of the organization, 

but also the informal elements of their personnel system. In addition, the 

relationship between the implementing agencies and other participants in 

public service delivery should also be included (Van Meter and Van Horn, 

1975; Bardach, 1977; Cheema and Rondinelli, 1983). 

Furthermore, some characteristics of implementing agencies have 

been found to have a negative effect on an organization's capability to 

implement policy, such as the competence and size of the staff, the degree 

of hierarchical control of sub-unit decisions and processes within the 

implementing agencies, an agency's political resources (e.g. support among 

legslators and executives), the vitahty of an organization, the degree of 

open communication within an organization and with persons outside the 



organization, and the agency's formal and informal linkages with a policy 

malung body. In some situations, local factors and characteristics unique 

to a specific implementation context, such as commitment to policy and 

institutional support, have a strong and direct effect on outcomes (Ingram 

and Mann, 1980). In this study, the author defines implementing agency 

capacity in terms of five components: 1) Managerial; 2) Technical Skills; 

3) Employee Involvement; 4) Leader Competence and 5) Leader Commit- 

ment. 

4) Implementer's attitude: A good policy can not be implemented 

if the implementers are not wdhng to do it or if they resist the project. 

People wd contribute to policy implementation, or not, depending on their 

personal values, beliefs, and self-interest (Van Meter and Van Horn, 1975). 

Pressman and Wildavski (1979) also point out that "dsposition" is one of 

the key factors affecting the success or failure of policy implementation. 

To avoid a negative disposition, the dissatisfaction of implementers must 

be taken as a serious concern and sufficient incentives must be provided. 

In line with both scholars mentioned above, Lipsky (1976) also emphasizes 

that individual compliance, especially among front-line implementers, is a 

significant factor for policy implementation effectiveness. Front-line imple- 

menters or so-called street-level bureaucrats are the people who perform 

the actions which ultimately implement the policy. These indviduals have 

substantial discretion in the execution of their dady work. Consequently, 

the compliance of these implementers with the stated policy is crucial for 

the success of the policy implementation process. Likewise, Van Meter 

and Van Horn (1975) assert that policy implementation may fail because 

its implementers refuse to perform the implementation. Consequently, in 



this study, the author employs the following components as a measure- 

ment of implementers' attitudes: implementers' acceptance; implementers' 

commitment and teamwork. 

5) Incentive: Malhotra and Galletta (2003) cite many forces that are 

at work in KMS acceptance when implementation is driven from the top. 

There are several reasons for implementers' compliance. Some implementers 

comply with implementation because they wish to please their managers, 

while some irnplementers comply with the project because of performance 

criteria requirements. However, some may have peer pressures to comply 

with implementation. Hence, many researchers recommend that in order 

to gain effective knowledge use and knowledge sharing, the use of incen- 

tives is needed. Many KMS projects have proved to be failures and the 

organizational diagnosis of failure concluded that there was no incentive for 

anyone to invest time and energy to implement the project, which some- 

times requires significant time and effort to solve problems. Remunerative 

power, i.e. the allocation of material resources such as salaries, per-diems, 

rewards, commissions, and fringe benefits, is usually the most effective 

means of inducing in policy implementers the willingness to achieve a 

satisfactory standard of enforcement and compliance (Thawilvadee, 1998). 

Incentives include the various forms of monetary incentives provided, such 

as rewards, per diems, overtime payment, salary increases, career path 

development sucli as promotions, as well as other benefits (Northcraft and 

Neale, 1994). In addition, in the Thai public sector context, the working 

location is also considered to be privileged and important. Officials prefer 

to work in their home locations or provinces. The privilege of working 

location selection is therefore considered a non-financial benefit. 



Relationships between Dependent and Independent Variables 

The constructed model in this study was derived from a literature 

review of previous research and studies. As previously discussed, the 

effectiveness of policy implementation was influenced by various factors. 

It is therefore necessary to identify the logcal relationships between those 

selected variables and policy implementation effectiveness. 

Several policies faced failure during implementation due to lack of 

political commitment, support and enforcement. A Knowledge Manage- 

ment project requires heavy investment and continuous support from the 

government. Commtment from the top leaders is also necessary since a 

positive signal from the top leader, i.e. prime minister, w-d motivate com- 

pliance with the KMS project. As previously mentioned, one of the key 

factors of a KMS project is knowledge sharing, and compliance of officials 

has a high impact on this level of sharing. In order to create a sufficient 

level of compliance, which in theory results in a greater level of knowl- 

edge sharing, commitment and support, including enforcement from top 

leaders, is needed. Political commitment and support thus was a crucial 

factor in policy implementation success. There is also a hnk or causal 

relationshp with the resources allocated to a KMS project. Insufficient 

resources (infrastructure, staff, equipment, etc.) wdl cause a KMS project 

to fail to deliver the s e ~ c e s  stated in the policy objectives (Sabatier and 

Mazmanien, 1980). Van Meter and Van Horn (1975) maintain that such 

resources often consist of government funds or other financial resources 

supplied to the policy program in order to encourage or fachtate effective 

policy implementation. Adequate fundng is vital because it is needed for 



the purchase of materials and equipment, the hiring and training of staff, 

and other costs. 

Furthermore, since a KMS project is an ICT-related project, the 

complete installation of IT networks, computer tools, Internet or Intranet 

access, and IT staff is needed. Inadequate computers or insufficient 

network connectivity may cause officials not to perform the implementa- 

tion. In addition, the availabhty of equipment and a sufficient level of 

maintenance are also essential because if officials do not have computers, 

they are unable to sign in to the KMS, making knowledge learning and 

sharing impossible. Moreover, as a KMS creates new work procedures 

and environments, officials need to be well-trained in KMS usage and in 

a basic level of Intranet or Internet use. Inadequate skills to perform the 

implementation wdl cause lower compliance and again knowledge cannot 

be shared as effectively. Consequently, resources are often a major factor 

in program implementation. 

Incentives are another factor affecting KMS project implementation 

since a KMS project is new and generating the necessary changes within 

the organization and demonstrating its benefits to individuals may take 

time. Therefore, implementers tend to ignore or not comply with project 

implementation since it may be difficult and take time for them to get used 

to the new system and change their behavior. In order to motivate and 

encourage implementers to perform tasks, it requires effective incentives. 

Lack of sufficient or ineffective incentives may cause KMS projects to 

fail. Motivation and commitment among knowledge management workers, 

professionals, and managers are increasingly recognized as critical success 

factors for the implementation of a KMS project. It is thus important for 



an organization to provide sufficient and effective incentives, either mon- 

etary or non-monetary, to achieve successful KMS implementation. Hence, 

incentives are important for KMS implementation performance. 

Again, the KMS project is brand new in the organization and 

generates a lot of changes. The implementers' positive attitude towards 

those changes and a certain level of acceptance are therefore required. 

Resistance to change must be taken as a serious concern and set as a 

priority. This is because resistance to change wdl create a high level of 

non-compliance with the project. The project may be fully equipped and 

have an excellent IT design, and high capacity for internet access or net- 

working, but st111 find that no one has ever signed into the system after 

six months of implementation. Acceptance by implementers is therefore 

necessary for KMS project success. Three elements of the implementers' 

response may affect their abhty and wdhngness to carry out the policy: 

their recognition, direction, and the intensity of their response. It is believed 

that human groups find it difficult to carry out effectively acts in whch 

they have no underlymg beliefs. In addition, implementers may fa1 to 

execute policies faithfully because they reject the goals contained withm 

them (Van Meter and Van Horn, 1975). Consequently, this wdl affect the 

success or fdure of policy implementation. 

Implementing agency capacity is another critical factor proposed 

by several scholars in public policy, IS, IT and KMS implementation. The 

t echca l ,  managerial, and skills of an agency staff, and the capacity of 

agencies to coorclmate, control and integrate the decisions of subunits, 

all help to determine the success of implementation. The capacity of 

implementing agencies is largely determined by the extent to which these 



agencies are wdhng to implement policy. Nonetheless, implementation suc- 

cess also relies on the implementing agency's capacity for doing what is 

required (Van Meter and Van Horn, 1975). Implementing agency capacity 

also includes leaders' commitment and competence and employee involve- 

ment. Leaders' commitment and competence influence KMS implementa- 

tion because an implementer tends to perform and be wihng to comply 

with the project when hls or her leader has a strong commitment to it. 

The message both from verbal and non-verbal language wdl influence the 

behavior of the implementers. When a leader shows a positive signal, 

implementers tend to comply with implementation. In addition, the leader's 

capacity to manage and encourage his or her staff to perform what he 

or she wants them to do is also crucial for implementation success. As 

previously mentioned, a KMS project requires problem solving, decision 

making and coordination from all levels of implementers from the start of 

its implementation. Therefore, the managerial skills of implementers are also 

necessary for implementation achievement. Furthermore, their technical 

skdls are needed for KMS implementation since KMS is an ICT-related 

project which requires implementers to have basic IT skdls. In addition, 

their participation in the project is also important since participation and 

involvement will generate wihngness among implementers. Moreover, their 

participation will help them to understand the project and the benefits 

generated by implementation achievement. 

In addrtion, political v d l  also affects leadership style, which is a part 

of the implementing agency capacity. The barriers of implementation may 

be caused by a basic factor, such as management responsibility (Wilhams, 

1975). Therefore, an implementing agency should have substantial managerial 



and political slulls, together with a strong commitment to achieve policy 

goals (Sabatier and Mazmanien, 1979). Support from the government wdl 

also influence to leader of an implementing agency in their commitment 

and enforcement of the policy implementation process. 

Resources also exert an influence on implementing agency capacity 

and therefore constitute another important factor in policy effectiveness. 

Sufficient resources, i.e. fundng or staff allocated to the project, wdl in- 

fluence implementation capacity. If there are enough funds to purchase 

material and equipment, implementers will able to perform the implemen- 

tation effectively. When there is a lack of tools or equipment, such as 

computers, networks and staff, the implementation tends to fail. In add-  

tion, sufficient funds should be allocated to provide staff incentives, which 

is another factor influencing implementing agency capacity, as incentives, 

particularly monetary, are considered the most effective motivation tools 

for policy implementation success. Lacking effective incentives, compliance 

by staff tends to be low and results in a higher level of non-compliance. 

Implementing agency capacity will be greater whenever adequate funds 

allocation and incentive schemes have been implemented. 

Incentives are also crucial to implementers' attitudes since it is 

believed that this has a linkage to policy performance or effectiveness. 

Remunerative power (i.e. the allocation of material resources such as 

salaries, commissions, fringe benefits, taxes and services) is usually the 

most effective means of inducing in policy implementers the wdhngness to 

achieve a satisfactory standard of enforcement and compliance. In addi- 

tion, resources and political wdl are also influential factors in determining 

implementers' attitudes. It there is a positive signal and support from top 



leaders, implementers have greater potential to have a positive attitude 

towards the project and its implementation. Hence, they are more likely 

to comply with implementation. While sufficient funds can be allocated 

to a project in terms of adequate numbers of equipment, i.e. computers, 

Internet or Intranet, implementers tend to cooperate more when it is easy 

for them to access the new system with a full set of equipment. In the 

Thai context, most officials prefer to be the first ones to have the new 

tools and equipment in their office and they feel proud when those are 

allocated to them. Thus, they are likely to perform the implementation 

more effectively. 

In summary, incentives, resources, and political wlll are determined 

to have a direct effect on implementing agency capacity and implementer's 

attitudes. Implementing agency capacity and implementers' attitudes also 

have a direct effect on KMS project implementation effectiveness, whereas 

incentives, resources, and political will all have indirect effects and direct 

effects on KMS project implementation effectiveness. The proposed model 

of analysis in this study is demonstrated in figure 1 below. 



Conceptual Model for Analysis 

Incentives 

-Monetary 

-Location and 

KMPIE 

Resources 

c -1rnplementers 

-HR -Pubhc Senrice 

-Financial 

Resource 

-IT infrastructure 

-Private Sector 

Political Will -Managerial 

-Techrucal skills 

Government -Employee 

-Commitment Involvement 

-Support -Leaders1 competence 

and Endforcement -Leaders1 commitment 

Figure 1: A Proposed Model for Analysis of the Factors Affecting Knowl- 

edge Management Implementation Effectiveness in the Thai 

Revenue Department 



Research Hypotheses 

Hypothesis I: Political will, resources, and incentives, indirectly, 

through implementers' attitudes, affect the effectiveness of Knowledge 

Management implementation. This is hypothesized based on the assump- 

tion that the implementer's attitude, which can be positive or negative 

toward KMS implementation, depends on whether an incentive scheme has 

been established which is able to effectively motivate officials to perform 

activities related to KM implementation, the level of resources provided, 

such as IT equipment, networking, number of staff, and level of support 

and enforcement from top leaders of the government and the organiza- 

tion. These wdl result in a higher level of acceptance, commitment and 

teamwork on the part of implementers, thus influencing the effectiveness 

of KM implementation. 

Hypothesis 11: Political will, resources, implementers' attitudes, and 

incentives, indirectly, through implementing agency capacity, affect the ef- 

fectiveness of Knowledge Management implementation. Ths  is hypothesized 

based on the assumption that the level implementing agency capacity 

wdl be good or bad depending on the motivation of incentive schemes, 

sufficient resources provided, strong support of leaders, and positive or 

negative attitudes on the part of implementers. All of these factors wdl 

influence the level (high or low) of implementing agency capacity, thus 

determining the effectiveness of KM implementation. 

Hypothesis EL Political wdl, resources, implementing agency capacity, 

implementers' attitudes, and incentives directly affect the effectiveness of 

Knowledge Management implementation. This is hypothesized based on 

the assumption that all of these five variables have a direct impact on the 



effectiveness of KM implementation, since strong support from government 

or leaders, sufficient resources, an attractive or ineffective incentive scheme, 

a higher or lower level of implementing agency capacity, and a positive 

or negative attitude among implementers all impact the performance or 

effectiveness of KM implementation. 

Research Methodology 

In order to reach a comprehensive and meaningful finding, this 

study applies both quahtative and quantitative approaches. The quantitative 

research was based on survey research, in whch data were collected from 

the sample selected from the target population. The quahtative research 

was conducted through in-depth interviews of Revenue Department officials 

that were famhar with the knowledge management system. The results 

of the quahtative research are used to compliment the analysis of the 

quantitative results, thus enhancing understanding of the research findings, 

especially when the results are not same as hypothesized or go in a dif- 

ferent direction. The quantitative analysis was conducted through the SPSS 

program using the multiple regression analysis method in research finding 

analysis. However, this study focuses on the relationship of the factors 

affecting knowledge management system implementation effectiveness. 

Therefore, the quantitative method is the major method in this study. 

The study selected 274 Revenue Branch offices out of a total of 

848 offices, which is 32% of the total population and greater than 265, 

whch is the minimum required sample size. Expert sampling was selected 

because there was good evidence that it would be hghly representative, 

although it required a lot of prior information to be obtained. There was 



also a risk that expert suggestions may not be appropriate due to expert 

frame of reference and background. However, expert sampling is generally 

considered appropriate in a case study context (Pichlt, 2004). Since this 

study focuses on the KM project which was implemented by the Revenue 

Department only, sampling as per experts in the KM project of Revenue 

Department is suitable for this study. 

The return rate of the questionnaire responses was 32.6% (685 re- 

spondents). However, some of the return questionnaires had several missing 

values and incomplete information, meaning that information from those 

questionnaires could not be used for statistical analysis. Therefore, those 

questionnaires were omitted from the data analysis. After taking out all 

of the incomplete questionnaires, the total number of questionnaires used 

for further statistical data analysis was 634 questionnaires. Although the 

return rate in terms of respondents seems to be low (32%), the response 

rate per branch office was acceptable, as it represented 137 Revenue Branch 

offices. This would be considered a 50% return rate if calculated in terms 

of offices. T b s  rate is considered representative of the total population. 

In this study, in-depth i n t e ~ e w s  were conducted with selected 

Revenue Officials who both had experience in the KM project and did not 

know about the project. As most of the interviewees were not required 

to disclose their name, position, or agency, any details that could lead to 

the identification of any interviewees were omitted, hence guaranteeing 

anonymity. Twelve officials were interviewed, which consisted of four 

officials at the C 1-3 level, four officials at C4-6, and four officials at the 

C7 level and above. These represented ten implementing Revenue Branch 

offices. 



Validity and Reliability: 

This study employed a pretest and an executive interview to 

gain feedback and insight for improving the reliability and vahdity of the 

research tools (i.e. questionnaire survey). Ths  study conducted the pretest 

through the use of approximately 80 questionnaires. However, the completed 

questionnaire returns were only 77. In addition a factor analysis was also 

conducted to help the researcher determine how well the items or indica- 

tors related to an underlying factor or hypothetical construct. Moreover, 

reliability tests (Cronbach's alpha) were reviewed to ensure the reliabhty 

of the research measurement. The pretest results confirmed the high level 

of reliabhty of the test results and the author adjusted the measurement 

as per the results of the factor analysis. With regard to the effectiveness of 

policy implementation, the reliabhty of the summative scale of all twelve 

items was satisfactory, as indicated by Cronbach's alpha values of .9128, 

.8938, .9110 and .9498, which are considered high values for the effective- 

ness measurement. As per the results of the factor analysis, there is no 

extraction or re-group of items required for policy implementation effective- 

ness. The Cronbach's alpha values of political wdl, resource, implementing 

agency capacity, implementers attitude, and incentives were .8524, .9194, 

.8796, .9389 and.9114, respectively, which is considered a h g h  level of 

reliabhty. Two sub-factors of independent variables were extracted, whch 

were technical skdls and leader commitment, while the employee involve- 

ment sub-factor was re-grouped into the HR and Finance sub-factor of the 

resource factor as a result of the factor analysis. 
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Table 1: Direct, Indirect and Total Causal Effect of Independent Variables 

Independent Variables Effectiveness: Source of Causation 

Direct Indirect Total 

Political wdl .I54 ,129 ,283 

Resource ,298 ,298 

Implementers ' Attitude ,285 ,136 ,421 

Incentive .I69 .I69 

Implementing agency capacity .349 .349 

Total .957 .563 1.520 

According to the data analysis results using path analysis, it was 

found that the relationships between all five variables-namely, political wdl, 

resources, implementers' attitudes, incentives, and implementing agency 

capacity-and KMS implementation effectiveness are the same as hypoth- 

esized. All five variables have a positive effect on KMS implementation 

effectiveness. Four of them, including implementing agency capacity, 

implementers' attitudes, political wdl, and incentives, have a direct effect 

on KMS implementation effectiveness, whereas one variable, resources, has 

only an indirect effect on the effectiveness of KMS implementation. Two 

variables, political wdl and implementers' attitudes, have both a hrect and 

an indirect effect on KMS implementation effectiveness. 

Among those variables that have a direct relationshp with KMS 

implementation effectiveness, implementing agency capacity has the hghest 

effect. As KMS is considered an ICT-related project, in whch computeized 



systems and IT skllls play an important role, and given that KM is a new 

concept, implementers are required to put more of their time and effort 

into these changes. Cooperation and willingness from implementers, to- 

gether with leader's competence, create the conditions for proper problem 

solving and the abhty to eliminate resistance from implementers, which 

is crucial for KMS implementation achievement. Better cooperation and 

wlVlngness among implementers allow them to share valuable experience 

and knowledge. As a result, individual capacity is increased. Individuals 

become more professional and able to accomplish the targeted tax col- 

lections, as well as more able to collect tax accurately and to apply the 

same standards for all taxpayers. This in turn builds acceptance among 

tax payers from both the public and private sectors. The private sector 

gains more understanding of the tax process and procedures, since Rev- 

enue Officials are able to explain and educate them in the same standard 

guidehe. Thus, the private sector becomes more wllling to work within 

the Revenue Department tax system, while corruption of Revenue Depart- 

ment officials and unfair treatment between tax payers are minimized. 

Implementers' attitudes are considered to have the second highest 

direct effect on effective KMS implementation. T h s  is actually considered 

the most important factor affecting KMS implementation effectiveness in 

terms of total combined effect, since implementers' attitudes also have 

an effect indirectly through implementing agency capacity. ~mplemented 

acceptance and commitment as well as teamwork are crucial for KMS 

implementation effectiveness. As KM focuses on people and attempts to 

stimulate them to share their knowledge, KM is first and foremost a people 

issue. The success of a KM initiative depends mostly upon people's 



motivation and their wdhngness and abhty to share their knowledge and 

use the knowledge of others. When knowledge is effectively shared and 

used by all relevant parties, both individual and organizational capacity 

tend to increase. When the officials of the Revenue Department have a 

positive attitude towards the KMS, they tend to sign into the system, and 

acquire and use the knowledge from the system for their work. This al- 

lows them to perform the tax collection process accurately and in a timely . -. 

manner. The tax collection process is done more efficiently and effectively 

and procedures are standardzed. Consequently, implementer's acceptance 

and commitment, as well as a teamwork relationship, must be taken as 

serious concerns and treated as a first priority in order to acheve suc- 

cessful implementation. 

Resources are found to have only an indirect effect on KMS imple- 

mentation effectiveness, through both implementing agency capacity and 

implementers' attitudes. Nonetheless, t h s  factor has almost the same effect 

as the political wfl in terms of total effect on KMS implementation. We 

can infer that these two variables have the same level of importance for 

KMS implementation success. Resources, which comprise both financial 

and human resources and IT equipment and infrastructures, plus support 

from government and enforcement from top leaders, play the same signifi- 

cant role in KMS implementation effectiveness. While resources have an 

effect indirectly through implementing agency capacity and implementers' 

attitudes, political wfl has both a direct and an induect effect, through 

implementing agency capacity and implementers attitudes, on the effective 

implementation of KMS. When resources are effectively allocated to KMS 

and there is strong support from top leaders and government, implementers' 



attitudes tend to be positive and capacity tends to increase. These then 

result in better performance by officials and greater professionalism. The 

KMS objectives are therefore achieved as set out. In brief, adequate 

resources and strong support and enforcement from top leaders are crucial 

for individual, organizational, and private sector capacity improvement. 

Finally, incentives are like implementing agency capacity in the 

sense that both have only a direct effect on KMS implementation, but 

incentives have less impact. In addition, compared to the full set of five 

variables, incentives have the lowest effect on KMS implementation effec- 

tiveness. Implementers' compliance or non-compliance with the KMS does 

not appear to be related to the incentives provided. In fact, there is no 

incentive or any other motivational program included as part of the Revenue 

Department's KMS. Therefore, incentives seem to have less influence on 

KMS implementation effectiveness. However, from the interview results, most 

respondents believed that an attractive incentive scheme wdl motivate and 

influence KMS implementation effectiveness. The incentive can be either 

monetary or non-monetary, such as a promotion, career development, or 

preferred working location selection. The transparency of the allocation of 

incentives is also important. Most respondents are in doubt about how 

the current incentive scheme of the Revenue Department is structured. 

They believe that incentives are unfairly allocated and do not reflect real 

performance. Hence, the incentive scheme should be more attractive and 

transparent to achieve effective KMS implementation. 



Conclusion and Further Research 

In this study, the author a m s  to explore the major determinants of 

e-government policy implementation effectiveness and to propose recom- 

mendations regarding policy implication and management alternatives for 

future policy making and implementation effectiveness. In order to achieve 

these two objectives, the proposed model of analysis was developed based 

on public policy implementation and management information system lit- 

erature review. The model of analysis proposed five critical variables that 

influence KMS implementation effectiveness. Next, multivariate statistics 

was employed to test the proposed model. In addition, in-depth i n t e ~ e w s  

were conducted to support those statistics and to provide insight and 

information about the existence and non-existence of relationships among 

variables. The survey results revealed that all hypotheses are accepted. AU 

hypothesized factors have a positive effect on KMS implementation effective- 

ness. Out of five variables, four have a drect effect on KMS implementa- 

tion effectiveness. Resources are the only factor with no direct effect on 

KMS implementation effectiveness. Implementing agency capacity has the 

hghest direct relationshp with the effectiveness of KMS implementation. 

In t h s  regard, m n g n e s s  and cooperation among implementers, together 

with the h g h  competency of leaders, including the abhty to eliminate 

resistance and to solve problems efficiently, are all crucial for enhancing 

KMS implementation. Implemented attitudes are considered the second 

most influential factor in KMS implementation effectiveness. 

In addition, when considering the overall effect, implementers' 

attitudes have the greatest influence on the effectiveness of KMS imple- 

mentation. Therefore, the acceptance of implementers, implementers' com- 

mitment, and good teamwork are fundamental for an effective ICT-related 



project like KMS. Furthermore, political wdl and incentives play a small 

role in KMS implementation effectiveness. Support from the government 

and a sufficient incentive scheme currently do not have a significant impact 

on KMS implementation effectiveness. However, political wdl also has an 

indirect effect on KMS implementation effectiveness. The combination of 

direct and indirect effects of political will then result in a larger propor- 

tional effect on KMS implementation effectiveness. Therefore, support and 

positive signals from the government and top leaders have some meaning 

and value for KMS implementation success. 

Last but not least, resources have only an indirect positive effect 

on KMS implementation effectiveness, but are still considered. important 

for enhancing KMS implementation. Although the effect is indirect, this 

was the highest indirect effect found when comparing the five variables. 

Moreover, in terms of total effect, resources are found to have a similar 

degree of importance as political will. Accordingly, sufficient funding, IT 

infrastructure and equipment, and human resources are critical for KMS 

implementation success. In sum, within the five variables, the most critical 

factors for KMS implementation effectiveness are implementers' attitudes and 

implementing agency capacity. Political wdl and resources have a moder- 

ate effect, while incentives are also significant but to a lesser extent. 

Future Research 

As this study was conducted during the first stage of KMS imple- 

mentation in the Revenue Department, this study has evident limitations. 

Although the results revealed in this study are quite interesting, further 

research on the next phase of KMS implementation is needed in order to 



compare results. In ad&tion, future research on other Thai public agen- 

cies similar to the Revenue Department, such as the Custom Department, 

would make quite an interesting comparative study. These comparative 

study results may generate more comprehensive and useful information 

for improving KMS implementation in public agencies as well as other 

e-government projects. 

In addition, as KM is first and foremost a people issue, future 

research related to the satisfaction of stakeholders, especially the front h e  

implementers, is suggested. As per the empirical results of this study, 

implementers' attitudes were found to be the most critical to KMS imple- 

mentation in the public sector. It is now necessary to explore the major 

determinants of implementer's compliance or non-compliance during KMS 

implementation. 
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