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Abstract—Unequal access to higher education institutions
(HEIs) on the basis of gender, economic and social status,
location of residence, and inadequate prior schooling are all
continuing to challenge many Asian nations. Open educational
resources (OER) are one example of an innovative approach to
educational technology which opens up opportunities to create,
share, and facilitate teaching and learning. Embedding OER
within University Social Responsibility (USR) is a key element
for fostering transparency in educational learning processes,
fulfilling higher education institutions (HEIs) social
responsibility mission, and helping the establishment of a new
sustainable development model for education. This study
examined university managers’ opinions and attitudes toward
current OER and USR practice, particularly focused on Thai
HEIs systems. A paper-based survey was deployed to three Thai
HEIs systems including: (1) the Universities System (US), (2) the
Rajabhat Universities System (RUS), and (3) the Rajamangala
Universities of Technology System (RUTS). Forty-four
university managers participated in this study. The findings of
this study provide benefits to scholars in the field of educational
technology and university policy and administration, with
regard to supporting existing educational strategy planning and
perhaps moving educational policy development further along.
Future research can be looked at from the differing angles of
the growing OER and USR movements allowing for individual,
institutional, and country-level contributions..

Index Terms—Open educational resources, university social
responsibility, OERs, USR, policy and strategic planning.

. INTRODUCTION

Unequal access to higher education institutions (HEIs) on
the basis of gender, socioeconomic status, geographic
location and prior schooling all continue to challenge many
Asian nations and present obstacles to the larger goals of
sustainable development. The Internet revolution has
allowed for some of these inequities to be offset through the
evolution of an ‘openness’ movement, a potentially
transformative approach to education that fosters the free
flow of information and educational resources and can shift
the traditional paradigm of higher education. Open
educational resources (OERs) are a recent and innovative
form of educational technology, which open up opportunities
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for increased creation, communication, collaboration and
connection among learners around the world. The trends and
movement associated with OERs have become more
prominent over time, not as a passing phenomenon, but as a
way of improving the overall quality of education itself.
OERs can be a powerful driver of innovation in education
because they provide a strategic opportunity for HEIs to
improve the quality of education and to connect knowledge
sharing and capability building in terms of both human
capital and social capital for the global citizen [1]-[4], while
also serving to “leverage education and lifelong learning for
the knowledge economy and society” [5].

When considering OERs as part of the larger landscape of
HEIs, OERs have the potential to be a powerful driver of
change if they are embedded into a university’s guiding
vision. OERs can create a space where the university and its
stakeholders (students, faculty members, administrators, staff
or outside experts) can come together within the openness
movement and common learning space to share and
disseminate the ideas, knowledge, or materials that they have
produced, with the ultimate aim of ensuring all the materials
are available to other people and without cost [6]. Although
OERs have been developed through various initiatives and
projects over the last decade, the view of OERs as mere
resource repositories can and should be expanded to
incorporate the deeper significance they hold in terms of
learning and teaching pedagogy. As powerful and
transformative as OERs can be, they are not sustainable in a
vacuum. To thrive, they need the support and input from
diverse aspects of university administration such as
university social responsibility, policies and strategic
development.

Il. LITERATURE REVIEW

A. Open Educational Resources

OECD [3] defines OER as “OER is digitized materials
offered freely and openly for educators, students, and
self-learning to use and reuse for teaching, learning and
research ... including learning content, software tools to
develop, use and distribute content, and implementation
resources such as open licenses” (p. 10). Butcher [6] states
that OERs are “any educational resources (including
curriculum maps, course materials, textbooks, streaming
videos, multimedia applications, podcasts, and any other
materials that have been designed for use in teaching &
learning” (p.5). Additionally, Arnold [1] refers to OERS as
“all educational materials, like learning resources,
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technologies and structures that are easily accessible, with
low or no barriers in terms of costs, technology or license
fees and royalties” (p. 2). Based on the above definitions, this
study defines OERs as any type of educational resources,
either print or digital format (including course materials and
websites, textbooks, audio materials, podcast, video,
multimedia applications, images or visual materials, archived
discussions, simulations or animations, maps, ancient or
historical manuscripts, software, and any other tools or
technical used to support access knowledge) that reside in the
public domain and have been released under an intellectual
property license or open license such as Creative Commons
that permits users, according to the 5Rs Openness framework
to: retain, reuse, revise, remix, and/or redistribute [7]-[9] to
support knowledge building, sharing and learning to the
worldwide community.

B. University Social Responsibility

The term, “university social responsibility” (USR) may be
defined as: “a policy of ethical quality in the activities of the
university community (students, lectures, administrative
staff), through the responsible management of the
educational, cognitive, labor and environmental impacts of
the university, in a participative dialogue with society to
promote sustainable human development in four steps: 1)
commitment; 2) self-diagnosis; 3) compliance; and 4)
accountability” [9]. Alternatively, it may be described as “a
university’s engagement and that university’s partnership
with its communities, as achieved through education
(transferring knowledge), provision of services, research,
teaching and scholarship” [10]. USR can therefore be
perceived as the philosophy of a university which takes an
ethical approach to the development and engagement with
the local and global community in order to sustain social,
ecological, environmental, technical, and economic
development. USR depicts an ethical collaboration not only
with the university community, but also within the larger
ecology as a significant of stakeholder [11]-[13].

Globally, universities can benefit from adopting a social
responsibility strategy, much like other businesses
organizations do (often referred to as ‘corporate social
responsibility’ (CSR)), in order to meet the expectations of
their external stakeholders (students, employers of graduates,
funding agencies and society as a whole) as well as internal
stakeholders within universities administrators, faculty and
staff. USR is an important aspect of how universities interact
with their internal and external stakeholders and society.
Building upon a review of the existing literature concerning
university social responsibility, a USR framework has been
developed. This framework, termed SCOPE (social,
sub-social,  cognitive,  organizational, philanthropic,
economic, ethic, environmental, and educational) was
developed [14], [15] that serves to examine and assess
university administrators’ opinions toward to their current
USR practices.

Currently, many existing OER initiatives are making
efforts to push for adoption as a next step. The case for
promoting and sustaining OER within university policy and
strategy has already been discussed before. For example,
UNESCO [16] in the Paris OER Declaration expressed desire
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to move OER development onto a global scale. However, the
support from global institutions regarding OER policy and
strategic development is still limited [3]. Based on this
research, the case can be made that linking the ideals of open
educational resources to university social responsibility can
foster more transparency within higher education and
contribute to the larger goal of a sustainable model of
education that serves the interests of society as a whole.

To date, very little research has been conducted on the
policy development and strategic planning needed support
and foster OER development within policy and strategy. As
such, a good starting point for HEIs is to consider the
development of a clear policy and strategic plan that is more
aligned with their current university practices, in addition to
creating services that can truly extend the use and
development of OERs in HEIs. As a result of this research,
and the questions raised by it, this study aimed to examine
university managers’ opinions and attitudes toward current
OER and USR practices, focusing in particular on HEIs in
Thailand. The research objective of this study was to gather
Thai university managers’ attitudes, opinions, and
perceptions toward open educational resources and
university social responsibility and to explore how these two
concepts may potentially reinforce each other if embraced on
the level of university policy and strategic planning.

I1l. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

A survey approach was chosen to examine Thai university
managers’ attitudes and opinions regarding current open
educational resources and university social responsibility
practices. A paper-based survey was deployed and sent to
three different types of Thai HEIls systems: 1) the
Universities System (US);2) the Rajabhat Universities
System (RUS); and 3) the Rajamangala Universities of
Technology System (RUTS). A purposive sampling method
was employed based on their curriculum, a curriculum which
offers degrees in educational technology and er information
technology. The participants of this study included university
presidents, vice presidents, deans of faculty, deputy deans,
associate deans, assistants to the deans, heads of departments,
heads of divisions, and other representatives who have all
been involved in university strategic planning. The structure
of the survey questions were based on the previous literature
[7]-[13], [17]-[28] and the questions were modified based on
the needs of this study. The content validity of the survey was
by a number of experts to verify the wording of the survey
questions according to the Index of the Item-Objective
Congruence (I0C) [29] approach. These experts were asked
to provide comments and evaluate each item in order to
enhance the clarity, readability, and relevance of the
questions.

A. Participants

The Thai Office of Higher Education Commission (OHEC)
has identified 171 Thai Higher Education Institutions (HEIS).
In order to fulfill the diverse needs, focus and levels of
academic development of different target groups, the OHEC
has classified the Thai HEI system into four groups:

1) The Universities System (US), includes both public and
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private institutions with a concentration on postgraduate
research in order to enhance the nation’s competitiveness;
The Rajabhat Universities System (RUS), originally the
teachers’ college system includes four-year teaching
universities with a focus on liberal arts at the
undergraduate level — a well-known hub of local
knowledge, wisdom, and experience;

The Rajamangala Universities of Technology System
(RUTS), specialize in producing skilled graduates for the
manufacturing and real sectors;

Community Colleges (CC) flexible study programs at
lower than degree level that focus on rural and
community development.
The survey was distributed to the above three types of Thai
HEI systems (US, RUS, and RUTS). A total of 44 out of the
60 HEIs we administered the survey to (73.33%) answered
the survey (Table ). The respondents were organized
according to their position: (1) Others (Professors, Associate
Professors, Assistant Professors) (20.45%); Associate Deans
(15.91%); Assistants to the President (11.36%); Vice
Presidents (11.36%); Acting Presidents (9.09); Center
Directors (9.09%); Presidents (6.82%); Deputy Deans
(6.82%); Heads of Department (4.55%); and Deans (2.27%).

2)

3)

4)

TABLE |: SURVEY RESPONDENTS

Rajamangala

resources from an OER site, or using MOOCs, as part of the
knowledge management strategy. In addition, the
respondents from the Rajabhat Universities System described
existing strategies in regards to 1) educational quality
development and 2) developing people at every age in
support of lifelong learning. In support of these efforts the
university employs methods such as: creating e-learning
materials (multimedia projects and video clips for each
subject), using a learning management system, developing a
database of IT networks and providing eLearning through
distance learning TV (eDLTV) projects. In addition, the
respondents from the Rajamangala Universities Technology
System described the use of pictures, multimedia, video, or
databases, and that they have a central website for lecturers to
share materials: These examples may be considered as
approaches to an OER strategy.

TABE II: OER STRATEGY OR POLICY STATUS

Does your
institution
currently have a
strategy or policy

Rajamangala
Universities of
Technology

Rajabhat

Universities AR
Universities

System (US)

Ecjrucc)gggnal System (RUS) System (RUTS)
Resources?

F % F % F %
Yes 15 68.18 8 53.33 2 28.57
No 7 31.82 7 46.67 5 71.43

University Universities Raj_abha't_ Universities of
Universities

type System (US) System (RUS) Technology System
y (RUTS)

Sample 30 21 9

Response 22 15 7

Respondent 73 3395 71.43% 77.78%

Rate

IV. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The results of the survey were categorized under three
headings: 1) an overview of the current status and practice of
open educational resources; 2) an overview of current status
and practice of university social responsibility; and 3)
opinions toward OERs & USR.

A. Overview of Current Status and Practices of OERs

This section covers the results of: 1) OER strategy and
policy; 2) OER movement; 3) OER staff and faculty training
development; and 4) OER infrastructure, support and
incentives.

B. OER Strategy and Policy

The survey first examined the current status and practice of
OERs strategy and policy (Table Il) within their respective
universities. Participants included 68.18% of the Universities
System, 53.33% of the Rajabhat Universities System, and

28.57% of the Rajamangala Universities Technology System.

The results indicate that these institutions do currently have a
strategy or policy on OERs. When examining each type of
institution according to their current OER policy and
strategic practice, each type of institution responded
differently. As part of their knowledge management strategy
the respondents from the Universities System identified
providing elLearning and online courses, sharing open
content among faculty members, and using open content or

1) OER movement

The survey further inquired about participants’ opinions
regarding the status of currently active in the OER movement
within their institutions (Table I11). Respondents from the
Universities System indicated increased efficiency and
quality of learning resources (86.36%) as being the highest
perceived benefit of OER, followed by open and flexible
learning opportunities (59.09%), cost-efficiency of OERs
(50%), the innovative potential of OERSs (45.45%), and other
(4.55%). These are the areas currently active in their OER
movement. By contrast, the respondents from the Rajabhat
Universities System revealed increased efficiency and
quality of leaning resources (73.33%) followed by the
cost-efficiency of OERs (60%), open and flexible learning
opportunities (46.67%), and the innovative potential of OERs
(33.33%), as being the areas currently activity in their OER
movement. Finally, the respondents from the Rajamangala
Universities Technology System noted open and flexible
learning opportunities (85.71%) as being their first focus
areas for an OER movement. For the rest of the focus areas,
such as increased efficiency and quality of learning resources,
the cost-efficiency of OERs, and the innovative potential of
OERs, there existed a fairly equally distributed proportion
(42.86%) from respondents.

TABLE Ill: STATUS OF CURRENTLY ACTIVE IN THE OER MOVEMENT

Which of these areas

L Rajabhat Rajamangala
are currently active in Lo AR AR
our institution Universities Universities Universities of
?e arding the OER System (US)  System Technology
garding (RUS) System (RUTS)
movement?
F % F % F %
Open and flexible 13 59.09 7 46.67 6 85.71

learning
opportunities
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Increased efficiency 19 86.36 11 73.33 3 42.86

and quality of

learning resources

Cost-efficiency of 11 5000 9 60.00 3 42.86

OERs

The innovative 10 4545 5 33.33 3 42.86

potential of OERS

Other 1 4.55 0 0.00 3 42.86
When further examining the main reasons that

participants’ institutions are active in the OER movement
(Table 1V), quality was indicated in both the Universities
System (72.73%) and the Rajabhat Universities System
(66.67%), whereas language and cultural diversity were
indicated in the Rajamangala Universities of Technology

System (71.43%).

TABLE IV: RATIONALE FOR BEING ACTIVE IN THE OER MOVEMENT

Please provide the

Rajamangala

main reason that I Rajabhat AR
L Universities AR Universities of
your institution is System (US) Universities Technolo
active in the OER Y System (RUS) 9y
System (RUTS)
Movement?
F % % %
Language and 7 31.82 3 20.00 71.43
cultural diversity
Connectivity 14 6364 6 40.00 0 0.00
Quality 16 7273 10 66.67 4 57.14
Copyright & 9 4091 6 40.00 3 42.86
publishers
Sustainability 8 36.36 6 40.00 3 42.86
Other reasons 1 4.55 2 13.33 1 14.29

faculty training session is usually provided by a specialized
help desk, trainer, or librarian or invited subject matter expert
speakers as part of a training workshop.

For the Rajabhat Universities System, 53.33% indicated
that there are guidelines provided by the university for
creating, sharing, collaborating, and using OERs and 100%
of them indicated that their institutions do provide staff and
faculty training for OER development and adoption, mostly
by supporting attendance at seminars or conferences. One of
the respondents from the Rajabhat Universities System
described how, “the university has a policy to support and
provide knowledge training for professors to develop
educational learning resources.”

For the Rajamangala Universities System, 85.71% of
respondents indicated that the university does not provide
guidelines for creating, sharing, collaborating, and using
OERs, and indicated there only 42.86% of respondents’
universities provided staff and faculty training for OER
development and adoption. The respondents from the
Rajamangala Universities Technology System suggested that
there, “should be a pioneer group to provide and coordinate
networking among universities involved in OER
development”, and suggested corresponding to “arrange a
staff and faculty training session with an invitation letter”.
This may indeed foster OER development and adoption
within the Rajamangala Universities Technology System.

TABLE VI: STAFF & FACULTY TRAINING DEVELOPMENT FOR OER

The survey further examined the further status of OER
movement from respondents as to whether or not their
institution will become active in developing and/or using
OERs in the near future (Table V). Both Universities System
(90.91%) and Rajabhat Universities System (100%) have
indicated continued future OER involvement.

TABLE V: FUTURE STATUS OF OER MOVEMENT

STATUS
Does your university Raiamanaala
provide guidelines S Rajabhat Jamang
: - Universities A - Universities of
for creating, sharing, Universities

collaborating, and

System (US)

System (RUS)

Technology

System (RUTS)

Will your
ins;itut_ion become o Rajabhat Raj_amar)gala
active in Universities Universities Universities of
developing and/or System (US) System (RUS) Technology
using OER in the System (RUTS)
near future?
F % F % F %
Yes 20 9091 15 100.00 3 42.86
No 2 9.09 0 0.00 4 57.14

using OER?

F % F % F %
Yes 11 50.00 7 46.67 1 14.29
No 11 50.00 8 53.33 6 85.71
Does your institution
provide staff /
faculty training for
OER development
and adoption
Yes 20 9091 15 100.00 3 42.86
No 2 9.09 0 0.00 4 57.14

2) OER staff and faculty training development

The survey also asked participants to indicate whether or
not their institution provides guidelines for creating, sharing,
collaborating, and using OERs for staff and faculty training
for OER development and adoption (Table VI). The 50% of
respondents from the Universities System indicated that their
institution provides guidelines for creating, sharing,
collaborating, and using OERs, and 90.91% that their
institutions provides staff and faculty training for OER
development and adoption. The respondents further specified
the guidelines included the utilization of a learning
management system, YouTube, a library, e-books, and
information broadcasts as part of e-learning’s open approach
and open class within the school for creating, sharing,
collaborating, and using OERs. In addition, the staff and

Overall, most of the respondents from each type of
institutional system (the Universities System, the Rajabhat
Universities System, and the Rajamangala Universities of
Technology System) have positive attitudes toward OER
development, whether they focus on the main area, main
reason, or staff and faculty development.

3) OER infrastructure, support and incentives

The respondents further indicated the infrastructure that
each university may need to put in place in terms of
developing a stronger culture of sharing, learning, and
teaching resources on an open basis (Table VII). These
included a university’s repository, the university’s presence
on an open website, incentives, IT technical assistance, staff
and faculty development, and other suggestions.

For the Universities System, respondents indicated IT
technical assistance (81.82%) to be the main infrastructure,
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followed by staff and faculty development (68.18%), a
university repository only open to students and staff
(68.18%), a university presence on an open website such as
iTuneU, YouTube Edu, Google Edu, and others (63.64%),
and incentives for those who develop resources (45.45%)
that their universities should focus on in terms of developing
more of a culture of sharing, learning, and teaching resources
on an open basis.

For the Rajabhat Universities System, staff and faculty
development is the main form of support (80%), followed by
IT Technical assistance (73.33%), a university presence on
an open website such as iTuneU, YouTube Edu, Google Edu,
and others (63.64%), a university repository only open to
students and staff (46.67%), and incentives for those who
develop resources (40%).

For the Rajamangala Universities Technology System,
incentives for those who develop resources (42.86%) is the
main form of support, followed by a fairly evenly distribution
regarding a university repository only open to students and
staff (28.57%), a university presence on an open website such
as iTuneU, YouTube Edu, Google Edu, and others (28.57%),
IT technical assistance (28.57%), and staff and faculty
development (28.57%).

TABLE VII: PERCEPTIONS OF INFRASTRUCTURE, SUPPORT AND INCENTIVES
FOR DEVELOPING A CULTURE OF SHARING

category of academic service is part of USR strategy practice
in the Universities System.

A larger percentage, 73.33% of the Rajabhat Universities
System respondents, indicated that their institutions have a
strategy or policy for university social responsibility. Most of
the respondents have stated that there is a policy for moral
and social responsibility research and development included
as part of academic service research with the aim of solving
problems and developing a better living quality for the local
community and society of the Rajabhat Universities System.

However, only 42.86% of the Rajamangala Universities
Technology System respondents indicated that their
institutions have a strategy for university social responsibility.
This USR strategy is indicated in the Rajamangala
Universities Technology System that provides academic
services to promote creation of jobs and competitive potential
as part of the strategic plan.

TABLE VIII: STATUS OF CURRENT USR STRATEGY & POLICY

Does your institution

currently have a Rajamangala

In your opinion, what
infrastructure, support,

and incentives would Rajamangala

strategy or policy for ~ Universities Raj_abha_t . Universities of

- - - Universities
university social System (US) System (RUS) Technology
responsibility Y System (RUTS)
(USR)?

F % F % F %

Yes 15 6818 11 7333 3 42.86
No 7 3182 4 26.67 4 57.14

the university need to A Raj_abha_t_ Universities of
- Universities  Universities
put in place to develop Technology
System (US)  System
more of a culture of (RUS) System
sharing of learning and (RUTS)
teaching resources on
an open basis?
F % F % %
A university repository 15 6818 7 46.67 2 28.57
only open to students
& Staff
A university presence 14 6364 9 60.00 2 28.57
on an open website
such as iTuneU,
YouTube Edu, Google
Edu, etc.
Incentives for those 10 4545 6 40.00 3 42.86
who develop resources
IT/Technical 18 8182 11 7333 2 28.57
assistance
Staff & Faculty 15 6818 12 80.00 2 28.57

development

C. Overview of Current Status and Practice of USR from
Respondents

This section examines the participants’ opinions based on
respondent answers regarding the current USR status and
practices including 1) USR strategy and policy and 2) USR
practice according to each category.

1) Current status of USR strategy and policy

The respondents from Universities System indicated
68.18% that their institutions have a strategy or policy for
university social responsibility (Table VIII). Some of the
respondents have stated that social engagement and physical,
environmental, and facility impact are all part of the USR
strategy in their universities. In addition, conducting research
that has direct or indirect benefits the society under the

2) Current USR practice according to each category

The current USR practices regarding social responsibility
vary in terms of their impact, and do so according to each
category including: (1) social, (2) sub-social, (3) cognitive, (4)
organizational, (5) philanthropic, (6) economic, (7) ethical,
(8) environmental, and (9) educational impacts, as illustrated
in Table IX. The Universities System focused more on:
human rights (72.73%); sustainable human development
(72.73%) in the social dimension; work-life balance (72.73%)
in the sub-social dimension; ethnicity (59.09%) in the
cognitive dimension; the aforementioned aspects including
management ethics & work culture (63.64%) in the
organizational dimension; university volunteering (77.27%)
in the philanthropic dimension; transparency (81.82%) in the
economic dimension; copyright protection (63.64%) in the
ethical dimension; environmental organizational structure
such as recycling and energy saving (86.36%) in the
environmental dimension; and raising student awareness
(86.36%) in the educational dimension.

Moreover, the respondents from the Rajabhat Universities
System highlighted slightly different aspects as compared to
the Universities System. According to the SCOPE
framework, they noted: sustainable human development
(86.67%) in the social dimension; work-life balance (80%) in
the sub-social dimension; poverty (80%) in the cognitive
dimension; management ethics (80%) in the organizational
dimension; university volunteering (80%) in the
philanthropic dimension; quality and safety of provided
products and services (60%) in the economic dimension;
code of ethics (80%) in the ethical dimension; natural
resource protection (80%) in the environmental dimension;
and stakeholder awareness of values and an understanding of
the society that they are part of (80%) in the educational
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dimension.

Furthermore, the responses from the Rajamangala
Universities of Technology System do indicate some
similarity in USR practices with the Rajabhat Universities
System. For example, in the social (sustainable human
development, 85.71%), cognitive (poverty, 42.86%),
organizational (management ethics 71.43%), philanthropic
(university volunteering, 100%), ethical (code of ethics,
71.43%), and educational (stakeholder awareness of values
and an understanding of the society that they are part of,
85.71%) dimensions, respondents indicated the same aspect
as the respondents from the Rajabhat Universities System.
However, there were some differences in the areas being
noted, for example work-life balance (28.57%) and faculty
and staff training (28.57%) in the sub-social dimensions,
transparency (85.71%) in the economic dimensions,
environmental organizational structure such as cycling and
energy saving (28.57%) and natural sources protection
(28.57%) in the environmental dimension.

D. Opinion, Perception, and Attitude toward OERs &

USR

This section interprets respondents’ opinions toward
OERs and USR within their particular context. Respondents
provided information and opinions regarding perceptions of
the current effect of OERs on the learning environment and
university administration management and offered some
suggestions to integrate both OERs and USR for university
management.

1) The universities system

15 out of 22 respondents (68%) indicated the OERs may
potentially support teaching and learning for faculty
members, staff, and students within the universities because
they believed OERs could help broaden information searches
and enable learning opportunities to occur at any time and in
any place. They further indicated that OERs play a role in
educational responsibility in that they serve the community
and give the university the advantage of being useful to its
stakeholders. Thus, respondents suggested that Thai HEIs
need to create connections with the local community, provide
educational opportunities for society through meeting their
educational needs, and create knowledge resources and
references as part of OER development. Therefore,
integrating OERs and USR into university strategic planning
is one of the main responsibilities for Thai HEIs.

2) The Rajabhat universities system

10 out 15 respondents (66%) had positive attitudes
towards OERs, believing them to have a positive impact on
the learning environment and university administration
management. For example, one of the respondents indicated
that OERs could help learners to have more options regarding
access to learning resources, and could, with persistent effort,
help create a better learning atmosphere. Another respondent
perceived OERs to be helpful to the learning process through
making it more efficient for students to create various
learning resources. OERs allow learners to exchange
knowledge and resources and apply that knowledge to
solving future problems, encouraging and enabling a better
understanding between students of different nations. When

using OERs as part of a database system or repository, every
level of a university can adapt to many situations by using
OERs to improve teaching, learning, and working. OER is an
important resource that could be used to drive economic and
social movements. Therefore, respondents suggested the
need to increase understanding regarding OER benefits to the
learning process, a need that exists at every level of the
university. Thus, both OERs and USR should be integrated
into university strategic planning in order to establish the
desired vision of openness at the university.

TABLE IX: PERCEPTIONS OF THE IMPACTS OF MAJOR USR SCOPE

PRACTICES
Universities Rajabhat Eérlljié\‘/?;?tgi:laof
SCOPE Practices Universities

System (US) Technology
System (RUTS)

%

System (RUS)

% %

Social

Human rights 72.73 33.33 14.29
Sustainable human 72.73 86.67 85.71
development

Sub-social

Work-life balance 72.73 80.00 28.57
Cognitive

Ethnicity 59.09 33.33 28.57
Poverty 45.45 80.00 42.86
Organizational

Management Ethics 59.09 80.00 71.43
Aforementioned 63.64 40.00 14.29
aspects

Philanthropic

University 77.27 80.00 100.00
Volunteering

Economic

Transparency 81.82 46.67 85.71
Quality and safety of ~ 31.82 60.00 0

the provided

products & services

Ethic

Copyright protection ~ 63.64 40.00 14.29
Code of ethics 59.09 80.00 71.43
Environmental

Environmental 86.36 40.00 28.57
organizational

structure (cycling,

energy saving, etc)

Natural resources 40.91 80.00 28.57
protection

Educational

Raises Student 86.36 46.67 14.29
awareness of USR

Stakeholder 54.55 80.00 85.71

awareness of values
& the society that
they are part of
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3) The Rajamangala universities technology system

7 out of 9 respondents (77%) commented on the current
impact of OERs on the university learning environment and
administrative management, which included that: (1) OERs
allow students and faculty members to access and apply
useful knowledge that could aid their self-development in the
fields of teaching, learning, and research; (2) OERs could
support continuous learning development as part of a lifelong
learning policy since the learning resources are being used
and reused; and (3) OERs could help the universities to create
a superior vision and path towards the allocation of suitable
personnel to suitable work and resources. Thus, respondents
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suggested that OERs could be used to promote the university
and improve the social responsibility practices of the
universities, in addition to transferring the learning process
from a traditional approach to one which better benefits the
salient of the day and has more beneficial effects on society,
culture, and ethics. Therefore, there is a need to create a clear
understanding, educating university managers at Thai HEIs
on the benefits of OERs and USR, with the aim of
establishing a university strategic plan at both a university
and faculty level.

V. DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS

The findings of this study should be discussed within the
context of each university system. First, the majority of
respondents from the Universities System, the Rajabhat
Universities System, and the Rajamangala Universities of
Technology System had positive attitudes toward OERs, and
perceived OERs as having a positive impact on the learning
environment. However, increasing OER awareness in
different levels of universities; increasing the level of
knowledge and resource exchange in terms of openness for
teaching and learning; increasing opportunities for students,
staff, and faculty members; and establishing clear OER
guidelines were all considered to be in need of further
consideration by university ~management.  Second,
establishing a multi-channel system for OER creation,
distribution, and development; providing strategies to
support USR practices throughout the creation of open
content; and establishing higher standards of quality for open
learning materials all need to be better incorporated into
university strategic planning.

In addition, the findings of this study may better establish
the concept of university social responsibility (USR)
considered in previous studies [10], [11], [17], [25], [30],
[31]. By considering a variety of USR practices in each
component, Thai HEIs could really fulfill their social role and
could better present evidence of commitment to both
stakeholder and community through the openness of their
knowledge creation and transformation. This supports the
existing literature [9] regarding the key features of social
responsibility, which a university may follow, which could
include bringing a university to a higher level of innovation
in sustaining future educational frameworks.

Moreover, the findings of this study hopefully provides
benefits to scholars in the field of educational technology or
university policy creation and administration, particularly
with regards to supporting existing educational strategy
planning, and may perhaps move educational policy
development further along. This study might also raise
awareness of the linkage between USR and OER practices
for different types of universities, and aid toward the
establishment of socially responsible universities by moving
toward building a more open knowledge-based society. In
these specific cases, the university policy makers might wish
to focus on the development of each component of USR and,
with the proper funding support, move their nations toward
being a more open knowledge-based society.

There are a number of implications that need to be
considered in future research. First, most Thai HEIs have
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indicated having an OER strategic plan. However, when
examined closely, more strategic planning is likely needed in
the areas of existing elLearning practice. Hence, looking
forward, more research and a greater allocation of budget is
needed from university management. Second, although
respondents have indicated addressing the issues of
university social responsibility, most practice and strategic
planning are focused on achieving academic service. Thus,
further investigation of the components of USR, its practices,
and how exactly one may create impactful USR should be
examined in future. Thirdly, existing investigations are
difficult to compare due to the differences in the university
types. The major challenge is the lack of appreciation and
process with respect to OER and USR practices.

VI. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION

This study considered the opinions and attitudes of
university managers within the tripartite Thai University
System towards OERs and USR within the Thai context. This
focus on social responsibility practices may in turn encourage
Thai universities to expand their roles and services with a
managerial emphasis by taking their role as an agent of social
change more seriously and thereby moving to higher levels of
achievement and responsibility. In this way, they may better
fulfill their potential in the areas of social practice, social
movement, and social change, achieved through the means of
open educational resource creation and provision. Many of
the questions and concerns regarding OER development for
the next decade still remain to be solved. These issues require
serious consideration not only for individuals, but also for
HEIs with respect to all human beings, their rights, and the
roles they play within their personal and professional
practices. Ideally, OERs will become another public social
service and practice that every HEI provides to society. Thus,
this researcher recommends policy makers, planners and
university managers, especially those involved in the
strategic planning sector, to take into serious consideration
the integrating of OERs and USR practice as part of
university strategic planning. Future research may consider
other facts of the growing OER and USR movement at the
individual, institutional, and national level.
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