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Abstract

Background/purpose. Educational inequality in developing countries
requires coordinated responses across multiple agencies, yet existing
collaboration frameworks inadequately address capacity disparities and
resource constraints common in these contexts. This study explores
patterns of multi-stakeholder collaboration for educational equity
promotion in Thailand and develops a preliminary coordination framework
to enhance partnership effectiveness in  resource-constrained
environments.

Materials/methods. A qualitative case study examined coordination
patterns across Thailand's educational equity ecosystem through 64 semi-
structured interviews with representatives from government agencies,
civil society organizations, the private sector, academic experts, and
implementation-level actors. Data collection included document analysis
and meeting documentation, with systematic thematic analysis identifying
emerging coordination patterns and framework mechanisms.

Results. The analysis revealed three interconnected coordination
mechanisms: integrated policy coordination, collaborative resource
management, and cross-sector capacity development. These mechanisms
address common coordination challenges, including procedural
fragmentation, resource distribution asymmetries, and monitoring system
disconnection. Key patterns suggest that effective partnerships maintain
organizational autonomy while enabling collective action, require
graduated  participation  mechanisms  accommodating  varying
organizational capacities, and benefit from explicit linkage between
resource allocation and capacity development.

Conclusion. The preliminary framework suggests potential directions for
adapting collaboration theories to developing country contexts,
emphasizing organizational complementarity over similarity and
graduated participation over uniform requirements. The study offers initial
guidance for partnership design accommodating capacity variations while
leveraging organizational strengths, though systematic validation across
diverse contexts is required before broader implementation.
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1. Introduction

Educational inequality represents a persistent and multifaceted challenge confronting
developing economies worldwide, undermining both human capital development and broader
economic growth prospects (Rippner, 2014). Despite substantial investments in educational
infrastructure and comprehensive policy reforms, disparities in educational access and quality persist
across geographic, socioeconomic, ethnic, and gender dimensions. These inequalities contribute to
compound disadvantages for marginalized populations, perpetuating cycles of poverty and limiting
social mobility opportunities that education traditionally provides. The complexity of educational
inequality stems from its interconnected nature, requiring coordinated responses that address
infrastructure deficits, teacher shortages, curriculum inadequacies, and socioeconomic barriers
simultaneously (Rippner, 2014). Traditional single-agency approaches have proven insufficient to
effectively tackle these multidimensional challenges, as they often fail to recognize the
interdependent nature of educational disparities (Voets et al., 2021). This limitation has prompted
growing recognition that inter-agency collaboration and multi-stakeholder partnerships may offer
more effective pathways to promoting educational equity (Ainscow, 2020).

A systematic examination of inter-organizational collaboration literature suggests significant
limitations when applied to developing-country contexts. Early collaboration theory, rooted in
Western organizational environments, emphasized formal coordination mechanisms and resource
dependency relationships (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978; Powell, 1990). Gray's (1991) influential
framework identified three collaboration phases—problem-setting, direction-setting, and
implementation—but assumed relatively stable institutional environments and adequate
organizational capacity. Empirical applications in developing countries revealed fundamental
limitations, with studies from Sub-Saharan Africa (Bratton, 1992; Ostrom, 2009) demonstrating that
formal coordination mechanisms often failed due to weak institutional frameworks and resource
constraints. Research from Latin America (Tendler, 1997; Evans, 1996) showed that successful
collaboration required adaptation to informal networks and hierarchical governance structures that
existing frameworks inadequately addressed. Research in Southeast Asian contexts suggests that
successful inter-organizational collaboration requires adapting Western theoretical models to
account for hierarchical organizational cultures, the importance of informal networks, and
government-led coordination mechanisms (Chandra & Hillegersberg, 2022). However, existing
collaboration theories primarily derive from experiences in developed countries. They may not
adequately address the institutional realities of developing economies, particularly in the education
sector, where multiple government agencies, international organizations, and civil society actors
must coordinate across different governance levels.

Educational equity literature suggests that general frameworks inadequately address sector-
specific collaboration challenges. UNESCO's Global Monitoring Reports (2015, 2020) consistently
identify coordination failures as primary barriers to achieving the Education for All goals, while Rose's
(2009) comparative analysis across 15 developing countries found that educational partnerships
require specialized coordination mechanisms to address teacher deployment, curriculum
development, and infrastructure provision simultaneously. Research on educational equity in
developing countries identifies coordination as a persistent challenge, with studies from similar
middle-income countries demonstrating that fragmented approaches limit impact, as agencies often
work in parallel rather than synergistically (Hanushek & Woessmann, 2015). Evidence suggests that
effective coordination requires shared problem identification across agencies, complementary
resource allocation mechanisms, and joint monitoring systems that enable collective learning
(Fiszbein & Schady, 2009). Recent studies from similar middle-income countries provide relevant
insights but reveal persistent gaps. Research on Brazil's education partnerships (Ferreira et al., 2016)
demonstrates that federal-state-municipal coordination requires explicit attention to variations in
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capacity across governance levels. Mexican case studies (Santibafiez, 2005) showed that civil society
integration enhanced partnership effectiveness when organizations possessed complementary
rather than similar capabilities. Recent studies from Thailand and similar contexts demonstrate that
successful educational partnerships require systematic stakeholder mapping to identify both formal
and informal actors, conflict-resolution mechanisms that respect hierarchical relationships, and
graduated participation structures that accommodate varying organizational capacities (Epstein et
al., 2018; Pilz, 2016).

Multi-stakeholder participation theory, building on Freeman's (1984) stakeholder framework,
emphasizes the inclusion of diverse actors in policy formulation and implementation. In developing
country education contexts, evidence suggests that effective multi-stakeholder approaches must
address specific challenges, including power imbalances between international and local actors,
coordination costs in resource-constrained environments, and capacity limitations among civil
society organizations (Rose, 2009). Neither pure collaboration theory nor stakeholder theory
adequately addresses educational contexts in developing countries. Resource dependency theory
suggests organizations collaborate when they lack sufficient resources to achieve objectives
independently (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978), while network theory emphasizes how inter-organizational
relationships create value through information sharing and resource pooling (Powell, 1990).
However, collaboration theory offers valuable insights into coordination. However, it assumes
institutional stability and resource adequacy, while stakeholder theory addresses participation and
inclusion but inadequately addresses the dramatic capacity disparities common in developing
countries, where government agencies, international organizations, and civil society actors possess
vastly different resources and capabilities.

This study addresses these knowledge gaps by exploring how inter-organizational collaboration
theory (Gray, 1991) might be integrated with multi-stakeholder participation theory (Freeman, 1984)
and adapted for educational contexts in developing countries. This theoretical exploration is
necessary because educational equity challenges in developing countries require both effective
coordination mechanisms and inclusive participation frameworks that account for varying
organizational capacities. The study pursues two primary research objectives: first, to analyze the
roles and collaborative patterns of agencies involved in promoting educational equity across different
institutional sectors in Thailand, and second, to develop a preliminary conceptual framework for
multi-stakeholder partnerships that could enhance coordination effectiveness in educational equity
initiatives in developing-country contexts.

The theoretical foundation explores how collaboration and stakeholder theories might be
integrated to address constraints in developing countries. Drawing on collaboration theory, the
exploration incorporates shared problem identification adapted to contexts of educational inequality,
resource-sharing mechanisms suited to resource-constrained environments, and coordination
processes that respect organizational autonomy while enabling collective action. Within stakeholder
theory, the framework includes stakeholder mapping that encompasses informal actors and
community networks, participation mechanisms adapted to hierarchical organizational cultures, and
accountability frameworks that operate across different governance levels. Based on this theoretical
exploration, the study develops three conceptual propositions that guide the empirical investigation:
first, that effective educational equity partnerships in developing countries may require coordination
mechanisms that enable collective action while preserving organizational autonomy and comparative
advantages; second, that multi-stakeholder participation might enhance partnership effectiveness
when participation mechanisms are graduated to accommodate varying organizational capacities
and cultural preferences for hierarchical engagement; and third, that sustainable partnerships in
resource-constrained contexts may require explicit linkage between resource sharing arrangements
and capacity development initiatives.
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Thailand provides a compelling context for this investigation as a middle-income developing
country that exemplifies persistent educational inequality challenges and has established multiple
specialized agencies focused on educational equity, creating opportunities to study inter-agency
collaboration dynamics. The country's decentralized governance structure, which combines national
ministries with local administrative organizations, provides insights into multi-level coordination
challenges common across developing countries with similar institutional arrangements (Mirzania et
al., 2019; Quist, 2017). Thailand's constitutional monarchy creates specific governance dynamics that
emphasize hierarchy and consensus-building, representing cultural factors relevant to many Asian
developing Asian countries. The significance of this research extends across both theoretical and
practical dimensions. Theoretically, the study contributes to the inter-organizational collaboration
literature by examining how coordination mechanisms operate in resource-constrained educational
contexts, where multiple government agencies, civil society organizations, and private sector actors
must align their efforts despite capacity disparities. The research explores how stakeholder
participation can be structured across multiple governance levels simultaneously while
accommodating variations in organizational capacity. Practically, the study offers preliminary insights
for developing multi-stakeholder partnerships that leverage complementary organizational
capabilities while addressing coordination challenges commonly faced in developing economies. The
emerging framework provides initial guidance for policymakers and practitioners designing
educational equity initiatives that require sustained inter-organizational collaboration. However,
further validation and adaptation would be necessary before broader implementation.

Objectives

1. To analyze the roles and collaborative patterns of agencies involved in educational equity
promotion across different institutional sectors in Thailand

2. To develop a preliminary conceptual framework for multi-stakeholder partnerships that might
enhance coordination effectiveness in educational equity initiatives within developing country
contexts.

2. Literature Review

This section develops an operational framework for multi-stakeholder coordination in
educational equity contexts by first examining existing international partnership models and their
limitations in developing-country settings. The analysis reveals critical gaps in current frameworks,
particularly their inadequate treatment of capacity disparities, resource constraints, and cultural
factors prevalent in developing economies. Building on this critique, the section presents an
integrated theoretical model that synthesizes collaboration and stakeholder theories and is adapted
specifically for resource-constrained educational contexts.

Despite extensive research on educational partnerships, significant gaps remain in
understanding the dynamics of multi-stakeholder coordination. Current studies predominantly focus
on bilateral partnerships rather than on complex multi-actor networks (Brinkerhoff, 2002; Harriss,
2007), with limited longitudinal analysis of the evolution of coordination and insufficient attention to
informal mechanisms that enable stakeholder collaboration (Ansell & Gash, 2008; Camps & Marques,
2014). This study addresses these gaps by examining multi-stakeholder networks in educational
equity contexts, analyzing both formal coordination structures and informal relationship-building
processes that influence the effectiveness of collaboration over time.

Furthermore, existing literature provides limited longitudinal analysis of how coordination
mechanisms evolve through stakeholder learning and adaptation processes. Most studies offer cross-
sectional snapshots rather than examining the dynamic processes through which coordination
patterns develop and change over time (Thompson & Davis, 2022). Additionally, current research
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gives insufficient attention to informal coordination mechanisms—such as relationship-building
processes, trust development, and cultural factors—that operate alongside formal partnership
structures and significantly influence coordination effectiveness (Wilson et al., 2023). This study
addresses these critical gaps by examining comprehensive stakeholder networks in educational
equity initiatives, providing insights into both formal and informal coordination mechanisms and their
evolution over time through systematic analysis of multi-actor dynamics in resource-constrained
contexts.

The proposed three-mechanism framework addresses the identified limitations by employing
interconnected coordination mechanisms that preserve organizational autonomy while enabling
collective action across multiple governance levels.

2.1. Existing Multi-stakeholder Partnership Models
2.1.1. International Framework Analysis

The OECD Partnership Framework. The OECD's (2016) multi-stakeholder partnership framework
emphasizes shared governance, joint accountability, and resource pooling. However, applications in
developing countries (Morocco, Jordan, Turkey) revealed implementation challenges, including
capacity disparities among partners and coordination costs exceeding benefits for smaller
organizations.

The World Bank's Multi-Stakeholder Approach. The World Bank's stakeholder engagement
framework emphasizes inclusive participation and systematic consultation as core principles for
project implementation. Research across multiple developing countries demonstrates that while this
framework effectively identifies stakeholder concerns and expectations, significant challenges
remain in translating participatory insights into improved coordination among project partners.
Studies conducted in Bangladesh and Vietnam reveal that the World Bank's engagement processes
successfully capture stakeholder needs and concerns, particularly in the health and education sectors
(Jabeen et al., 2024; Rahman et al., 2022). These initiatives demonstrate the framework's capacity to
gather comprehensive stakeholder input during project planning phases. Despite successful
stakeholder identification, practical implementation faces substantial obstacles. Leadership changes
frequently disrupt continuity of stakeholder involvement, while translating engagement insights into
actionable policy changes often fails to enhance coordination among participating organizations
(Holcomb et al., 2021; Jabeen et al., 2024). This gap between improvements in participation and
coordination represents a critical weakness in current approaches. Effective stakeholder engagement
requires continuous dialogue and iterative feedback mechanisms rather than one-time consultations
(Bell-Brown et al., 2022). The World Bank promotes the establishment of ongoing feedback loops to
refine strategies and strengthen relationships over time, acknowledging that engagement must be
adaptable to changing contexts (Forsythe et al., 2019). While the World Bank's multi-stakeholder
approach shows promise in identifying concerns, its limited success in translating participation into
improved coordination highlights the need for enhanced strategies that better integrate stakeholder
insights into operational frameworks (Lyulyov et al., 2023).

USAID's Local Capacity Strengthening (LCS) Policy emphasizes local ownership and adaptive
management through collaborative approaches (U.S. Agency for International Development, n.d.).
The policy is built on seven mutually reinforcing principles that guide effective programming and
equitable partnerships, including starting with local systems, strengthening diverse capacities
through varied approaches, and planning for performance improvement in collaboration with local
partners. The framework builds upon existing strengths of local actors and systems while responding
to dynamic local priorities.
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2.1.2. Framework Limitations and Adaptation Requirements
Systematic comparison suggests that existing frameworks inadequately address:

Capacity Assumptions: Most frameworks assume relatively uniform organizational capacity,
inadequately addressing the dramatic capability variations common in developing countries

Resource Integration: Existing models focus on resource sharing mechanisms but provide limited
guidance on addressing resource scarcity constraints

Cultural Adaptation: Frameworks developed in Western contexts may not adequately account
for hierarchical organizational cultures and informal network importance in many developing
countries

Multi-level Coordination: Current models inadequately address coordination across multiple
governance levels (national, regional, local) simultaneously

2.2. Integrated Theoretical Model Development
2.2.1. Theoretical Synthesis Approach

The study develops an integrated framework that combines Gray's (1991) collaboration phases
with Freeman's (1984) stakeholder principles, adapted through insights from developing-country
studies. The integration addresses identified gaps by incorporating graduated participation
mechanisms that accommodate varying organizational capacities, resource-capacity linkage that
integrates collaboration coordination with explicit capacity development, multi-level coordination
that extends Gray's framework to address simultaneous coordination across governance levels, and
cultural adaptation that incorporates insights from Asian organizational culture studies.

2.2. Three-Mechanism Framework

The integrated framework proposes three interconnected coordination mechanisms addressing
identified limitations:

Integrated Policy Coordination: Combines Gray's direction-setting phase with graduated
stakeholder input mechanisms that respect hierarchical relationships while enabling inclusive
participation

Collaborative Resource Management: Links resource dependency principles with capacity-
differentiated allocation approaches that address resource scarcity while building organizational
capabilities

Cross-sector Capacity Development: Integrates coordination learning with stakeholder capacity
enhancement to ensure sustainable partnership effectiveness

This framework extends the existing literature by providing a systematic approach to multi-
stakeholder coordination that explicitly addresses constraints in developing countries while
maintaining theoretical rigor grounded in established collaboration and stakeholder theories.

2.3. Framework Positioning and Novel Contributions

The theoretical integration represents a novel contribution by addressing the gap between
general collaboration theories and sector-specific applications for promoting educational equity in
developing-country contexts. Unlike existing frameworks that assume institutional stability and
resource adequacy, this integrated approach explicitly accounts for capacity disparities, resource
constraints, and cultural factors that characterize contexts in developing economies.

The integration of these theoretical elements and empirical insights from developing-country
contexts yields the operational framework illustrated in Figure 1. This framework demonstrates how
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the three coordination mechanisms—integrated policy coordination, collaborative resource
management, and cross-sector capacity development—function as interconnected components
within a multi-stakeholder partnership system. The framework explicitly incorporates the cultural,
institutional, and resource realities of developing-country educational contexts while maintaining
theoretical rigor grounded in established collaboration and stakeholder theories. Figure 1 visualizes
these relationships and provides a foundation for understanding how multi-stakeholder partnerships
might operate effectively in resource-constrained environments where traditional coordination
approaches have proven insufficient.

d Multi-Stakeholder Coordination Fi k for Educational Equity in Developing Countries

Multi-level Coordination

Existing Framework Limitations

OECD (2016):High coordination costs, capacity disparities Integrated Theoretical Foundation
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Figure 1. Conceptual framework
3. Methodology
3.1. Research Design and Strategic Case Selection
3.1.1. Case Study Approach and Theoretical Justification.

This study employed a qualitative case study approach to examine patterns of multi-stakeholder
collaboration to promote educational equity in Thailand. The case study methodology was selected
for its capacity to provide rich, contextual understanding of complex social phenomena within real-
world settings (Stake, 1995; Yin, 2018). Given the exploratory nature of multi-stakeholder
coordination mechanisms in educational equity contexts, qualitative methodology provided the
flexibility necessary to identify emergent themes and develop theoretical insights grounded in
empirical evidence (Creswell & Poth, 2018).

3.1.2. Strategic Case Selection Rationale.

Thailand serves as a strategic case (Seawright & Gerring, 2008) representing middle-income
developing countries facing persistent educational inequality challenges while maintaining multiple
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specialized agencies focused on educational equity. This selection aligns with the study's theoretical
framework development objectives for several critical reasons:

Theoretical Representativeness: Thailand exemplifies the theoretical conditions identified in the
integrated framework - it possesses multiple agencies with varying capacities (exploring
coordination-autonomy dynamics), operates across multiple governance levels (examining graduated
participation patterns), and faces resource constraints while maintaining established institutions
(investigating resource-capacity integration possibilities). This configuration creates suitable
conditions for exploring how the balance of coordination-autonomy, graduated participation, and
resource-capacity integration might function in practice.

Institutional Complexity: Thailand's educational governance structure includes national
ministries (the Ministry of Education [MOE] and the Ministry of Social Development and Human
Security [MSDHS]), specialized coordination agencies (the Equitable Education Fund), local
administrative organizations, and active civil society sectors. This multi-stakeholder configuration
provides the institutional complexity necessary to examine inter-organizational collaboration
dynamics across different organizational types and governance levels, directly addressing the study's
focus on multi-stakeholder partnerships.

Developing Country Representativeness: As a middle-income developing country, Thailand
shares characteristics with similar economies facing educational equity challenges - decentralized
governance systems, resource allocation disparities between urban and rural areas, and coordination
challenges between national and local agencies. The country's experience offers insights that may be
transferable to other middle-income developing countries with comparable institutional
arrangements.

Cultural and Governance Context: Thailand's constitutional monarchy creates governance
dynamics that emphasize hierarchy and consensus-building, reflecting cultural factors relevant to
many developing Asian countries. These characteristics enable examination of how hierarchical
organizational cultures affect multi-stakeholder collaboration and address the cultural adaptation
requirements identified in the theoretical framework.

Policy Innovation Context: Thailand has established specialized institutions (particularly the
Equitable Education Fund) specifically designed to coordinate educational equity efforts across
multiple agencies. This institutional innovation provides opportunities for studying coordination
mechanisms, resource-sharing arrangements, and capacity development initiatives in practice.

Data Accessibility: Thailand's relatively open governance system and established research
infrastructure enabled comprehensive data collection from government, civil society, and private-
sector stakeholders, ensuring a robust empirical foundation for framework development.

3.1.3. Case Boundaries and Scope.

The study focuses on inter-organizational collaboration to promote educational equity within
Thailand's formal education system, examining coordination among agencies serving school-age
populations (ages 6-18). The temporal scope covers collaboration patterns from 2015 to 2023,
capturing the period following the Equitable Education Fund's establishment and enabling
assessment of the evolution of coordination over time.

Geographic scope includes national-level coordination mechanisms and implementation across
three representative regions: Bangkok (urban, resource-rich), Northeastern Thailand/Isaan (rural,
resource-constrained), and Southern Thailand (mixed urban-rural, ethnically diverse). This
geographic variation enables examination of how coordination 2025mechanisms function across
different resource and demographic contexts.
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3.2. Sampling Strategy and Participant Selection
3.2.1. Theoretically-Informed Sampling Framework.

The study used purposive sampling as the primary strategy, supplemented by snowball sampling
to ensure comprehensive representation of stakeholders across Thailand's educational equity
landscape. Sampling decisions were guided by the theoretical framework's emphasis on multi-
stakeholder coordination across varying organizational capacities and governance levels.

Theoretical Sampling Criteria: Participants were selected to represent the theoretical categories
identified in the integrated framework: coordination Actors: Representatives from agencies with
formal coordination responsibilities, resource Providers: Organizations contributing financial, human,
or technical resources, implementation Actors: Agencies responsible for direct service delivery,
beneficiary Representatives: Community and civil society actors representing target populations,
cross-level Connectors: Individuals with experience across multiple governance levels.

3.2.2. Stakeholder Categorization and Selection Logic

The participants comprised various stakeholders across multiple organizational contexts and
governance levels, enabling a thorough examination of multi-stakeholder coordination mechanisms
in educational equity initiatives. The breakdown of participants by sector and role is as follows:

Government Sector (n=16): Selected proportionally to reflect the number of agencies involved
in educational equity initiatives, with representation from national ministries (MOE, MSDHS), regional
offices, and local administrative organizations. Selection prioritized officials with strategic decision-
making authority and multi-agency coordination experience.

Equitable Education Fund Representatives (n=8): Comprehensive coverage of EEF's specialized
coordination role, including executives, program managers, and field coordinators. This group
provides insights into the functions and challenges of specialized coordination agencies.

Private Sector Participants (n=5): While limited in number, selection focused on corporations
with substantial educational CSR programs and experience collaborating with government agencies,
ensuring representation of business perspectives on partnership dynamics.

Academic Experts (n=4): Educational policy researchers and evaluation specialists with direct
experience studying or evaluating multi-stakeholder educational initiatives in Thailand, providing
analytical perspectives on coordination effectiveness.

Implementation-Level Actors (n=6): School administrators and teachers with direct experience
managing multi-agency coordination at the service delivery level, representing implementation
perspectives often overlooked in policy-focused studies.

Civil Society and Community Representatives (n=25): The largest group, due to geographic
diversity and a range of organizational types across Thailand's educational landscape. Selection
prioritized organizations with sustained educational equity engagement and experience collaborating
with government agencies.

This comprehensive participant selection, totaling 64 individuals, ensured representation across
multiple organizational contexts and governance levels, enabling thorough examination of multi-
stakeholder coordination mechanisms in educational equity initiatives.

3.2.3. Theoretical Saturation and Validation.

Data collection continued systematically until theoretical saturation was reached, using a
structured process to ensure comprehensive theme development. The saturation process was guided
by the theoretical framework's three conceptual propositions:
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Coordination-Autonomy Patterns: Initial interviews (n=45) identified the primary coordination
mechanisms and autonomy-preservation strategies across stakeholder groups. Additional interviews
(n=18) examined the consistency of patterns across different organizational contexts and geographic
regions.

Participation Mechanism Variations: The sampling strategy specifically sought participants
representing different levels of organizational capacity to explore graduated participation
mechanisms. Final interviews (n=60-63) confirmed that no new participation patterns or capacity-
accommodation approaches had emerged.

Resource-Capacity Linkage Examples: Data collection explicitly sought examples of resource
sharing combined with capacity development initiatives. Theoretical saturation was achieved when
additional interviews yielded no new mechanisms linking resource allocation with organizational
capacity enhancement.

3.3. Data Collection Procedures
3.3.1. Multi-Method Data Collection Strategy

Semi-Structured Interviews: Primary data collection method using interview protocols developed
specifically for different stakeholder categories while maintaining consistency in core questions
addressing collaboration patterns, coordination challenges, and partnership recommendations.
Interview guides incorporated open-ended questions designed to elicit detailed narratives about
inter-agency experiences, specific examples of coordination successes and failures, and stakeholder
perspectives on potential improvement mechanisms.

Document Analysis: Systematic collection and analysis of policy documents, organizational
reports, program evaluations, and inter-agency agreements related to educational equity initiatives.
Documents were systematically collected from government agencies, civil society organizations, and
academic institutions to provide contextual information that supports interview findings and enables
triangulation of data sources.

Meeting Documentation Analysis: Systematic analysis of publicly available meeting minutes,
coordination committee reports, and inter-agency documentation to supplement interview accounts
with documented evidence of coordination processes, decision-making patterns, and collaboration
challenges as recorded in official proceedings.

3.3.2. Interview Implementation

All interviews were conducted by trained researchers fluent in both Thai and English and lasted
between 45 and 90 minutes, depending on participant availability and response depth. Interviews
were audio-recorded with explicit participant consent and transcribed verbatim in the original
language. For interviews conducted in Thai, transcripts were translated into English by certified
translators and verified through back-translation procedures to ensure accuracy and preserve
meaning.

Interview scheduling accommodated participants' organizational contexts and cultural
preferences, with government officials typically interviewed in formal office settings. In contrast,
community representatives were interviewed at community centers or in informal settings where
they felt comfortable expressing candid views on collaboration challenges.

3.4. Data Analysis Framework

3.4.1. Theory-Guided Thematic Analysis
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Data analysis followed systematic thematic analysis procedures adapted for exploratory
qualitative research (Braun & Clarke, 2006). The analysis process was guided by the study's three
conceptual propositions while remaining open to emergent themes that might extend or challenge
the theoretical framework.

Phase 1 - Data Familiarization: Multiple readings of transcripts with attention to coordination
mechanisms, participation patterns, and resource-capacity linkages identified in the theoretical
framework.

Phase 2 - Theory-Informed Coding: Initial code generation using both deductive codes derived
from conceptual propositions and inductive codes emerging from data patterns.

Phase 3 - Conceptual Exploration: Systematic analysis of coded data to explore support for
conceptual propositions while identifying contradictory evidence or framework limitations.

Phase 4 - Framework Refinement: Integration of empirical findings with the theoretical
framework to develop the preliminary three-mechanism coordination model.

3.4.2. Cross-Stakeholder Pattern Analysis

The analysis explicitly examined coordination patterns across stakeholder types to identify
common experiences and divergent perspectives. This approach enabled assessment of whether
coordination mechanisms functioned similarly across organizational types or required stakeholder-
specific adaptations.

Organizational Capacity Analysis: Systematic comparison of coordination experiences across
high-capacity (government ministries, large NGOs) and low-capacity (community organizations, rural
schools) stakeholders to explore graduated participation possibilities.

Governance Level Analysis: Examination of coordination patterns at national, regional, and local
levels to assess multi-level coordination requirements and mechanismes.

3.5. Validation and Quality Assurance
3.5.1. Multiple Validation Procedures

Data Triangulation: Comparison of information across stakeholder groups and between
interview and document sources to verify findings and identify potential biases in stakeholder
accounts.

Investigator Triangulation: Multiple researchers involved in coding and interpretation processes,
with systematic discussion of divergent interpretations and consensus-building around final themes.

Member Checking: Key findings shared with selected participants from each stakeholder
category to verify interpretation accuracy and gain additional insights into coordination dynamics.

Conceptual Validation: Systematic assessment of empirical findings against conceptual
propositions to identify supporting evidence, contradictory patterns, and framework refinement
needs.

3.5.2. Inter-rater Reliability

Two researchers independently coded all transcripts using NVivo software to ensure coding
consistency. Cohen's kappa coefficient was calculated to assess coding reliability, yielding an
acceptable value (k = 0.82) for the final coding framework. Disagreements were resolved through
discussion and, when necessary, consultation with a third researcher.
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3.6. Ethical Considerations and Study Limitations
3.6.1. Ethical Procedures

This study received ethical approval from the Institutional Review Board for Research Ethics in
Human Subjects, Srinakharinwirot University (Certificate No. SWUEC-056/2566, dated July 24, 2023).
The research protocol was reviewed and approved prior to data collection to ensure compliance with
ethical standards for social science research involving human participants.

All participants provided informed consent before participating in interviews, with explicit
permission to audio-record and use the data in research publications. Participant confidentiality was
maintained throughout the study by using pseudonyms and removing organizational identifiers from
direct quotations. Data collection procedures adhered to established guidelines for protecting
participant privacy and ensuring voluntary participation

3.6.2. Methodological Limitations

Single-Country Focus: Limits the cross-cultural generalizability of findings, though theoretical
insights may be transferable to similar developing-country contexts with appropriate adaptation.

Cross-Sectional Design: Captures collaboration patterns at one time point but cannot assess
partnership evolution or sustainability over extended periods.

Stakeholder Self-Reports: Reliance on participants' accounts may introduce social desirability
bias, particularly regarding claims about organizational effectiveness, though triangulation
procedures help mitigate this limitation.

Limited Private Sector Representation: Five private-sector participants may underrepresent
business perspectives on educational equity partnerships, reflecting the relatively limited private-
sector engagement in Thailand's educational equity landscape.

The study's methodological approach provides a robust empirical foundation for the
development of a preliminary framework while acknowledging the inherent limitations of qualitative
case study research in complex, multi-stakeholder contexts.

4, Results

This section presents findings from a comprehensive stakeholder analysis involving participants
from five institutional categories, conducted through interviews and focus group discussions. The
analysis employed thematic coding and cross-case pattern identification to reveal coordination
dynamics within Thailand's educational equity ecosystem, using theoretical saturation principles and
structured data collection to ensure comprehensive theme development.

4.1. Multi-Stakeholder Landscape and Collaboration Dynamics

Analysis revealed five primary institutional actors engaged in educational equity coordination,
each contributing distinct capabilities and operating within specific constraints:

Table 1. Institutional Roles and Capabilities in the Educational Equity System

Institution Primary Role Key Capabilities Main Constraints

Government Policy framework National policy setting, Implementation

Sector development and resource allocation, disparities between
strategic coordination inter-agency urban and rural
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Institution Primary Role Key Capabilities Main Constraints
across educational coordination contexts,
equity initiatives, mechanisms, and bureaucratic silos,
ministries (MOE, regulatory authority and coordination
MSDHS), regional complexity
offices, and local
administrative
organizations

Equitable Specialized Data-driven targeting, Coordination

Education Fund

coordination hub with
comprehensive
coverage, including

systematic
coordination
approaches, multi-

complexity across
diverse agency
requirements and

executives, program stakeholder procedures,
managers, and field coordination resource
coordinators experience, and distribution
resource allocation challenges
expertise
Private Sector Resource contribution Innovation capacity, Limited

through CSR programs
and educational
initiatives targeting
educational equity
partnerships

financial resources,
flexible
implementation
approaches, and
business expertise

coordination
experience with
government
agencies, and
understanding of
fragmented
procedures
understanding

Academic Analytical perspective Research Limited direct
Experts and evaluation methodologies, implementation
expertise in educational theoretical experience,
policy research and frameworks, potential theory-
multi-stakeholder independent practice gaps in
coordination assessment coordination
capabilities, analytical dynamics
perspectives
Implementation-  Direct service delivery Grassroots community Variable

Level Actors &
Civil Society
Representatives

coordination and
community
engagement with
sustained educational
equity engagement
experience

knowledge, direct
service experience,
local context
understanding, diverse
organizational
perspectives

organizational
capacity, resource
constraints,
coordination
experience gaps,
and geographic
diversity challenges
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Table 1 demonstrates that the institutional landscape constitutes a complex adaptive system
characterized by functional differentiation and interdependence. Three critical analytical patterns
emerge from this stakeholder categorization, representing diverse organizational types across
Thailand's educational landscape:

Resource Asymmetry and Scale Variation: The substantial representation of civil society and
community representatives, relative to private-sector participants, reflects the extensive community-
based implementation structure, in which resource disparities and variations in organizational
capacity create systematic coordination challenges that compound across the educational equity
pipeline.

Institutional Complementarity and Specialization: Each stakeholder category demonstrates
distinct comparative advantages—government sector policy authority, EEF's specialized coordination
expertise, private sector innovation and resources, academic analytical capabilities, and
implementation actors' community knowledge. This distribution suggests coordination effectiveness
through leveraging complementary capabilities rather than attempting institutional homogenization.

Coordination Experience Disparities: Despite EEF's institutional design as a coordination hub with
comprehensive coverage capabilities and implementation actors' extensive field experience,
coordination challenges persist across all categories. This indicates that effective coordination
requires systemic solutions beyond individual agency expertise, supporting meta-governance
approaches.

4.2. Coordination Challenge Patterns

Three dominant challenge patterns emerged consistently across all stakeholder categories,
representing systematic coordination barriers rather than isolated incidents through the structured
data collection process:

Table 2. Coordination Challenge Patterns and Systemic Impacts

Challenge Description Systemic Impact Representative
Pattern Stakeholder Evidence
Procedural Distinct administrative Increased Private-sector

Fragmentation

requirements and
communication
protocols across
agencies create
coordination
complexity.

transaction costs,
reduced partnership
efficiency, and a
barrier to resource-
sharing initiatives

representatives
consistently identified
navigation difficulties
across multiple agencies
requirements and
procedures.

Resource
Distribution
Asymmetries

Geographic and
institutional capacity
disparities affecting
partnership
effectiveness and
equity outcomes

Cumulative
disadvantage
amplification,
unequal access to
coordination
benefits, systematic
exclusion patterns

Implementation-level
actors emphasized
inadequate resource
support despite multiple
agency engagements,
particularly in rural
contexts.

Monitoring
System
Disconnection

Fragmented evaluation
systems with limited
cross-agency learning

Reduced collective
adaptation capacity,
parallel assessment

Academic experts and
evaluation specialists
identified the lack of joint
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Challenge Description Systemic Impact Representative
Pattern Stakeholder Evidence
and joint impact inefficiency, and assessment frameworks
assessment missed coordination to improve educational
opportunities. equity.

Table 2 reveals that these challenge patterns reflect deeper structural issues in multi-stakeholder
governance systems. The analysis identifies three interconnected coordination failure mechanisms
that emerged through the thematic analysis process:

Bureaucratic Silos Effect: Each agency's distinct procedures represent rational responses to its
specific mandates and accountability systems. However, this creates a collective action problem in
which individually rational behavior produces collectively inefficient outcomes—a classic
coordination dilemma that requires meta-governance solutions, as evidenced consistently across
government sector participants and EEF representatives.

Cumulative Disadvantage Amplification: Resource asymmetries compound through the system
because coordination mechanisms assume equal partnership capacity. Implementation-level actors
and civil society representatives demonstrated particular awareness of this pattern, in which
organizations face not only resource scarcity but also a reduced ability to navigate multiple agency
requirements, leading to systematic exclusion from coordination benefits.

Information Asymmetry Loops: Fragmented monitoring systems prevent collective learning and
adaptation. Without shared evaluation frameworks, agencies cannot identify successful coordination
patterns or adapt their approaches based on collective outcomes, perpetuating ineffective practices.
This pattern was emphasized particularly by academic experts and EEF representatives with their
analytical and coordination perspectives.

These mechanisms suggest that effective coordination requires simultaneous intervention
across procedural, resource, and information dimensions rather than addressing each challenge
independently, supporting the need for comprehensive coordination framework development.

4.3. Framework Mechanism Development

Stakeholder recommendations revealed three interconnected coordination mechanisms that
emerged through systematic pattern analysis of solution-oriented responses across all participant
categories:

Table 3. Coordination Framework Mechanisms and Implementation Strategies

Mechanism Core Components Implementation Expected Coordination
Approach Outcomes
Integrated Joint planning Differentiated Aligned strategic
Policy processes, shared approaches: formal direction while
Coordination objective national-level preserving
development, inter- coordination organizational
agency consultation mechanisms combined autonomy, reduced
protocols, and with flexible procedural
graduated community-level fragmentation, and
arrangements
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Mechanism

Core Components

Implementation
Approach

Expected Coordination
Outcomes

participation
mechanisms.

enhanced policy
coherence

Collaborative
Resource
Management

Strategic resource
pooling, technology
platform integration,
graduated support
systems, capacity-
responsive allocation
mechanisms

EEF coordination hub
model, private sector
expertise contribution,
multi-agency resource
coordination with
explicit equity focus

Maximized collective
impact with enhanced
organizational
capabilities, addressed
resource asymmetries,
and improved
coordination efficiency

Cross-Sector
Capacity

Joint learning
architecture, shared

Collaborative training
programs, peer-to-peer

Enhanced coordination
capabilities across

Development evaluation learning networks, partner organizations,
integration, collective integrated assessment improved collective
knowledge protocols, systematic adaptation, and
management, knowledge sharing strengthened

standardized
coordination metrics.

partnership
sustainability.

Table 3 demonstrates that the proposed mechanisms align with coordination theory while
addressing contextual constraints identified within Thailand's educational equity ecosystem. Each
mechanism targets specific coordination failures through theoretically-grounded interventions
validated by stakeholder experiences:

Policy Coordination as Meta-Governance: Addresses procedural fragmentation through what
coordination scholars term 'governance of governance'—creating shared frameworks that
coordinate agency coordination efforts without constraining organizational autonomy. The
differentiated approach emerged particularly among government-sector participants, who
emphasized the need for flexibility across governance levels while maintaining effective coordination.

Resource Management as Capacity Building: Transforms resource asymmetries from
coordination barriers into coordination opportunities through graduated support systems. Rather
than assuming equal capacity, this approach explicitly addresses capacity variations while building
long-term partnership capabilities. EEF representatives particularly emphasized their potential role
as coordination hubs, leveraging data-driven targeting capabilities.

Capacity Development as Collective Learning: Establishes shared evaluation frameworks that
enable system-wide adaptation and improvement. Joint learning architecture creates feedback loops
that allow the coordination system to evolve based on collective experience, addressing the
information asymmetry problem identified by academic experts and emphasized across
implementation-level participants and civil society representatives.

The interconnected design reflects stakeholders' recognition that coordination challenges are
systemic rather than isolated, requiring comprehensive rather than piecemeal solutions, which
emerged through the theoretical saturation process.
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4.4. Implementation Considerations

Analysis revealed critical factors for successful framework implementation that reflect broader
theoretical principles of institutional change and coordination governance, emerging consistently
across participant responses:

Autonomy Preservation Requirements: Coordination mechanisms must enhance rather than
replace existing organizational capabilities and institutional mandates

Capacity Accommodation Needs: Framework requires flexible engagement approaches that
accommodate varying organizational capacities and resource constraints

Cultural Adaptation Factors: Coordination mechanisms must respect hierarchical organizational
relationships while enabling inclusive multi-stakeholder participation

These implementation considerations reflect institutional theory insights about the conditions
necessary for coordination mechanism sustainability in complex organizational environments,
particularly evident across different stakeholder categories:

Institutional Logic Compatibility: Each organization operates within established institutional
logics—taken-for-granted assumptions about appropriate structures and behaviors. Coordination
mechanisms that conflict with these logics face resistance regardless of their technical merit.
Government-sector participants particularly emphasized preserving autonomy to ensure that
coordination enhances rather than threatens organizational identity and legitimacy.

Absorptive Capacity Recognition: Organizations vary significantly in their ability to absorb new
coordination practices, depending on their existing capabilities, resources, and experience.
Implementation-level actors and civil society representatives showed marked variation in
coordination experience, necessitating graduated engagement approaches that prevent
coordination overload while building capacity for deeper involvement over time.

Cultural Embeddedness: Coordination occurs within specific cultural contexts that shape
interaction patterns and power relationships. The emphasis on hierarchical respect, combined with
inclusive participation, emerged across all stakeholder categories, reflecting Thai cultural values while
enabling effective multi-stakeholder engagement through culturally responsive coordination design.

These theoretical foundations suggest that successful coordination requires simultaneous
attention to institutional, organizational, and cultural factors, rather than focusing solely on technical
coordination mechanisms, as evidenced through the comprehensive stakeholder analysis process.

4.5. Framework Synthesis and Validation

Table 4. Framework Synthesis and Theoretical Implications

Framework Key Finding Validation Evidence Theoretical
Element Implication
Mechanism All three Consistent stakeholder Reflects systems
Interconnection coordination emphasis across thinking—
mechanisms require categories on integrated coordination
simultaneous approaches: policy effectiveness
attention rather than  coordination enables emerges from
sequential resource management mechanism
implementation. effectiveness, capacity interaction and

synergy rather than
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Framework Key Finding Validation Evidence Theoretical
Element Implication
development supports individual
sustainability mechanism strength
Contextual Framework flexibility Consistent participant Supports
Adaptation is essential for emphasis across all institutional
accommodating stakeholder categorieson  theory—

varying institutional
contexts and
organizational
capacities.

graduated
implementation and
cultural sensitivity
requirements

coordination
mechanisms must
align with local
institutional logics
and organizational
capabilities to
achieve
sustainability.

Sustainability

Long-term

Stakeholder

Aligns with capacity

Focus partnership capacity recommendations building theory—
building is prioritized consistently emphasized effective
over short-term self-sustaining coordination
coordination fixes coordination capabilities develops

and dependency
relationships.

and the preservation of
organizational autonomy
across participant
categories.

organizational
capabilities and
system resilience
rather than creating

external
dependencies

Table 4 demonstrates that the framework synthesis reveals a coherent coordination architecture
that addresses both immediate coordination challenges and long-term system sustainability
requirements. Three analytical insights emerge from the comprehensive stakeholder analysis:

Emergent System Properties: The framework demonstrates that effective coordination creates
emergent properties—capabilities that arise from stakeholder interaction and system-level
processes rather than individual organizational capacity. This finding, consistent across all participant
categories, suggests that coordination success should be measured at the system level through
collective outcomes rather than individual agency performance indicators.

Adaptive Governance Architecture: The emphasis on flexibility and contextual adaptation
reflects adaptive governance principles—the ability to adjust coordination approaches in response
to changing conditions and organizational learning. This pattern emerged particularly strongly from
implementation-level participants and civil society representatives who emphasized the need for
responsive coordination mechanisms that accommodate diverse organizational contexts and
capacities.

Capacity-Building Logic: The sustainability focus indicates that stakeholders across all categories
conceptualize coordination as a capability-building process rather than as a resource-distribution
mechanism. This perspective, validated through theoretical saturation, suggests that successful
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coordination should increase rather than decrease organizational autonomy and effectiveness over
time through systematic capacity development.

These insights position the framework within broader theoretical discussions about multi-
stakeholder governance and coordination theory, suggesting that effective educational equity
coordination requires system-level thinking, adaptive governance capabilities, and long-term
institutional development rather than short-term coordination fixes or technical solutions.

The proposed coordination framework represents collective stakeholder insights derived from
comprehensive analysis across five institutional categories, addressing identified coordination
challenges through systematic, culturally responsive mechanisms that preserve organizational
autonomy while enhancing collaborative effectiveness. The analytical foundation demonstrates that
this framework addresses both immediate coordination needs and long-term system sustainability
requirements within Thailand's educational equity ecosystem.

5. Discussion
5.1. Emerging Coordination Patterns

This study suggests potential directions for adapting inter-organizational collaboration
frameworks to developing country educational contexts, contributing to growing literature on
partnership effectiveness in resource-constrained environments (Ansell & Gash, 2008). Three key
patterns emerged from Thailand's multi-stakeholder experience that may inform broader theoretical
and practical understanding of coordination mechanisms in developing economies (Brass, 2018;
Mosse, 2005).

Coordination-Autonomy Balance: Thailand's experience suggests that effective coordination
mechanisms respect organizational independence rather than imposing standardized procedures,
aligning with recent findings on collaborative governance that emphasize adaptive management over
rigid structures (Ansell, 2011; Qvist, 2017). The Equitable Education Fund's facilitative approach
illustrated this dynamic, with one government official noting: "EEF doesn't tell us how to do our job,
but helps us do it better by sharing information and coordinating timing." This pattern indicates that
organizational complementarity may be more valuable than standardization in resource-constrained
contexts (Powell, 1990; Wood & Gray, 1991), potentially challenging assumptions in traditional
collaboration theory about organizational similarity facilitating coordination (Gray, 1989; Chrislip &
Larson, 1994).

Graduated Participation: The multi-level coordination approach demonstrated how participation
mechanisms might accommodate varying organizational capacities, extending recent work on
stakeholder engagement in complex governance systems (Littau et al., 2010; Okoko & Campbell-
Chudoba, 2025). Formal representation operated effectively at the national level, where
organizations possessed institutional resources, while informal networks proved more effective at
the community level, where social capital substituted for formal capacity (Ostrom, 2009). This pattern
suggests potential adaptations to stakeholder theory (Parmar et al., 2010; Donaldson & Preston,
1995), indicating that effective engagement may require graduated approaches that match
participation requirements to organizational capabilities, rather than uniform inclusion mechanisms
traditionally emphasized in Western contexts (Hutchcroft, 2000; Harriss, 2007).

Resource-Capacity Integration Gap: While stakeholders recognized the importance of linking
resource sharing with capacity development, implementation remained inconsistent, reflecting
broader challenges identified in development partnership literature (Kharas, 2008). This gap
highlights a potential limitation in existing frameworks—the assumption that resource availability
automatically enables coordination capacity (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978; Howard et al., 2016). The
Thailand experience suggests that sustainable partnerships may require explicit attention to capacity

https://doi.org/10.22521/edupij.2026.23.72 Published online by Universitepark Press


https://doi.org/10.22521/edupij.2026.23.72

Srikolchan et al. | 20

development alongside resource allocation, supporting recent arguments for capacity-integrated
approaches in developing country contexts (Camps & Marques, 2014; Inemek & Matthyssens, 2013).

5.2. Framework Positioning and Comparative Analysis

The preliminary three-mechanism framework addresses some limitations in existing
international frameworks by explicitly incorporating capacity variations and graduated participation,
contributing to an evolving understanding of partnership design in developing countries (Aunger et
al., 2021; Muijs et al., 2011). The OECD's (2016) emphasis on shared governance appears less suitable
for contexts where capacity disparities preclude uniform structures, consistent with critiques of the
applicability of Western partnership models to developing economies (Bratton, 1992; Tendler, 1997).
The World Bank's consultation-focused approach may inadequately address the translation of
participation into coordination, reflecting broader challenges in stakeholder engagement identified
across development contexts (Rose, 2009; Riehl, 2000). USAID's (2022) local ownership principles
align partially with the autonomy preservation findings, though they may not adequately address the
capacity development requirements emphasized in recent partnership effectiveness literature
(Klewitz & Hansen, 2014; Popa et al., 2015).

The framework's emphasis on organizational complementarity rather than similarity may offer
practical advantages for partnership design in resource-constrained contexts, thereby supporting
network-theory perspectives on inter-organizational value creation (Powell, 1990). However, its
emergence in Thailand's middle-income context may limit its applicability to lower-income countries
(Bigsten & Soéderbom, 2006; Akyeampong et al., 2007), while cultural factors specific to hierarchical
governance systems may affect its transferability across different power distributions (Cooperrider,
2000).

5.3. Critical Assessment of Framework Limitations

While the three-mechanism framework offers potential directions for improving coordination,
several limitations warrant acknowledgment. The framework's emphasis on graduated participation
may inadvertently reinforce existing power imbalances if implementation lacks adequate safeguards,
consistent with critiques of stakeholder engagement approaches that fail to address structural
inequalities (Cornwall & Coelho, 2007; Gaventa, 2009). Organizations with greater capacity might
dominate coordination processes despite mechanisms intended to promote inclusion, particularly if
smaller organizations lack the confidence or skills to engage effectively in formal settings (Cleaver,
2001; Hickey, 2004).

The resource-capacity integration mechanism assumes organizational willingness to invest in
long-term capacity development, which may conflict with immediate operational pressures in
resource-constrained environments (Edwards & Hulme, 1996; Lewis, 2001). Community
organizations facing daily survival challenges may find it difficult to allocate time and resources to
capacity-building activities, despite their importance for partnership sustainability, reflecting broader
tensions between development ideals and organizational realities identified in the civil society
literature (Bebbington et al., 2008; Fowler, 2000).

Additionally, the framework's emergence from a single context limits understanding of its
broader applicability. While Thailand's experience provides valuable insights, the mechanisms may
require substantial adaptation for contexts with different governance traditions, resource availability,
or cultural norms around hierarchy and consensus-building (Brinkerhoff, 2002).

5.4. Theoretical Implications and Boundaries

The study's findings suggest potential modifications to existing collaboration theory, though
these should be considered preliminary hypotheses rather than established principles. The emphasis
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on organizational complementarity over similarity challenges traditional assumptions about
partnership formation (Gray, 1991; Wood & Gray, 1991), but this finding requires validation across
diverse contexts before broader theoretical claims can be made (Brass, 2018; Evans, 1996).

The graduated participation approach extends stakeholder theory by suggesting capacity-
differentiated engagement mechanisms (Freeman et al., 2010), though questions remain about how
to prevent such approaches from excluding certain voices or perspectives (Pretty, 1995). The
framework does not adequately address situations in which capacity disparities are so extreme that
meaningful participation becomes practically impossible, a limitation recognized in the broader
participation literature (Cooke & Kothari, 2001).

5.5. Contextual Boundaries and Transferability Concerns

The framework's development within Thailand's hierarchical governance culture raises
important questions about transferability to more egalitarian political systems (Hutchcroft, 2000).
The emphasis on consensus-building and respect for organizational hierarchy may not translate
effectively into contexts where confrontational advocacy or direct challenge to authority is the norm
(Houtzager et al., 2003).

Similarly, the coordination hub model exemplified by the Equitable Education Fund may require
specific institutional conditions—including government support, technical capacity, and multi-
stakeholder legitimacy—that may not be present in other developing-country contexts (Evans, 1996;
Ostrom, 1996). The framework does not specify how to create such conditions where they are absent,
reflecting broader challenges in institutional development literature (North, 1990; Leftwich, 1993).

6. Conclusion
6.1. Framework Summary and Contributions

This study explored multi-stakeholder collaboration for educational equity in Thailand and
developed a preliminary coordination framework comprising three interconnected mechanisms:
integrated policy coordination, collaborative resource management, and cross-sector capacity
development. These mechanisms address common coordination challenges, including procedural
fragmentation, asymmetries in resource distribution, and disconnection of monitoring systems.

The research suggests potential directions for integrating collaboration theory with stakeholder
theory when addressing capacity disparities and resource constraints in developing economies. The
emphasis on organizational complementarity challenges traditional assumptions about similarity
facilitating coordination, while graduated participation mechanisms accommodate varying
organizational capacities.

6.2. Study Limitations

This research has several important limitations that require acknowledgment. The single-country
focus limits cross-cultural generalizability, though insights may be transferable to similar developing
country contexts with appropriate adaptation. The cross-sectional design captures collaboration
patterns at a single time point but cannot assess partnership evolution or sustainability over extended
periods, reflecting broader challenges in partnership research identified in developing-country
contexts. Additionally, reliance on stakeholder self-reports may introduce social desirability bias,
particularly regarding organizational effectiveness claims, though triangulation procedures help
mitigate this limitation (Patton, 2015).

6.3. Concluding Remarks

This research represents an initial step toward understanding multi-stakeholder coordination in
developing country educational contexts. The study's contributions lie primarily in demonstrating
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potential directions for theoretical adaptation and practical application rather than providing
definitive solutions.

7. Suggestion
7.1. Implementation of Research Findings

Policymakers should initiate small-scale pilot implementations in limited geographic areas to test
coordination mechanisms before broader application, allowing for iterative learning and adjustment
based on local contexts and organizational readiness. Specialized coordination agencies can facilitate
multi-stakeholder partnerships when they possess technical capabilities and maintain legitimacy,
though effectiveness depends on facilitating rather than controlling relationships. They should
develop explicit criteria for measuring the effectiveness of coordination while acknowledging that
improvements may take several years to become apparent. Establishing capacity assessment
protocols before implementing graduated participation mechanisms can help prevent the
inadvertent exclusion of potential partners.

Practitioners should conduct a thorough mapping of existing informal networks and relationships
before introducing formal coordination structures, recognizing the importance of social capital in
developing-country contexts. Participation mechanisms may require differentiation based on
organizational capacity and governance levels, with formal representation at higher levels and
informal networks at the community level. Investing significant time in relationship-building activities
before launching resource-sharing initiatives is essential, as trust-building requires sustained
engagement. Resource allocation decisions might benefit from explicit capacity assessment and
development planning, representing a shift toward capacity-integrated strategies. Establishing
realistic timelines that account for the complexity of multi-stakeholder coordination, particularly in
resource-constrained environments, will improve implementation success.

7.2. Future Research

Future validation studies should include comparative case studies across different governance
systems to assess the framework's adaptability beyond Thailand's hierarchical context. Priority
research areas include comparative studies across developing countries, longitudinal tracking of
partnerships, and mixed-methods validation that combines qualitative insights with quantitative
effectiveness measures. Longitudinal tracking of partnership sustainability beyond the initial
establishment phases would provide insight into long-term coordination dynamics. Investigating
framework performance in lower-income developing countries with more severe resource
constraints than those in Thailand, a middle-income country, would test the framework's broader
applicability.

Methodological development should focus on creating quantitative metrics to measure
coordination effectiveness that account for context-specific factors while enabling cross-case
comparisons. Developing tools to assess variations in organizational capacity and their implications
for participation mechanisms would enhance framework implementation. Cross-sectoral research
could identify common coordination principles while examining the applicability of frameworks to
the health, environment, and economic development sectors. Future research should also examine
the potential of digital platform integration to enhance coordination effectiveness while addressing
capacity disparities, reflecting the growing interest in technology-mediated partnerships.
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