UNANED

mdelusygudiinud Ao sBeensiaunesdmnuimeinemans malulad
uaruinnTsInsgunn Jsdamalaenssdenmnmiinvesszvvuy udidosanifadostu
Fin guam anmides wazanmidududves{idisinise Sadeadnidunisneldndn
3u55NAIduIAMINNIRTEILAING WU ndnAaAnsHluyAAa (Respect for Persons)
ndnnsviusylewd (Beneficence) uagndnanug@sssy (Justice) inmunlag sy
LUANBURA, Belmont Report, 1979 (National Commission for the Protection of Human
Subjects of Biomedical and Behavioral Research. (1979) ?fawﬁwmé’mwﬂiuiagqiuﬁ
(una.) iﬁ’Lm'mgamuzﬂiiumsﬁaﬁﬁsmmﬁ’?ﬂ”aiuuuw‘ (Human Research Ethics
Committees, HREC) i udi D w.a. 2509 uagld$uUn155UT09119551U9N NECAST uay
SIDCER/FERCAP Tudl w.e1. 2564 agnalsinu Sanutaymuazdediinlugiuusednsainnis
UIM59IU WU nIzurumseusiiiath anudlalundnasesssuiliiduonaiw uagnns
PaunauyAaINsdedsmy miifendilitngussasdiie (1) Anviadedfinasie
Usgdnamnisusvisdanisauddentuasesssulunywdvues una. (2) Wisuifiey
UsgAnsnmnisuimsdamstuaminerded uihlulssmelne war (3) Wisuifioy
UsgAnB annisuimsdansseninangugidefdsnvariuguuendeiu nsideild
seiduuisiTenvunaunau (Mixed Methods) lagldnsauiuiAnngufseuu (Systems
Theory) LagNg¥)N15UINITIANITAMAIN (Quality Management Theory) 67 wUsBased
Anwd 4 o laun Aulaseadiazn1suTIITINNIg AMUNTEUIUNITALTNY A1UNTT
WanAnenmyaainsuaziiidiuieates uazdunsiuireninsg Lz nsiuToRaA M
UszrnsUsenauseiuImg (9 au) Aagnssums EC (16 aw) uaztinidofineduvesuses
TAsan1s Tuvas 4 isumn (e 2564-2567) 310w 602 AU NgufREEmMUNMSIAY
Toyadasanuietnifeduau 214 au deldanmsduiiedauuuuisdungd (Stratified
Randorn Sampling) tneip3esileildilunuuaeunuuasdiuUsyanae 5 seiu Saau
Wotug iy 096 dmsuteyaifeguninldainnisduniuaiuuiaizas (Purposive
Sampling) AMZNTTUNITATEsTTHNTIT8luNNLE 16 AY LagRIni1an1uIde 9 AU N3
WATgdeyaidaUsunaldadnigamssan MsiTEiauwlsUTIumaae) (ANOVA) uay
mslsginsannosmrans (Multiple Regression) nansafanitu aguldwsi

1. Usg@vsnmnisuimsnlaesiusasdadeinung dreuwuuasuanuiinnufnidiu
AoUseanSnmmsuImsianisaidemusiessadlunyudves una. lneiuegluszdu wn
(Aiade 4.41) suiildfuazuuugianie Amnudenndesiuinsgiuana (4.47) Tnslams
Usziiunsindlaieaiafinmuesenanaiiag (4.50) drusuiildfuazuuumianio anusiai
Tunsaiiua (4.31)

2. #advha 4 fru ansnsnruduihuneyseansamnnsuimsnuldfesay 65
(Adjusted R? = 0.66) Tnenudn ftssdasosunszurunsandunumingy Afsnsnase



o w a

Usgdnsainnisuimsauegefiteddgynisadaluszauas (B = 0.62, p < .001) duilade
AULATIATIRAENITUTMITIANIT AUAITHAUIANEAINYABINT WALAIUNITIUSUINTFIU
LaznssusaInunIN iinaegeliteddynaussansnmlaesiy

3. MsWSeuigumUnguEI e

3.1 dannuAnLarsEAUNIANY §AdefifanunmuazseRunsAnwiuandieiy
fianuAauiuseussansnmnisumsaulduansieiy
3.2 ANauazUszlnnn1sIde wual daunsnsisegalided1Agyain dsind1tin

AU/MU89U (p < .001) Tagd AT v uaLNeAEns (4.00) wazunneAEns (4.09)
Anadesfian uarmuUsTANMITIae (p < .001) WU N5ITomsdaumans/mnAnssy
aans (4.55) ddedvgini1n15isemnsdanvaans/Aneimansgunin (4.16) egsdl
VEGRGEY

4. wamsduntwal (Banmnm) nudgvivdnivilinszuiunisiansaniinaiiy
athde mnuunnsosesenansiindseiutian (Researcher Error) U maileulasanisi
Ligaau Jeyatnudeiu vsen13Anasn/ang (cut paste) Annann YONING AMILATIUAS
drulngduiuii yeainsadvayulidiisans waznisiansanluuisUszfiue1asinnig
asiiaue nysunsddesnsiannanufifiufuiuainnside/sudouiside

NanIdeuansliiud AugnIINN13938s53UNSIE UL und. danuduuds
Tuddlassairuazinnsgiunamdnaina uilszansammsuimsnulassugniuindeu
wazgnInialaenszuIunsaiung leeddyindnae nsumansneins (Ueainsatuayu)
LazANAANaININUNITY Fedsmaliaunaslunisdudunueglusedusign
Torausuuziitaiiunaaiuaiunnuduudsenszuaunssnduanu i

1. madiam§nens Tagnsifiusnsidsyaansatuayy WielvifsmoneuTunm
ity wardelidnssunsaunuiifanudesmyameniafiaiy

2. msandoianain Ingdaliluinisfiusnunounisiu viedafanssu "Research
Ethics Cafe" Wilathotinidonmamumiuasuduvesenansneuiiuass

3. msunseAuammngly TasdnousunuznssunsegisasiLateifioaiianm
ariauelunsfinsn wasdndanalnnsussiuauamangly Weldnsdidunudenndes
fu SOPs aesselilos

4. szvumalulad Tnen1sWaIuIseUU E-submission Tl Tracking @a1uglasanis
WUU Real-Time kagilszuundaunoudnlulf

Keyword: UsgAnSn1nn15uiniseu, 9385558015338 unyue, nseuiun1sanduey,
W Ingaemaluladgsun3



Abstract

Human research is paramount for advancing scientific knowledge and health
innovation. Given the inherent risks to participants’ lives, health, privacy, and dignity,
rigorous ethical oversight is mandated by international standards, including the Nuremberg
Code (1947), the Declaration of Helsinki (1964), and the Belmont Report (1979), which sets
forth the principles of Respect for Persons, Beneficence, and Justice. Suranaree University
of Technology (SUT), recognizing its role in research, established its Human Research Ethics
Committee (HREC-SUT) in B.E. 2006 and achieved subsequent national and international
recognition (NECAST and SIDCER/FERCAP). Despite these achievements, SUT-EC faces
ongoing challenges related to the efficiency of its administration, particularly concerning
processing speed and achieving uniform ethical interpretation.

This study aimed to (1) investicate the factors affecting the operational
efficiency of the HREC-SUT, (2) benchmark HREC-SUT 's efficiency against leading Thai
universities, and (3) compare the perceptions of efficiency across different researcher
groups. The conceptual framework was grounded in Systems Theory and Quality
Management Theory. Four independent factors were examined: Structure and
Management; Operation Process; Capacity Building; and Standard Development and
Recognition. Efficiency (the dependent variable) was measured across speed, quality,
stakeholder satisfaction, and international recognition.

The study employed a mixed-methods approach. Quantitative data were
collected from 214 researchers (students, faculty, and staff) who submitted projects
between B.E. 2021-2024, utilizing Stratified Random Sampling (required sample size >
210). The survey instrument achieved high internal consistency (Cronbach’s Alpha =
0.96). Qualitative data were gathered through structured interviews with 15 EC
members and 9 research unit heads. Data was analyzed using descriptive statistics,
ANOVA for group comparisons, and Multiple Regression for prediction.

The overall perceived efficiency of the HREC-SUT administration was rated as High
(Mean = 4.41/5.00). The highest rated dimension was Compliance with International
Standards (Mean = 4.47), especially the commitment to volunteer welfare (Mean = 4.54).
The lowest rated dimension was Speed/Timeliness of Operation (Mean = 4.31).

1. Predictive Factors: The four factors collectively explained 65% (Adjusted R2
= 0.64) of the variance in efficiency. Crucially, only the Operation Process factor
significantly predicted overall efficiency at a high level (B =0.62, p < .001). The other

factors (Structure, Capacity Building, and Standards) were not significant predictors.



2. Comparative Differences: Perceptions of efficiency did not differ significantly
based on the researcher’s status (faculty/student) or educational level. However,
efficiency perception differed significantly based on Affiliation (o < .001), with the Schools
of Dentistry (4.00) and Medicine (4.09) recording the lowest scores. A significant difference
was also found based on Research Type (p< .001), with Social Science/ Behavioral research
(4.55) scoring significantly higher than Biomedical/Clinical Science research (4.16).

3. Benchmarking & Resources: Benchmarking revealed that HREC-SUT maintains a
competitive Full Board review time (average 45 working days) compared to leading
national institutions. However, SUT operates with severely limited resources, having only
1 permanent staff member dedicated and an annual budget significantly smaller than its
peers.

4. Qualitative Challenges (Process Bottleneck): The primary cause of delays,
according to EC members, is "Researcher Error"—specifically the submission of
incomplete, unclear, or contradictory documents. Other qualitative issues included a
perceived inconsistency in decision-making among committee members and a strong
need for specialized training in research statistics/methodology.

Conclusion and Recommendations While the HREC-SUT is strong in ethical
compliance and adherence to international standards, its overall effectiveness is
severely constrained by operational friction and limited resources, which prevents high
perceived quality (Structure, Capacity) from translating into actual performance. To
enhance administrative efficiency, the HREC-SUT must strengthen its Operation
Process, the primary predictive factor. Key recommendations include:

1. Resource Augmentation: Urgently increase the number of support staff
(suggested addition of 1-2 persons) to manage the rising volume of submissions.

2. Error Mitigation: Implement Pre-submission Counseling services (e.g., "Research
Ethics Cafe") staffed by experts to vet documents for completeness and consistency
before formal submission, thereby reducing Researcher Error, the main cause of delay.

3. System and Consistency Improvement: Enhance the E-submission system
with real-time tracking and auto-notifications. Provide regular, continuous training for
all EC members to ensure consistency and uniformity in interpreting ethical guidelines.

4. Internal Quality Assurance (QA): Implement an Internal Audit/CQIl system to
ensure continuous adherence to SOPs and enable benchmarking against institutional

peers.
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