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ABSTRACT

This research aimed at studying and comparing administrators’ and teachers’
opinions regarding levels of overall and specific problems in educational management in
schools under the Office of Burirum Basic Educational Area 4 according to school status and
size. 381 subjects participating in this study were 349 administrators and 32 teachers of
schools under the Office of Burirum Basic Educational Area selected through a stratified
random sampling. The instrument used for collecting data was a rating scale questionnaire
consisting of 60 items and having 0.97 reliability. Data were analyzed by using a computer
program and the statistics used were mean, percentage, standard deviation, t-test, and

Scheffe’s F-test of significance.

Findings of the study were as follow:

1. The overall level of problems in educational management in administrators’
and teachers’ opinions was found at a moderate level. Analyses of specific items revealed that
every problem area was also found at a moderate level. Arranged in a descending order, these
management areas were academic administration, budget administration, general

administration, and personnel administration.



Regarding school status, it was found that the level of school administrators’
overall opinions regarding problems in educational management was moderate analyses of
specific areas revealed that there were 3 areas were moderate. Arranged in a descending
order, these were academic administration, general administration, budget administration, and
were at the low level. Analyses of teachers’ opinions regarding problems in educational
management also revealed that the overall level was moderate and the levels of problems in
all the specific areas were also moderate. In a descending order these were academic
administration, budget administration, general administration, and personnel administration.

With regards to school sizes, the study revealed that administrators and teachers
of all the school sizes ~--small, medium, and large --- had a moderate overall level of opinions
regarding educational management. When specific areas were analyzed, it was also found
that the problem level of every area was moderate. The area found with the highest level of -
problems was in academic administration. The overall level of administrators and teachers in
very large schools also had a moderate level of opinions, both overall and specific, but
personnel administration was rated with the highest level of problems.

2. Comparisons of administrators’ and teachers’ opinions regarding educational
management problems according to school status revealed that there were significant
differences of opinions at the .05 level in 3 areas: budget administration, personnel
administration, and general administration; while there was no significant difference in the
area of academic administration.

3. Comparisons of administrators’ and teachers’ opinions regarding educational
management according to school sizes revealed that there were no significant differences in
subjects’ opinions regarding overall and specific areas of educational management
problems.

4. School administrators and teachers have opinion toward educational
management problem in basic education institutions as lack of personnel on curriculum
formulation ; assessment ; and lack of learning/teaching media and modern learning source ;

lack of sufficient fund the slow of transferring fund ; the untransparent promotion ; irregular



)

training ; lack of coordination with communities ; and lack of modern technologies which

slower communication.



