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ABSTRACT

This research aimed to study the level of stress of the educational institution
administrators under Nongkhai Office of Educational Service Area 1, and to compare the
{evels of stress of the educational institution adminisirators, classified by the size of their
educational institution, work experience, and age. The research alse had an objective to study
recommendations on how to decrease the educational institution administrators’ stress, The
sample consisted of 154 educational institution administrators who were either the director or
acting director of the educational institution under Nongkhai Office of Educational Service
Area 1. The instrument used was a rating scale questionnaire containing 57 items and having
total reliability of 0.97. The statistics employed included percentage, mean, standard deviation,
and t-test and F-test (One-way ANOVA) were used to test the hypothesis. In case a difference

was found, a paired test employing LSD. (Least Significant Difference) was applied.

The results are as follows:

1. The level of stress of the educational institution administrators under Nongkhai
Office of Educational Service Area 1, on the whole, was in the medium level. When considered
by aspect it was found that the administrators in large educational institutions had high stress on
the aspect of interpetsonal relations, and the administrators in extra-large educational institutions
had high stress on the aspect of the content of the work. Meanwhile, the administrators in

educational institutions of other sizes had their stress in the medium level.



2. The results of the comparison of the stress levels of the educational institution
administrators under Nongkhai Office of Educational Service Area 1, classified by the size of
the educational institutions, revealed that the educational institution administrators in the
small, medium and large educational institutions had different levels of stress, on the whole and
by aspect.

3. The results of the comparison of the stress levels of the educational institution
administrators under Nongkhai Office of Educational Service Area 1, classified by work
experience, revealed that on the whole there was no difference. When considered by aspect,
there was a difference in 2 aspects: the content of the work and attention on the work. That is
to say, the administrators with less than 10 years of work experience had more stress on the
two aspects than those with 10 years of work experience and over.

4. The results of the comparison of the stress levels of the educational institution
administrators under Nongkhai Office of Educational Service Area 1, classified by the
administrator’s age, revealed that on the whole there was no difference. When considered by
aspect there was a difference in 1 aspect, the aspect of the content of the work. That is to say,
the adminisirators under 50 years of age had more stress on this aspect than those who were
50 years and older.

6. Recommendations on how to decrease the administrators’ stress are as follows:
every administrator should always consult his superiors and the superiors in all levels should
pay attention to the administrator’s performance; the administrator and the superiors should
understand the content of the work, both policy work and executive work, and jointly clarify
the content of the work in order to decrease the feeling that the superiors do not do their job
and to show the intention of creating communication and understanding; workloads should
be suitably shared according to ability; the work on educational assurance should be prepared
beforehand; the development of educational assurance system should be suitable to the size
of the educational institution; and mobilization of educational resources and educational
investment should be suitable to the size of the educational institution, administrator’s work

experience and age.



