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The purposes of this study were ’1) to study teachers and the Board of
Education’s satisfaction of school management in Thammarak Sampan Group under
Lop Buri Educational Service Area Office 2, 2) to compare between the teachers’ and
the Board of Education's satisfactions of the management in Thammarak Sampan
group when they were classified by gender, age, position, education, duty, school
management experience, and participation.

Drawn by using stratified random sampling, participants numbered 145 teachers
and the Board of Education from the schools in the Thammarak Sampan Group under
Lop Buri Educational Service Area Office 2 in the academic year 2008. The instrument
was a questionnaire about the sample’s satisfaction of school management, designed
by the researcher and approved by 5 experts. The researcher used Cronbach’s alpha
coefficient to calculate a reliability which was 0.8045. The data were analyzed in the
terms of percentage, mean, standard deviation, t-test, one-way ANOVA, and Scheffe's
method.

The results were as follows:

1. There were 4 areas of management: academic affair, budget management,
human resources, and general administration. Their satisfaction of school management
was, overall, rated at a moderate level.

2. the results of the comparison between the teachers’ and the Board of
Education’s satisfaction were as the following:

2.1 overall, classified by gender, they had different satisfactions at a
significance level of .05. Considering each individual aspect, the researcher found that
there were a statistically significant difference at a level of 0.01 for the areas of human
resources and general administration. There were no differences for the other areas.

2.2 overall, classified by age, there was no differences. Considering each
individual aspect, the researcher found that they had different saiisfactions for at a
significance level .001 for all aspects except academic affair aspect.

2.3 classified by education, they were different in the satisfactions at a
significance level of .01 when considering in overall and each individual aspect.

2.4 classified by duty, they were, overall, not different in the satisfactions.
Considering each individual aspect, the researcher found that there was a statistically
significant level of .01 for only academic affair and general administration aspects.

2.5 classified by experience, they were different in the satisfaction at a
significance level .01 in overall and each indi\;idual aspect.

2.6 classified by participation, they were different in the satisfaction at a
significance level .01 in overall and each individual aspect. For general administration,

there was no different.





