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Research Title Study Behavior Using Information and Communication Technology

Education of Students to Suan ReSit Rajab niversity.
Researcher Miss Boonyalak Tumnag it.
Research Consultants Dr. Chaichana Potiyara
Asst. Prof. Dr. Pobnsap Naknaka
Dr. Suchada Th phon
Organization Faculty of Humanities and Sécia k
Suan Dusit Rajabhat Universif

Academic Y - 2009

ABSTR

research is a survey resg to study the behavior

of using information and com “€ducational purposes of Suan

Dusit Rajabhat Universiysi ‘dets, dare the behavigg@fUusing mation and
communication technologysfér educational purposes Q

Suan Dusit Rajabhat versity

students. The total number of sample stu@ents W‘J ,/32. They are undergra and

graduate studemtsmstudying in the malfs campus in the academic year : The

réscarg vas the questionnaire ta'enquire information about the or of

usi fmation and communicat nology for educational purpg Suan

alabhat University de data wasganalyzedilising statig ackage

stem to find out jthg entage, average number, d stang iation. In
. the hypothe / the t-test and a fGne-way a 3is of e (One Way
Analysis of Mariance-ANOVA) were employedfThe diffe es we sted by means of
a pair acconding to Scheffe’s approac
results were as f@
. The sample was stly ndergradua ggféMale students. Most students were

from the Faculty of Managemen ence. Most of them have their own desktop

computers or laptops. Students could have access to the internet while they were at home.



(%)

2. Students gained basic computer skills before entering into the university.

The sample students mostly used computers and coamécCted toWhie. internet while they

were at home. In case of those having nogpersonal computers; they mostly used
computers at the internet café. The majority of the studentgsised computers for

educational purposes 3-5 times a week.

3. Regarding the behavior§ of using inform ~and communig

technology, it was found that most stlidents usg® S0 e packages to se v for

information from the database, internet network, g sed a variety of | timedia

products ateme. Students used computers e medium level. 8 ents used

software at high level. The most hig iUsed program_wastWerd processor.

Students lgarn hov
|

The first '@Ad second objectives of

to use information and n te W a edium level.
t types of information
ation technolog

and commu ation 1) for their papers and

assignments; 2) for pers@nal purpose S internet.

formation and com ication

4. Most of the student&™Rad problems using

technology at high level. Their problemsiincludedginsufficient number of co as

putérs were infected by viruses, i ient

aect to laptops, the

well as plugs _tose

mbe nical stafffe repair lag finable to connect to wireless tion

0Cg , and inadequate amg nformation and communicatior ology

S as well as .

To compare stlig Defavior inlsing information and unication

or educationalipt oses itwas found that 1) and fe students had

significanti@ifference at {05 in thg places the information and

communication technology; 2) studentsof different fa@tllties hag atistically significant

difference at 0.5 in their behavior Bffation and g

using | unication technology; 3)

2nts had no differeg n the places where they used

undergra@@uate and graduate

information and communicati@ngtechnolog loWever, when considering per aspect, it

was found that graduate students used information and communication technology

more than undergraduate students at a statistically significant rate of 0.5. Graduate and



undergraduate students learned the use of information and communication technology

with a few differences in all aspects. Graduate studepis™objectivegiof using information

and communication technology were moreg#than undergradug students with a

statistically significant rate at .05.





