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Abstract ) 2 0216

The purpose of this research were to evaluate needs assessment, to compare level of needs
assessment by analyzing program, gender, year class, grade point average and curriculum ‘s study
year, and to analyze priority of needs assessment of education management of bachelor's degree in the
faculty of education, Silpakorn University for academic year 2008.

The subjects were 291 undergraduate students from 9 programs in faculty of education,
second semester, the academic year 2008 at Silpakorn University; Early Childhood Education Program,
Elementary Education Program, Lifelong Education Program, Thai Program, English Program, Social
Studies Program, Psychology Program, Educational Technology Program and Sports Science Program.
In which they were gathered by multi-stage stratified random sampling. The tool used in this research
was questionnaire toward needs assessment of education management of bachelor's degree in the
faculty of education, Silpakorn University. Data were analyzed through uses of percentage, average,
standard deviation, Modified Priority Needs Index (PNI,, ..) @nd content analysis.

The result were as follow:

1. The evaluation results of needs assessment in total aspect; PNI,,, ... Was at .335 and when

examine each item, the highest was economic situation with PN! was at .427. The second was the

Modified
health and safety needs while student affair was followed as the third aspect. (PNl,, .., Was at .376 and
.356, respectively)

2. The comparison results of needs assessment were as follow:

2.1 Students from Psychology Program was highest with PNI,, .., was at .431. The second was

Educational Technology Program and the third was Elementary Education Program with PNI was at

Modified
414 and .401 respectively. .

2.2 Female students PNI,, ... was higher than Male student. (.367 and .317 respectively)

2.3 Fifth year students was highest with PNI,, ... was at .443. Fourth year and Third year
students were followed with PNl .. was at .432 and .387 respectively.

2.4 Students at GPA 3.20 and higher was higher than PN, .. of students at GPA lower 3.20.
(.369 and .340 respectively)

2.5 Five-year curriculum student's PNJ,, ... was higher than Four-year curriculum student.
(.356 and .354 respectively)

3. The results of priority of needs assessment of education management were as follow:

3.1 When concern education management as the first priority, recommendation of curriculum
before study item was chosen with the highest score at 26.46%.

3.2 When concern economic situation as the first priority, scholarship management for best
student but poor students item was chosen with the highest score at 24.74%.

3.3 When concern health and safety as the first priority, good management in food and good
shop ltem was chosen with the highest score at 26.12%.

3.4 When concern student affair as the first priority, enough computér for studying needs item
was chosen with the highest score at 46.39%.

3.5 When concern student activity as the first priority, support fund for student activity item was

chosen with the highest score at 40.21%.





