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The purposes of this research were to study and compare the state of
curriculum management, problems and suggestions among schools under the
jurisdictions of the Office of the Basic Education Commission in the Bangkok
Educational Service Area 1 which were classified by the positions of
personnel, level of education and size of the schools. The population
comprised administrators and teachers in 58 schools. The samples of the study
were taken at stratified random by 50 percent out of the medium and large
size schools. Among those were 3 medium and 6 large primary schools, and 6
medium and 14 large secondary schools. The total number of informants was

638, which were divided into 174 administrators and 464 teachers.
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The instruments used in this study was a 62-item questionnaire with
0.96 degree of reliability. The 638 questionnaires were sent and 605 or the
percentage of 94.82 were returned. The data on the respondent’s status and
the state of curriculum management in schools were statistically analyzed
through percentage, means (X), standard deviation (S.D.) and t-test. The
frequencies of the problems and suggestions were synthesized and recorded
and the SPSS for windows was used to analyze the data.

The study revealed that the overall management of school curriculum
was in the highest level in all aspects in both primary and secondary levels.
The administrators and teachers viewed that the overall outcomes of the
school curriculum management were in the high level. As considering in each
aspect, the outcomes of the education management in schools were in the
highest level, followed by the aspects of knowledge about curriculum and its
implementation, the learning management, the education development and its
support. In the aspect of learners’ quality, it was found that the learners’
outcomes were in the low level when comparing to any other aspects.

Besides, it was found that the administrators and teachers’ views on
the curriculum management in schools were significantly different at the level
of .05 and there were the differences on the curriculum management views
among the administrators and teachers of primary schools and secondary
schools in the aspects of the education management within schools,
the knowledge about curriculum and its implementation, the learning
management and the education development and its support. The views on the

outcomes of the curriculum management in the aspect of learners’ quality

were not different. When comparing among the school sizes and levels of
education, it was found that the overall curriculum management was

significantly different at the level of .05.





