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The purposes of this research were to 1) study the state of and problems
with the educational information system administration in schools under Saraburi
Educational Service Area Office 1, 2) compare the state of and problems with the
educational information system administration in schools under Saraburi Educational
Service Area Office 1 classified by position, qualifications, school size and
experience in managing the educational information system administration of
administrators and information personnel in schools and information training experience.

The sample consisted of 72 administrators and 144 personnel working on
information systems in schools under Saraburi Educational Service Area Office 1.
The questionnaires constructed by the researcher had reliability of 0.81 . The data were
analyzed by a ready-made program to calculate frequency, percentage, standard
deviation, t-test, F-test and Scheffe's method.

The results were as follows :

1. The state of educational information system administration in schools
was rated at a high level while the problems with the educational information system
administration in schools were at a low level.

2. For the comparison of the state of and problems with educational
information system administration in schools, it was found that

2.1 the state of educational information system administration in
schools when classified

2.1.1 by position and
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2.1.3 by school size was also not different, in the step of

2.1.2 by qualifications was not different.

collecting data, examining and applying data but was found to be different in the step
of processing data at .01 level of statistical significance.

2.1.4 by experience in managing educational information system
between administrators and information personnel in schools, it was found to be
different at .01 level of statistical significance.

2.1.5 by experience in information training, it was found to be
different at .01 level of statistical significance.

2.2 The comparison of the problems with educational information
system administration in schools when classified

2.2.1 by position was not different.

2.2.2 Dby qualifications was different at .05 level of statistical
significance.

2.2.3 by school size in general was not different; however, the
methods of examining and applying data were different at .05 level of statistical
significance.

2.2.4 by experience in managing educational information system
between administrators and information personnel in schools it was found to be
different at .05 level of statistical significance in the step of collecting and applying
data. However, the methods of examining data, processing and collecting data were
not different.

2.2.5 by experience in information training there was found to
be no difference in general but found to be different at .05 level of statistical

significance in the steps of applying data.



