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ABSTRACT 1 82404 )

The purposes of this research are to study problems and compare problems of
teacher development process of school administrators under Lop Buri, Saraburi and Sing
Buri Educational Service Area Offices.

The samples consist of 34 school administrators and 349 teachers, under the
offices mentioned above. A questionnaire constructed by the researcher with a reliability
of 0.89 is a checklist and rating scale. Data was analyzed by a package program in
terms of percentage, mean (i), standard deviation (S.D.) t-test, F-test and Scheffe’s
method.

The findings were as follows:

1. problems in teacher development process of school administrators with
different school sizes under Lop Buri, Saraburi and Sing Buri Educational Service Area
Offices, overall and in each aspect, differed significantly at a level of .05.

2. problems in teacher development process of schoo! administrators with
different work experience under the offices mentioned above in development needs,
setting up development purposes, developmental plan, developmental management, and
supervision differed significantly at a level of .05, but did not differ in the aspect of
development evaluation of the samples.

3. problems in teacher development process of school administrators with
different positions, overall and in each aspect, had no difference.

4. problems in teacher development of school administrators under different
Educational Service Area Offices: Lop Buri, Saraburi, and Sing Buri, overall and in each

aspect, differed significantly at a level of .05.





