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ABSTRACT 1 8 2 4 2 1

The purposes of this research aimed to 1) study opinions of Basic School
Board Committee Members on schooi-based management, under Saraburi Educational
Service Area Office, a case study of primary school level, and 2) compare their opinions
on school-based management classified by educational level, occupation, school size,
origin of basic school board committee members, their past roles in schools, meeting
attendance, level of sharing their opinions, and educational region.

The 357 samples were 65 school personnel representatives, 174 local
personnel representatives, and 118 qualification personnel representatives. The
instrument was a set of five-rating scale questionnaires constructed by the researcher
with a reliability of 0.96. 89.07% or 318 copies of the questionnaire were completed and
returned and then analyzed by a ready-made computer program to calculate
percentage, mean ()_(), standard deviation (S.D.), t-test, F-test, and Scheffe’s method.

The findings were as follows:

1) the opinions of Basic School Board Committee Members under Saraburi
Educational Service Area Office on school-based management in the aspect of
academic administration, budget, pefsonnel, and general administration were at a high
level.

2) regarding the opinion of Basic School Board Committee Members on
school-based management when classified by level of educational qualification, it was
found that official cooperative work within the region, and with locals differed at 0.05
statistical significance; when classified by occupation: learning evaluation, educational
supervision, academic result reports, financial control, interior audit, finding resources

from outside campus to support school management, and new teacher orientation

differed significantly at 0.05 level. When classified by school size: academic opinion via
suggestions to administrators, interior quality assurance, personnel anecdotal record,
school routine duties, and public relations, it differed signiﬁcanﬂy at 0.05; classified
according to the origin of Basic School Board Committee Members: the research to
develop educational quality, and the lunch project differed significantly at 0.05; classified
by their role toward former schools: school policy plans and official cooperative work
within the region and with locals differed significantly at 0.05 level; classified by meeting
attendance: educational supervision, teaching promotion, academic result reports,
educational standard control, financial control, and finding resources from outside
campus to support school management, new teacher orientation, promotion, school
séwioes, nursing, sanitation, and school environment development differed significantly
at 0.05 level; classified by participation: assigning to a post, data research addition of
personnel differed significantly at a level of 0.05; when classified by region: personnel
welfare, art activity promotion, religion and cuilture differed significantly at 0.05.





