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ABSTRACT ) 1 8 2 4 1 7

The purpose of this research was to study the problem with internal
evaluation in schools and compare those problems under Sing Buri Educational Service
Area Office according to the state, school size, readiness for internal evaluation and the
admission to school internal evaluation result of the respondents.

The sample for this study consisted of 113 school administrators and 338
teachers who worked in schools under Sing Buri Educational Service Area Office during
2006 academic year. The tool used was a questionnaire constructed by the researcher
with a reliability of 0.98; 451 sets of questionnaires were distributed to the sample
group, but only 439 sets or 97.3% were returned. The data was analyzed to calculate
frequency, percentage, arithmetic mean (i), and standard deviation (S.D.), then
compared to the different levels of the problems of internal evaluation in schools
according to the consideration of school administrators and teachers by using t-test and
compared to the difference between 3 variables: school size, readiness for internal
evaluation and the admission to school internal evaluation result by One-way ANOVA
and pair test by using Scheffe’s method.

The results of the study were:

1. the problems with the internal evaluation system used in schools under
Sing Buri Educational Service Area Office overall are found in 5 areas: planning and
practice, information and evaluation, evaluation check, report of evaluation result, and
evaluation use. All had similar problems at a low level when considered by each
system. The system with the highest problem average was evaluation check, and the
item with the highest problem average was a lack of checking for the quality of the

instrument for data collection. The system with the lowest problem average was
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evaluation result report and the item with the lowest problem average was a lack of
etiquette in the report of evaluation result.

2. comparing the problems according to the state, school size, readiness for
internal evaluation and the admission to school internal evaluation result, it showed that

2.1 school administrators and teachers’ opinions on the problems with
school internal evaluation overall were not different. When rating each system they had
different opinions at a level of .05 on data and processing system.

2.2 school size affected the problems with internal evaluation in schools
at .01 level of statistically significant difference, namely small sized and medium sized
schools were different from big sized schools, but no difference was found between
small-medium sized schools. When considered the arithmetic mean it was found that
small sized and medium sized schools had more problems with internal evaluation than
big size schools.

2.3 readiness for intemmal evaluation affected the problems of internal
evaluation in school at .01 level of statistically significant difference. Schools with high
readiness for interal evaluation had less problems than schools with medium and less
readiness respectively.

24 the admission to school internal evaluation result affected the
problems of intemal evaluation in schools at .05 level of statistically significant
difference. Schools where teachers had less admission to school internal evaluation
result had different problems from schools where teachers had more admission while
schools where teachers had medium admission were not different from schools where
teachers had less and more admission. When considering the arithmetic mean, it was
found that schools where teachers had less admission had more problems than schools

where teachers had more admission.





