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ABSTRACT 214557

This research aims to 1) study the roles of the monks towards the
development of the ethics of youth according to the opinions of guardians and students
in the third grade level, Naphralan (Phibulsongkro) School, Saraburi Province, and
2) compare the monks’ roles towards the development of the ethics of youth according
to the opinions of guardians and students in the third grade level, Naphralan
(Phibulsongkro) School, Saraburi Province, as classified by students’ personal
information, i.e. gender, age, level of education, monthly income;.and also classified by
their guardians’ personal information, i.e. gender, age, level of educétion, marital status,
monthly income, and occupation.

The 278 samples used, obtained by stratified random sampling and approved
by 5 experts with a reliability value of .98, consisted of students and their guardians of
Naphralan (Phibulsongkro) school, Saraburi Province. The data collected from
September 1 to September 30 of the 2008 was then analyzed by a ready-made
program to calculate percentage, frequency, mean (i), standard deviation (S.D.), t-test,
F-test, one-way ANOVA, and Fisher's Least Significant Difference : LSD.

The findings showed that:

1. the monks’ roles toward said ethics overail and for each individual aspect
were rated at a high level ranging in descending order as follows: gratefulness,
faithfulness, perseverance, maintaining discipline, fairness, mercifulness, reasoning,
responsibility, sacrifice, and unity respectively.

2. the monks’ roles towards the aforementioned ethics éccording to the

opinions of said guardians and students overall and for each individual aspect were

rated at a high level ranging in descending order as follows: gratefulness, faithfulness,
mercifulness, maintaining discipline, perseverance, reasoning, responsibility, thriftiness
sacrifice, unity, and fairness respectively.

3. the comparison of the aforementioned roles according to said students as
classified by gender, and monthly income overall showed statistically insignificant
difference in their opinions at a level of .05; however, it showed a stétically significant
difference in their opinions at a level of .01 and .001 respectively when classified by age
and level of education.

4. the comparison of the aforementioned roles according to said guardians
as classified by gender, age, level of education, marital status monthly income, and

occupation, it showed no statistically insignificant difference at a level of .05.





