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ABSTRACT

The objectives of this research were to 1) study the status of Information
Technology (IT) System Development Life Cycle (SDLC) in schoois under Lop Buri
Education Service Area Office, and 2) compare the status of IT development on the
System Development Life Cycle (SDLC) in schools under Lop Buri Education Service
Area Office when the sample was classified by age, education level, interest in IT, IT
expertise, job title and size of school. The subjects of the study comprised
administrators, teachers working in IT, and teachers in the academic year 2009 (totaling
372 people). The instruments used to collect data were 2-part questionnaires included a
checklist on the responses and the questionnaires about the ongoing status of IT in the
System Development Life Cycle (SDLC) which had the following stages, namely
planning, analysis, design, implementation, and maintenance to a reliability of 0.978 and
the data analyses included percentages, mean, standard deviation, t-test, one-way
ANOVA, and Scheffé's method.

The results were as follows:

1. the status of IT for the System Development Life Cycle (SDLC) in schools
under Lop Buri Education Service Area Office, was in general at a medium level, while
subsequent planning was at a high level. Then, taking each subsequent stage gave a
result that in order of dominance was respectively: 1) implementation, 2) analysis,
3) maintenance, and 4) design.

2. analysis of the status of IT for the System Development Life Cycle (SDLC)
in schools under Lop Buri Education Service Area Office, showed that: 1) by total age

difference, there was statistical significance at a .01 level in the population sample aged



20-29 years compared to those aged 30-45 years, and 20-29 years compared with
those aged 45+ years; 2) by educational level and interest in 1T, the stages varied to a
.01 level of statistical significance; 3) by IT training the stages varied to a .01 level of
statistical significance; 4) by including job fitle, the overall difference was statistically
significant at a .05 level, namely, teachers whose work inciudes IT and have a natural
interest in information technology; and 5) by school size difference which was significant
to a .01 level, namely, comparing 1) large-sized schools and medium-sized schools,

2) large schools and small schools, and 3) medium-sized schools and small schools.





