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ABSTRACT

The purposes of this study were to examine the conditions and problems of
operating school lunch program at schools under the Office of Nong khai Educational
Service Area Zone III as opined by school administrators and teachers both as overall
and in each aspect, and to compare conditions and problems of operating school lunch
program among schools with different sizes and between administrators and teachers.
The sample consisted of 178 administrators and teachers, obtained by using the multi
~ stage random sampling technique. They were classified according to the school size
and status. The sample size was determined by using the table of Krejcie and Morgan.
The instrument used for collecting data was a 73 — item rating — scale questionnaire
with a reliability of 0.89. The statistics used for analyzing data were mean and
standard deviation; and t —test (independent samples) and F —test {One — way ANOVA)
were employed for testing hypotheses. Individual pair differences were analyzed by
using Sheffe’s Method.

The results of the study were as follows :

1. The operational conditions of school lunch program as overall were

at a high level. When each aspect was considered, it was found that the conditions in



terms of product and process were at a high level while the conditions in terms of

input were at a medium level. When each status of the personnel was considered. it
was found that the administrators and teachers opined that the operational conditions

of school lunch program were at a high level. When each school size was considered,
it was found that the operational conditions of school lunch program were at a high
level in all small — sized, medium — size, and large - sized schools.

2. The operational problems of school lunch program as overall were at
a low level. When each aspect was considered. it was found that the problems in
terms of input were at a medium level while the problems in terms of process and
product were at a low level. When each status of the personnel was considered, it
was found that the administrators and teachers opined that the operational problems of
school lunch program as overall were at a low level. When each school size was
considered, it was found that the operational problems of school lunch program as
overall were at a low level in all small - sized, medium —sized, and large — sized
schools.

3. The resuits of comparing the operational conditions of school iunch
program as classified according to the personnel status both as overall and in each
aspect did not show a difference.

4. The results of comparing the operational problems of school lunch
program as classified according to the personnel status both as overall and in each
aspect did not show a difference.

5. The results of comparing the operational conditions of school lunch
program as classified according to the school size as overall did not show a difference.

When cach aspect was considered, it was found that the conditions in terms of input
were different at the .05 level of statistical significance. The small - sized schools had
more operation than the large - sized schools, and in product these schools had different
conditions at the .05 level of statistical significance, The small ~ sized schools had

less operation than the medium - sized schools while in process the operation did not

show a difference.



6. The results of comparing the operational problems of school lunch
program as classified according to the school size as overall, it was found that the
problems were different at the . 05 level of statistical significance. The small - sized
schools had more operational problems than the medium - sized schools. When each
aspect was considered, it was found that the problems in terms of input were different at
the . 05 level of statistical significance. The small —sized schools had more operational
problems than the medium — sized ones; and the medium —sized schools had less
operational problems than the large —sized ones; and in terms of process the problems
were different at the . 05 level of statistical significance. The small —sized schools
had more operational problems than the medium —sized ones while in terms of

product the problems werc not different.



