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ABSTRACT

This research aims to study and compare of personnel administration levels in basic
education institutions taught grade 1-4 under the office of Kalasin Basic Education Area 1
both overall and by aspect. The subject were education institution administrator and teachers
obtained by stratified random sampling and size definition using Krejcie and Morgan table.
Sample gronp consist of 469 persons, 133 institution administrators and 336 teachers. Data
collection tool used was rating scale questionnaire with 5 levels 42 items and the confident
interval of 0.91. Data analysis used computer software to determine percentage, means,
standard deviation and hypothesis testing used independent sample t-test and F-test
(One-way ANOVA)

Research results found that ;

1. Problems of personnel administration in basic education institution taught
grade 1-4 under the Office of Kalasin Basic Educational Area 1 overall and by aspect were
in moderate level with high to low means orders as recruitment and appointment aspect, work
force planning, discipline aspect, working efficiency enhancement, aspect and stop working

aspect.



Once classify by status found that institution administrators and teachers
have opinion both overall and by aspect in moderate level and classified by school size found
that small size, medium size and large size school have problem both overall and by aspect in
moderate level except the small size school have problem in personnel development for
higher academic status in high level.

2. The comparison of problem level classified by status found statistically
significant difference at .01 for both overall and by aspect. The institution administrators have
opinion on problem in personnel administration higher than teachers both overall and by
aspect.

3. The comparison of personne] administration problem level classified by
school size, overall the small size school difference from mediurn and large size schools
while between medium size and lérge size no difference. Once considered by aspect found
that work force planning aspect the small size school were differ from medium size and large
size schools while the medium size and large size schools have no difference as well as other
aspects.

4. Recommendations concerns personnel administration in basic education
institution were : in-house training to increase of personnel knowledge, understanding and
professional standard ; should allocate enough teacher for the work within the institution,
should proceed on academic status and position allowances clearly for teachers, should
encourage personnel to have knowledge, understand discipline and working rule in
accordance with present rule used, and stop working for teachers should match the presently

used rules.



