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ABSTRACT

The purposes of this research were to: examine the level of administrative
factors and the effectiveness of schools under the Office of Secondary Educational
Service Area 23; compare the administrative factors and school effectiveness as
perceived by school administrators and teachers with different working position, school
sizes and work or position experience; investigate the relationship between the
administrative factors and school effectiveness; find out the predictive power of
administrative factors affecting school effectiveness; and establish the guidelines for
developing administrative factors affecting school effectiveness.

The sample consisted of a total of 330 participants including 130 school
administrators and 200 teachers in the schools under the Office of Secondary
Educational Service Area 23 in the 2016 academic year. The instrument for data
collection was a set of questionnaires. The statistics used for data analysis were mean,
standard deviation, F-test (One — Way ANOVA), Pearson's Product Moment
Correlation, and Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis.

The findings were as follows:

1. The school administrative factors, as a whole and each aspect were

at a high level.



2. The school effectiveness, as a whole and each aspect were at a high
level.

3. The school administrative factors as perceived by administrators and
teachers, as a whole were different with a statistical significance at the .01 level.

4. The school administrative factors as perceived by administrators and
teachers from different school sizes, as a whole were different at a statistical
significance of .01 level.

5. The school administrative factors as perceived by administrators and
teachers with different work or position experience, as a whole were not different.

6. The school effectiveness as perceived by administrators and teachers
with different working position and work or position experience, as a whole and each
aspect were not different.

7. The school effectiveness as perceived by administrators and teachers
with different school sizes, as a whole was different at a statistical significance of .01
level.

8. Administrative factors and school effectiveness, as a whole had a
high level of positive relationship at the statistical significance of .01 level.

9. The school administrative factors comprised six aspects which were
able to predict school effectiveness at the statistical significance of .05 level. The said
factors were: atmosphere and organizational culture (factor no. 8), budget and
resources for.administration (factor no. 6), personnel (factor no. 5), administrative
process (factor no. 4), and information technology for administration (factor no. 7). The
three factors that could not be able to predict the effectiveness of schools were:
organization structure (factor no. 2), leadership of administrators (factor no. 3),
environment, community and local (factor no. 9).

The equation could be summarized in raw scores as follows: Y'= 0.061 +
0.308 X8 + 0.191 X6 + 0.159 X1 + 0.141 X5 + 0.110 X4 + 0.077 X7 and the
predictive equation in standardized scores was X'= 0.327 Z8+ 0.205 Z6 + 0.163 Z1
+ 0.142 Z5 + 0.115 Z4 + 0.086 Z7

10. The guidelines for developing administrative factors affecting the school



effectiveness involved six aspects: policy implementation (factor no. 1), administrative
process (factor no. 4), personnel (factor no. 5), budget and resources for administration
(factor no. 6), information technology for administration (factor no. 7), atmosphere and

organizational culture (factor no. 8).
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