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ABSTRACT

This research intended to: 1) examine conditions, problems and
effectiveness of school operation based on standards. of student assistance system; 2)
compare levels of opinions of school administrators, teachers in charge, and teachers,
classified by different position, work experience, and school size; and 3) establish
quidelines for developing school operations based on the standards of a student
assistance system. The population comprised 2,187 administrators, teachers in charge,
and teachers working from 45 schools under the Secondary Educational Service Area
23. The samples were 325 school administrators, teachers in charge, and teachers.
The research tool was a 5-point rating scale questionnaire. The statistics used for data
analysis were percentage, mean, standard deviation, and One-Way ANOVA for
hypothesis testing.

The findings were as follows:

1. In terms of conditions, the school operation follows the standards of
the student assistance system, and, as a whole, had a mean score at a high level,
ranking from high to low as follows: procedures, student quality, and factors.

2. In terms of problems, the school operation followed the standards of
the student assistance system, and, as a whole showed a low level of mean scores,

ranking from high to low as follows: procedures, factors and student quality.



3. In terms of effectiveness, the school operation follows the standards of
the student assistance system, and, as a whole had an average at a high level,
ranking from high to low as follows: procedures, student quality, and factors.

4. The school administrators, teachers in charge and teachers, classified by
position attained, reported that conditions, problems and effectiveness, as a whole had
no difference.

5. The school administrators, teachers in charge and teachers, classified by
working experiences, reported that conditions and problems, as a whole had no
difference. The effectiveness was different at the .05 level of statistical difference.

6. The school administrators, teachers in charge and teachers, classified by
school size, reported that conditions and problems, as a whole were different at a .05
level of statistical significance. The effectiveness, as a.whole, had no difference.

7. The guidelines for developing school operation based on standards of the
student assistance system needed to be developed were conditions comprising two
aspects: factors, and student quality, the-operational problems comprising one aspect:
procedures, and the effectiveness comprising two aspects of factors and student

quality.
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