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ABSTRACT

The purposes of this research were to study, compare, examine the
relationship, find out the predictive power, and establish the guidelines for developing
administrative factors and Leaning Organization affecting school effectiveness under
the Office of Mukdahan Primary Educational Service Area. The samples consisted of
331 people Including 87 school administrators and 244 teachers from 87 schools under
the Office of Mukdahan Primary Educational Service Area in the academic year 2016.
The instrument for data collection was a set of 5 - level rating scale questionnaires.
Statistics employed to analyze data were percentage, mean, standard deviation,

t - test (Independent Samples), F - test (One Way ANOVA), Pearson's Product
Moment Correlation, and Stepwise Multiple Regression analysis.

The findings of this research were as follows:

1. The administrative factors, Learning Organization, and school
effectiveness as perceived by school administrators and teachers, as a whole and
in each aspect, were at a high level.

2. The administrative factors, Learning Organization, and school
effectiveness as perceived by school administrators and teachers, as a whole and

in each aspect, showed no difference.



3. The administrative factors, Learning Organization, and school
effectiveness as perceived by school administrators and teachers from different school
sizes, as a whole and in each aspect, were not different.

4. The administrative factors, Learning Organization, and school
effectiveness as perceived by school administrators and teachers with different
working experiences, as a whole and in each aspect, showed no difference.

5. The relationship between the administrative factors and Learning
Organization showed the positive relationship toward school effectiveness at the .01
level of statistical significance.

6. The seven variables of administrative factors and Learning
Organization could predict the school effectiveness at the .01 level of statistical.

The first four variables involved: System thinking, Motivation, Personnel Development,
and Shared Vision. Meanwhile, the three variables, included Mental Models, Personal
Mastery, and Information technology, were able to predict the school effectiveness

at the .05 level of statistical significance, with the predictive power of 75.900 percent
and standard error of + 0.234.

7. The variables of the administration and Learning Organization
found most in need of further development were: System thinking, Motivation, Mental
Models, Personnel Development, Personal Mastery, Shared Vision, and Information

technology. In this research, the development guidelines were also proposed.

Keywords : Administrative Factors, Learning Organization, School Effectiveness





