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ABSTRACT

The purposes of this research were to investigate, compare, determine the
relationship and predictive power and establish the guidelines for developing
administrative factors affecting transformational-leadership of school administrators.
The samples consisted of 55 administrators and 284 teachers under the Office of
Sakon Nakhon Secondary Educational Service Area 23 in the academic year 2017.
The instrument for data collection was a set of 5-level rating scale questionnaires
developed by the researcher with a discrimination between .46-.90 and a reliability of
.98. Statistics for data analysis were mean, standard deviation, percentage, t-test
(Independent Samples), F-test (One way ANOVA), Pearson’s product moment
coefficient and Stepwise multiple regression analysis.

The results of this research were as follows:

1. The administrative factors of school administrators based on
administrators and teachers’ opinions was at the high level in overall.

2. The transformational leadership of school administrators based on
administrators and teachers’ opinions was at the high level in overall.

3. The administrative factors of school administrators based on
administrators and teachers’ opinions was significantly different at the .05 level in

overall.



4. The transformational leadership of school administrators based on
administrators and teachers’ opinions was significantly different at the .01 level in
overall.

5. The administrative factors of school administrators based on
administrators and teachers’ opinions specified by school size was significantly different
at the .01 level in overall.

6. The transformational leadership of school administrators based on
administrators and teachers’ opinions specified by school size was significantly different
at the .05 level in overall.

7. The administrative factors of school administrators based on
administrators and teachers’ opinions specified by work’s experience was not different
in overall and each factor.

8. The transformational leadership of school administrators based on
administrators and teachers’ opinions specified-by. work experience was not different in
overall and each aspect.

9. The administrative factors showed the positive relationship with
transformational leadership of school administrators at the .01 level of significance.

10. The three administrative factors affecting transformational leadership
of school administrators involved : Participative management, Decentralization and
Learning organization. It was also found that these three administrative factors were
able to predict the transformational leadership of school administrators at the .01 level
of significance with the predicting power of 81.60 percent and standard error of
+ 0.24418

11. The learning organization, the decentralization and the participatory
are 3 factors of administrative factors affecting transformational leadership of school
administrators should be developed and the researcher has proposed the guidelines

for developing in this research.
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