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ABSTRACT

This study aimed to 1) investigate administrative behaviors based on good
governance of the school administrators, 2) compare administrative behaviors based
on good governance as perceived by the school administrators and teachers working in
the different provinces, different school size and different working experience, and 3)
find out quidelines in developing-administrative behaviors based on good governance
among the school administrators. The population used in this study consisted of those
concerned with administrative behaviors based on good governance among the school
administrators in schools under the Office of the Secondary Educational Service Area
22 in the academic year 2014 in the area of 2 provinces: 51 schools in Nakhon
Phanom and 30 schools in Mukdahan-a total of 81 schools altogether. Samples were
405 persons concerned with administrative behaviors. A tool used was a 5-level
rating scale questionnaire. To analyze data, percentage, mean, standard deviation, t-
test (Independent Samples) and F-test (One-Way ANOVA) were employed.

The findings were as follows:

1. The administrative behaviors based on good governance of the school

administrators as perceived by the schools administrators and teachers were at the

high level.



2. The effects of comparison in the perception of the school administrators
and teachers classified by status showed no significant differences. When each aspect
was considered, it was found that the principle of morality was significantly different at
the .01 level. The principle of responsibility was different at the .01 level of
significance. The rest showed no significant differences.

3. The effects of comparison on the perception of the school administrators
and teachers classified by working experience differed significantly at the .05 level.
When each aspect was considered, it was determined that the principle of morality
was different at the .01 level of significance. The rest showed no significant
differences.

4. The effects of comparison on the opinions of the school administrators
and teachers classified by school size, in general, showed no significant differences.
When separately considered, it was found that the principle on morality was
significantly different at the .01 level. The principle on responsibility differed
significantly at the .05 level. There were no significant differences in the rest.

5. The effects of comparison on the perception of the school administrators
and teachers classified by working experience, as a whole and in each aspect, were
different at the .05 level of significance. When separately considered, it was
determined that the principle on morality was significantly different at the .01 level.
The principle on transparency and principle on worthiness differed significantly at the
.05 level. Therest showed no significant differences.

6. The guidelines on the development of administrative behaviors based on
good governance of the school administrators and teachers that should be developed
included the following 4 principles: principle on law, principle on transparency, principle

on participation as well as principle on worthiness.
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