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ABSTRACT

This study had the objectives of 1) analyzing the Leadership pattern that affected the
Lecturers’ development at Maejo University and 2) analyzing the supportive factors affecting the
development of lecturers at Maejo University in the fields of science and technology, humanities
and social science.

The theory used in the study was the Leadership Grid Theory or the Managerial Grid.
The study populations were the deans, deputy deans and department heads of Maejo University
during the fiscal year B.E. 2528-2549. The researcher used questionnaires and semi-structured
interviews as the study tools. The analysis was done by analyzing the documents and quantitative
data using frequencing, percentage, mean, standard deviation and sequence.

The results were as follows:

1)The leadership pattern of the administrative people in the field of the science and
technology, humanities and social science fell into the 9,9 pattern (team management), that

showed no relationship with the results of the lecturers’ development in terms of the number of



lecturers who were granted scholarships to study in the country and overseas, the number of study
tours within domestic and outside the country, the number of academic conferences, seminars and
trainings either inside or outside the country. Neither did it correspond with the number of
research projects those lecturers received from internal funds. The differences of each of the
categories could be described as follows:

In terms of the number of lecturers who were granted scholarships it was found that the
percentage of lecturers from the science and technology fields was higher than that of their
colleagues in humanities and social science, ranking at 1 and 2 respectively.

In terms of the number of domestic and international conferences it was found that those
in the fields of humanities and social science were at a higher percentage (ranking 1) whereas
those in the fields of science and technology were in the second rank.

In terms of the number of local and international seminars it was found that the lecturers
in humanities and social science had a higher percentage of projects than their colleagues in
science and technology.

In terms of the number of training projects, both domestic and international, it was found
that the lecturers in humanities and social science had a higher percentage than those in the
science and technology.

In terms of the number of research grants from internal sources, it was found that the
lecturers in the science and technology fields were granted funds at a higher percentage than those
in humanities and social science.

2) Allocation of budget for faculty staff development in each group was also different.
The budget for lecturer development in Humanities and Social Science was higher (12.82 %) than

that of the Science and Technology fields (8.45 %).



