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Abstract

This thesis examined leadership orlentations of school administrators attached
to the Office of Phakdi Chumphon District Primary Education, Chalyaphum Province.
Altogether, 21 administrators and 215 teachers, comprising the thesis population, were
asked to respond to the self-evaluation and administrator evaluation gquestionnaires.
Subsequently, collected data were analyzed by using frequency and percentage, where
findings descriptively presented with tables.

| Findings were as follows:

School administrators classified their leadership behaviors as belonging first to
the human resqufce frame followed by the structural, symbolic and political frames,
respectively. Teachers, on the other hand, reported that their administrator's leadership
behaviors fell first in the structural frame followed by the human resource, political and
symbolic frames, respectively.

As regards administrators leadership orientations, both population groups were in
agreement that they first belonged to the symbolic frame followed by the human resource,
structural and political frames, respectively. As far as an overall evaluation was

concerned, administrators were of the opinion that they were both leaders and



administrators with moderate-to-high effectiveness. On the other hand, teachers were of

the opinion that administrators were both Iéaders and adrministrators with moderate

effectiveness.



