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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this research was to study about factors facilitating the quality of
educational institutions and to construct a predictive equation of the quality of educational
institutions, basic education level, according to external quality assessment system. The methodology
used was a combination of both qualitative and quantitative research, The process of this research
comprised 2 important steps. The first step was identifying the variables related to the quality of
educational institutions, using participatory observation techniques and qualitative research
procedures. These were used to study situation at 2 educational institutions that were selected
as case studies by purposive sampling. The second step was constructing and developing the
predictive equations for the quality of educational institutions, using quantitative research
techniques and procedures. These were used for 37 educational institution samples that were
randomized using stratified random sampling. The first step was selecting 37 from 39 educational
institutions accredited by an external assessment report from the Office for National Education
Standards and Quality Assessment (ONESQA) at the confidence level of 99%. Then, data sources
from 41,301 people were categorized into 39 headmasters, 2,021 deputy headmasters and
teachers, and 39,241 students. The second step was randomizing 1,026 data sources using
proportion random sampling at the confidence level of 95% ie. 37 headmasters, 434 deputy
headmasters and teachers, and 555 students, The data used in this study were collected using
5 imstruments; 1) an external quality assessment score recording form, 2) a participatory

observation recording form, 3) a content validity check list for variables or factors related to the



quality of educational institutions, 4) questionnaires on educational management, and 5) a discussion
recording form. The analysis of these data was divided as qualitative and quantitative data.
The qualitative data was analyzed through content analysis with comparative description, and
the quantitative data was analyzed through descriptive statistics and multiple regression analysis
using SPSS for Windows. The results of this research were as follows :

1. The factors facilitating the quality of educational institutions,

1.1 The qualitative findings demonstrated there were rather distinctive differences
between the factors in the 2 educational institution case studies. School A had efficient
classrooms and special action classroom for activities of instruction. Strategies workload division
was based on equality of the volume loading, clear systems and continuous practices of internal
supervision, as well as a new approach of concrete and achievement activities of instruction.
Moreover, the parents took a stronger interest in supporting the students’ learning than the parents
in school B. However, the parents thought that the physical conditions of the school facilitated
lower quality of educational institution than school B.

1.2 The quantitative findings found 6 independent variables or factors facilitating
the quality of educational institutions, which were 1) parents caring and supporting the students’
learning (K peare s 2) the physical conditions of the school according to both students and parents
(Xp pysads 3) the status of classrooms and special action classroom (X,,__), 4) a new approach of
instruction (X, ), 5) internal supervision of school (X, ..), and 6) the strategic workload
division of the school (Xs wm)» The coefficient value of multiple regression analysis was .970,
significant at the level .001. The power of prediction was at 94.10% while the adjusted power of
prediction was at 93.00% and did not attribute multicollinearity.

2. The predictive equations of the quality of educational institutions.

2.1 The predictive equation with score weight.
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2.2 The predictive equation with beta weight.
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