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ABSTRACT

The pumoses of this study were to investigats the participation of the
sub-district adminigtration organizations in supporting education according to the
opinions of the members of the sub-district and to comparc the participation of
the sub-district in suppaorting education focusing on status, age, education level,
career, and income, underthe 4 frameworks ;| academic affairs, personnei
administraton, general administration, and budget administration.

The participants of this study were 4498 members of 184 Buriram
sub  district administraion arganizations, and the 367 samples were selected from
the number Of those paicipants through the sample size table of Taro Yamane.
The sampling was multi - stage sampling. That was, simple randam samphng was
for sslacting districts and sub - districts and  stratified random sampling was for
sub - groups of participants classfiad propedy by status and positions. With these
samplings, there were 11 committees of sub - district administration and 326
members of sub — district administration organization,

The instruments used to collect data were three types of questicnnaires

icheck lists, O lovel rating scale. and open-anded guestionnaires.



The guestionnaires had the discrimination value betwsen 2486 to 10212 and
refiability of 0.8827

The statistics used in data analysis were the frequency, percentage,
means, and standard deviation. The hypotheses were fested by means of t-tost
Independsnt, One-Way Analysiz of Variance, and pair - comparison by means of
Scheffe's Method with the statistical significance ievel at .05 The results wers
Below,

1. The opinions af the members of the sub-district administration
orgamization in supporting educaton as & whole were at moderate level.
Congidering ewach aspect, it was found that the academic affairs, personnet.
administration, and gensral administration ware alse at moderate level except the
budget administration was at the low level, The order of apinign levels from the
highest mean to the lowest mean was general administration, personnst
administration, academic affairs, and budget administration.

2. The apinion camparison of the committeas of the sub-distrct
adminigtration organizations and {he members of the sub-district administration
organization in suppeorting educatian in primary schools as a whole were
statisticat significant difference at .05 level. Considering each aspect, it was
found that their opinions on academic affairs were statistical significant difference
at e, There were no differences for the other aspecs.

3, Tha opinion comparisan of the mambers of sub-district administration
organization in supporting  education in primary schoals focusing on age,
aducation lewel, caresr, and income as a whole were statistical significant
differences at .01 level. Considering each aspect focusing on age, it was found
that personnel administration, general administration, and budget administration
were statistical significant differences at .05 level. For academic affairs, there
ware statistical significant differences at .01 levsl. Focusing on education levsl,
it was found that there were no differences on budget administration but the other

aspects were statistical significant differances at .01 level. Focusing an carcer,



the researcher found that there were statistical significant differsnces on budget
administration at .05 level but for the other aspects, there were statistical
significant differences at .0t fevel. Focusing on income, it was found that there
ware no stalistical significant differences on budget administration but for the

other aspects, there were statistical significant differances at 01 level,



