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ABSTRACT

The purposes of the study were (1) to determine the
factors affecting the primary schools’ success and, (2) to
study the impacts of the Education for Rural Development
Project. The sampling included the principals, teachers,
students and the school committee members with total of 574
subjects by using appropriate techniques. The developed
questionnaire was used for collecting data. An interview of

the concerned personnel was also used for additional data.

The earned data were then analized by SPSS computer program
for finding percentages, means (X), standard deviations

(S.D.) an t-test.

Findings .

1. It was found that factors that affected the
success of the schools were as follows

(1) The factors concerning the community which the

schools located did not affect the schools’ success. Those

factors were economics, occupations, level of development,



attitudes toward the schools of the committee members and
community leaders and the school assistances.

(2) The schools with high success were
characterized by (a) having school areas more than 20 rai
with fertile soil, (b) having natural water resources which
could be used for agriculture all year round, (c) majority
of the teachers living in the school service areas, (d)
winning more awards on the students’ activities, (e) the
good desirable attitudes of the principals and the
teachers, (f) having the principals with higher leadership
and (g) having more activittes to carry on.

However, the characteristics of the schools with
low success included (a) having inadequate areas (5-10 rai)
and bad soil, (b) inadequate natural water resources, (c)
majority of the teachers living off service areas, (d)
considerably negative attitudes toward the schools, with
statistical difference (= .01) when campared with the
higher success schools. Moreover, the low success schools
carried on less project evaluation activities than the high
success schools (= .05)

(3) There were more outside organizations, both
state and private, assisting and cooperating schools which
there were solely state organizations.

2. Among the good impacts of the schools carrying on
the Education for Rural Development Project were as
follows:

(1) The students had more desirable characteristics,
for example, gratitude, discipline, self-governing, cooperation,
and work sharing.

(2) The schools were clean, shady and neat. The

teachers had high morale and used the complete circle of



teaching : teaching, producing and making use of the
production.

(3) The community people satisfied with the
behavior, the discipline, the gratitude of the students,
The student’s guardians +took more responsibility, were
interested in assisting the schools and could help solving
the community problems, and were ready for changes and
development.

However, when the high and the low success schools
were compared, it was found that they were different (= .05)
on the impacts toward the schools and the staff. The
students in the high success schools could bring the
knowledges and experiences for using at their homes and
comnunity and had more chance of work better than the low

success schools (= .01 and = .05 respectively).



