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Abstract 
The purposes of this research were to study the transformational 

administration of administrators affecting the communication in organizations under the 
office of Chonburi primary education service area 2, in four aspects: the structure, the 
technology, the people and the culture. The sample were 570 personnel in schools 
under the office of Chonburi primary education service area 2. The data was collected 
by questionnaires. To analyze data by frequency, percentage, arithmetic mean, standard 
deviation and stepwise multiple regression analysis. 

The results of this research were found that (1) the total of the 
transformational administration of administrators of schools under the office of Chonburi 
primary education service area 2 were at the highest level, (2) the total of the 
communication in organizations under the office of Chonburi primary education service 
area 2 were at the high level and (3) transformational administration of administrators 
affecting the communication in organizations under the office of Chonburi primary 
education service  area 2, especially the people aspect and the culture aspect were at 
high level, with statistically significant at 0.5 and 0.1 as the equation  =  
.977+.545X1+.495X2+.719X3+.705X4 
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