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Abstract

The purpose of this study was to survey the performance and
opinions of the secondary school teachers in Task Fa district,
Nakorn Sawan province on measurement and evaluation of students'
learning achievement according to subject categories, The popula-
tion and sample groups of the Study are the teachers of a secondary
school in Tak Fa district, Nakorn Sawan province, in the academic
year of 1988. The study included the analysis of 60 persons’
opinions and 20 sample-grouped persons’' performance. The methods
and instruments used in this study are rating scale questionnaire,
performance observation with record, rating scale, field interview
and record interview. Data were analyzed through use of mean,
standard deviation and proportion. The test of difference in

performance was done by the Kruskal-Wallis Test comparison.



The following were among the findings of this study:

Teachers® performance in measurement.

Comparison of teachers' performance in testing basic know-
ledge, evaluating obdective, evaluating at the end of academic
~ term, making and applying instruments by seperated comparison in
accordance with variants appeaied that. there was no statistical

significant difference in teachers’ performance.

Data acquired from observation.

1. Teachers used oral questions at a lower degree for the
measurement of basic knowledge, a lot of tests for the objective
evaluation and the highest degree for evaluation at the end of the
year.

2. Teachers seldom used random gquestions for individual
student measurement.

3. Teachers mainly used the whole élass teaching to improve
learning and teaching.

4. Teachers moderately used multiple choice tests at a high
to moderate degree and others at the‘lowest degree.

5. For cognitive domain, teachers highly foused on knowledge
and memory, moderate to lower degree on comprehension and applica-
tion, and rarely on analysis and éynthesis.

6. For affective domain, teachers focused on receiving at the

lowest. degree.



7. For psychomotor domain, teachers focused on imitating at
the lowest degree, particulary in the department of phygics,
agriculture and vocation.

8. Teachers used materials relating to learning objectiverat

a higher to moderate degree.

Data collected from interview.

1. Most of the teachers used their self-constructed test,
sample-used test and teacher hand-book test. |

2. Most of the teachers considered. learning objectives and
test difficulties in constructing the tests.

3. Most of the teaéhers' main purpose in testing was to grade
- and accumulate scores.

4. Only some of the teachers paid sttention to sociometry and
applied its result to organize working group or study the deficien-

cies of the students.

Teachers' opinion on measurement and evalustion.

1. Several groups of teachers thought that the measurement of
basic knowledge, obJjective evaluation and affective evaluation are
very or the most important. |

2. Most of the teachers cpnsidered that interview, test and
other procedures used in evaluation are very or the most important.

3. Most teachers spent. less or moderate time on measurement
of basic knowlédge while moderate to much time was spent on

objective evaluation.




4. Most of the teachers viewed_that the standards used for
grading are the most suitable.

5. Most of the teachers viewed that the principles for tes£
constructing are very or the most important.

6. Teachers wanted to study the techniques ofevaluation at a

high degree and most of them wanted to use the training program.




