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Abstract -

This‘ study was designed to construct an instructional program
.on "Types of Words in Thai" for Prathom Suksa 6 students and, at the
same time, establish its effectiveness using the standard 90/90
effectiveness criterion. In addition, student learning achievement
scores prior to and after this constructed program-based instruction
were'compared;

The construction of this program was based on Lysaught and
Williams steps which covered 1) identifying proper contents; 2)
" examining curriculum, teacher manual and proper contents; 3
establishing general and behavioral objectives for each topics 4
writing a linear instructional program as frame for constructing
answer items; 5) refining the program; 6> field trying the program;

and 7) establishing effectiveness.



The instructional time required 21 periods divided into 7

parts, 3 periocds each. Two periods were devoted to pre and posttesting.

Study sample comprised Prathom Suksa 6 students of Lampang
Provineial Kindergarten School during the 1992 academic year. The
school is under Muang Lampang District Office of Primary Education,
Lampang Province. There were 3 experiments altogether. Experiment 1

involved 7 students on a one-to-one instruction basis. These

students, from 6/4 class, were classified as fair-to-slow learners.

Experiment 2 involved 35 students from the same class comprising
smart, fair and slow learners. Seven 5-student groups were taught
different topics. The purpose of this experiment was to improve the
constructed program. Experiment 3 waé a field trial conducted on 46
6/3 class students comprising smart, fair and slow learners. The
purpose of this particular experiment were to establish the program ' s
effectiveness and compare pre— and post-instruction learning
~ achievement.

Findings were that the constructed program was 90.20/90. 40
effective, higher than set criterion. As regards learning improvement
it was found that pre- and post—instruction achievement scores were

different at the .01 significance level.




