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Abstract

The purposes of this research were to study Thai silent
reading achievement of students taught through STAD and Teacher’s
Manual approach and to compare the achievement gained of the high, the
mediun and +the 1low achievers taught through STAD and also to
invest.igate their opinions toward STAD teaching. The subjects chosen
by multi-stage random sampling were 80 Prathom Suksa 5 Students at
Huay Krai School, Chiang Rai Province during the second semester of
the academic year of 1994. The students were divided into two groups :
an experimental group and a controlled group. The researcher taught the
experimental group using the STAD approach, and the contyolled group
using the Teacher’s Manual approach for eight weeks (458 periods ;5 20

minutes a period). The randomized control group pretest-posttest design




was used in the experiment. The instruments used in this experiment
were Thai Silent Reading achievement tests and questionnaires on
learning through STAD having the reliability at 0.704 and 0.798
respectively.

The students were asked to do the pretest and posttest which
were designed by the researcher. The scores from Students’ Thai
Silent reading achievement tests were statistically analyzed by using
t-test and the scores of achievement of the high, the medium and the
low achievers taught. through STAD approach were compared by using one
way analysis of variance (ANOVA). Duncan’s newmultiple range test was
used to analyze the mean differences in pairs. The results indicated
as following:

1. The Thai silent reading achievement scores of the students
taught through STAD approach were significantly higher than those of
the students taught by Teacher’s Manual approach at the level of .01

2. After the 3 groups of students high, medium, and low
achievers had been tought through STAD approach, the low achievers?
Thai Silent Reading achievement mean scores were significantly higher
than those of the high and medium achievers at the level of .05. Thai
Silent Reading achievement mean scores of the high achievers were not
significantly different from'ﬁhose of the medium achievers.

3. The mean scores of students’ opinions on leaning through
STAD approach in many aspects were at a satisfactory level. the level
of students’ opinions were respectively rcérranged in the order of
magnitude from the most to the least as follows : Co-operation in
studying, atmostphere in leaning, felationship within groups, ability
to adapt oneself to others, being accepted by their society, supporting

their friends’ acadenic and their own academic ability.




