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Abstract

This study was aimed at examining instructional issues and
problems related to teaching Thai as a second spoken language in
primary schools. Study population comprised 9 Prathom Suksa 1-2
teachers of Mae Salong Nok School Cluster, Mae Fa Luang Branch-District
Office of Primary Education, Chiang Rai Province. Study instruments
comprised an observation checklist and an interview.

1. The former was used to observe teacher’s instructional
preparations which included pre-instruction preparation, instructional
activites, instructional media use, measurement and evaluation. Each
teacher was observed 3 times during the first semester of the 1996

academic year.



2. The latter was conducted following the 3 observations.
Interview topics included use of the Thai language curriculum,
teaching preparations, differences between teaching lowland and
highland students, methods of conducting instructional activities,
remedial teaching and instructional problems and solutions to those
problems.
study findings were as follows:
1. As regards general instructional situations it was found
that. |
1.1 Teachers’ teaching preparations were of low quality.
Teaching plans were not detailed enough. Most of them did not prepare
instructional media and measurement and evaluation instruments.
1.2 Their instructional activities were also of low quality.
They introduced the lesson by reviewing previous ones, asking questions
and reading word cards. The instruction were teacher—centerd using
polite and simple central Thai. Whenever students made incorrect
pronunciation, teachers would have them retry again and again until
they got them right. And at the end of the lesson’ teachers summarized
it by asking their students what they had learned and assigning
additional classwork.
1.3 Instructional media use were found to be of lowest
quality. Those most used were textbooks and word cards. Students
were not interested in them since they did not have a chance to

participate in their use.




1.4 Teachers measurement and evaluation were also of low
quality. They primarily relied on lesson objectives but somewhat
adjusted objective passage criteria to suit the real conditions of
their students. Most of them did not attempt to check what their
students already knew prior to the lesson. They only conducted
post-lesson checks using questions, observations and assignment of
additional classwork. At the same time, most of them evaluated and
measured their students not taking into account individual differences
as well an not keeping evaluation record.

2. Instructional problems encountered were as follow:

2.1 Thai language curriculum did not good for to teach Thai
as a second spoken language.

2.2 Teachers did not prepare the instruction because they
had a lot of teaching joad and extra work.

5.3 Students got problems in using Thai language for
communication and were absent the class frequently.

2.4 Instructional medias were rare and insufficient in
quality.

2.5 Students’parents did not recognize the value of learning
Thai.

5.6 Teachers’ remedial teaching were not continual because a
lot of jobs to do and students had Chinese language class

in the evening time.




