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ABSTRACT

The puréose of this study was to compare Thai Language
achievement of Matthayom Suksa I students taught by using inverse
cues, underlined key words and no cue in computer assisted
instruction.

A sample group of 60 Matthayom Suksa I étudents enrolled at
Wapipathum School, Amphur Wapipathum, Changwat Mahasarakham
during the first semester of the 1996 academic year. They were
randomly selected by two-stage sampling and then assigned into
three experimental groups. 20 in each. Each group studied with
a different. set of computer assisted instruction: (1) with no cue,

(2) with inverse cues, and (3) with underlined keywords.



The research tools developed by the researcher were:
(1) a Thai achievement test with the difficulty level ranged
from .29-.80, the discrimination power ranged from .20-.61 and the
reliability was .80, and (2) CAI with the efficiency of 81.11/81.22
and the effectiveness index was .66.

The SPSS/PC+ program was used in the one-way analysis of variance
to compare the students’ achievement.

The findings of this research were: (1) there were significant
statistical differences in their learning achievement at the .05 level.
The learning achievement of the students who studied with inverse
cues and underlined key words was higher than that of the students
who studied with no cue. (2) the students who studied with inverse
cues and underlined key words no significant statistical differences

in their learning achievement at the .05 level.



