1 ] L2 [

Bollmfwud  anvoeunt SeueeReihwdaenudaveesssdt oL Soesegunuy
3 9.:%!’:1'4 L} é: [
Aflannns Jeu e Saengua e aBnusesum ssiie

IR WENGEN RS

sl Fadveni8ny

fmsfnan 2535
unHAts

nw&%ﬁﬁa?*ﬁﬁiﬁgﬁﬁgaqﬁLﬁaﬁnyﬁmauaqgﬂaﬂnwsquﬂt%ﬂuuﬁzééﬁaﬁ
Soarudasivmastesidat Soailion s Seud o daanduatr  a i aunsd
Fin aeosauine A msenieiuisiaad sunuzaem Seutsaan Gy
2 LR A T SN gﬁﬁlﬁﬁﬁﬂﬁWNﬁﬁﬁﬁhﬁﬂﬁﬂﬂdL%ﬂk%aﬁ
wipari iy 4 wnBeamniesa Fae wut$aedn wwEsTR R RATIY
wiassiaawAasmsneuad ot fas ngudaind Sulim Seusuiszoudng
M 5 anntsa Teaszaadmndaorialamd aman 8 e anawin Seu
256 Au fint fewtdSunsin umsnesss oo 8 M ndise 32 By
\edafiofiium A Suussnaudng miSey 3 v wE 8 uuy Uuhasioy .
n13;§Hu§L§3a%3ﬁn§na%34Lﬁ%ﬂﬁizﬁﬂﬂwaﬁﬂﬁa uéa:n%niﬁ%ﬁLﬁauiwﬁwsﬂaaas
uand il nws;%awﬁsﬂUﬂs%Huéwﬁgﬂunv Widsulusz 1 wnileu e

SruuntSeuae 30 o v niin Seudnon Sovavusmeun Ssudy

: ey 1 X . ”
wuunasayTantst feuiilai e 10 fo ifan 15 A msTiensitioya

W e ede s i e vuivane  Seaduanysd
Rl AT T Te ot
1. iin Spunduitim S sendns 1 fmd i daegen s

fin Sundufauon Souamsmn o et i eaiais=f 001



’ [ L] . L7 '
2. inSpunduiianuun Souiilfatedanmbasueeavaviflai e

RUREERIC LX) uungéaﬁﬂﬁ_uuuﬁ;uaq1mﬁmn§huazuuuiﬂﬁ§@ﬁaﬂﬁﬁﬁjwuﬁﬁ
sznaaﬁﬂaqsﬁég%aqﬁﬂwéiﬁﬂuiLﬁag%aﬂu@ﬂéﬁqﬁﬂeﬂﬁqﬁﬁﬂaﬁﬁ@wﬁqaﬁﬁﬁ
Su6il . 001

2.1 9% ”ﬂL%ﬂuﬂa;1é1umn;%auﬁﬁé&ﬁuﬂﬁﬁﬁaimﬁasuuaaaﬂaq
a1 Spnvuaguendenindms 1 Jond o Savganinin Srunguiidnn
-yﬂa%ﬂuﬁﬂﬁﬂﬁtm%ﬁﬁaﬁu%aiauﬂaaﬁﬂﬁLﬁﬂa%aﬁuvﬁiﬁiﬁ;%aq uuw;%aﬂﬂa
uazuuuiﬂﬁéﬁﬁaaﬁﬁﬁzduﬁﬁaaﬁﬂaﬂﬂaﬁLiﬁa%aﬁaéﬁqﬁﬁh&ﬁﬁ@nﬁqaﬁﬁﬁixﬁﬁ

01 |

5.2 i Seunguiidnuon Seuitiehedeanutinsutaatn
Lﬁéz%aquunﬁéaqﬂaﬁﬂﬁiL%auiL%ﬂL%aﬂgﬁniﬁﬁﬂL%auﬁéquﬂﬁ%ﬂuﬁ
1ﬂﬂ§qﬂqﬂﬁaﬁaﬁuﬁﬁiaﬂﬂa@ﬁaqz%ﬁ1%aqaﬂweﬁﬁﬂ&ﬁﬁ@wWQﬁﬁﬁﬁszﬁﬁ 01

2.3 i Srunsiid o Souifiehadannwdniusanes
L%ﬁL%ﬂ&uUHTﬁiﬁLéaﬂﬁﬂﬁﬁlgﬂu%iﬁéL%Bﬁﬁ@ﬂiﬂﬁht%ﬂ%ﬂﬁﬁgéﬁuﬁﬂigﬂu
fuddeted aawmﬁﬂaanﬂa@vaqLuaa%aq3ﬂwqﬁuﬂaﬁﬁm%1ﬁaﬁﬁﬁmmﬂn L 05

2.4 ﬁﬂL%BuﬂﬁﬂﬁéﬁﬂﬂﬂLgﬂnﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬂﬁﬁﬁﬁ1N§@53Uﬂﬂﬂauv
'iﬂﬁqL%ﬂﬂﬁﬂ:uuyx%aaﬂaﬁnnﬁLsaugauagﬁﬁqiﬁu@nﬁWQﬂu

3. %Bﬁiluimﬁlﬁﬁgﬁuﬂﬂﬂaﬁﬂﬂlaﬂuua~§Q%}HQﬂ

e AT EaAYse L a1 dag

-
3



e

Thesis Title

Author
Major Program

Acadenmic Year

Effects of pifferent Types of Text and Organizer
on Content Learning of Life Experiences

Mr. Xrisda Kunton

Educationéi Psychglqgf

1952

Abstract

The purposes of this research were to investigate

the effects of tvpes of text and organizer on content learning

of life experiences snd the interaction of the two involved

variables. The texts were of two typéé:dialoque and marrative.

The organizers were of four types:outline sentence,content

gbstract,main idea and no organizer. The subjects were 256

 Pratomsuksa V students from eight primary schools under the Office

of Pattani Provincial Primery Education in the 1992 academic year.

The subjects were randomly assigned ianto eight experimental groups.

32 students in each.The instruments {or data cellection consisted

of 8 different tvpes of text,in each ivpe comprised 3 lessons and

a content learning of life experience tests. The subjects in each

group were then treated under a different treatment condition in

which the students were presented with different types of text in

& 3U-minutes session oncejafter each lessons,all subjects were asked

15 minutes. The

‘to do a 10-itcwm test om content learning of 1ife expericnces in

ANOVA  comnpletely randomized factorial design

was used in the data analysis.



The resﬁlts were as.fallqws :

1. The group treated with the nazrétive text scbreﬁ'higher
-on the content learning than those treated with dialogue text at
‘the ;OOi level of significance.

2. The g;oup treated with text with different orgamizer:
outline sentence,content abstract,main idea and no organizer scored
differentlyhgﬁ the test at the .001 level of significance.

2.1 The.group treated with text with mein idea scored
higher on.the_;gst tﬁan those treated with text-with outline
sentence,content abstract and.go organizer at the .01 le?el of
significance.

2.2 The group treated with text with content abstract
scored higher on the test than those treated with text with no
organizer at the .01 level of significanqe.

2;3.The group treated with text with outline seatence
scored higher on the test than those treated with text with no
orgénizer_at the .05 level of significapce,

2.4 There was no statistical difference in content
learning between the group treated with text with content abstract
and.those treated with text with outiine sentence.

3. There was no interaction between the tyvpes of

texl and organizer.



