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ABSTRACT

Abstract of special problem submitted to the Graduate School of Maejo University
in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the degree of Master of Science

in Agriculture and Forestry Administration

EFFECTS OF DIFFERENT LANGUAGES USED IN SLIDE
PRESENTATION ON HILLTRIBE FARMERS ’ LEARNING
By
SURAPHOJ  KANJANASING
NOVEMBER 1999

Chairman : Associate Professor Dr. Wittaya Damrongkiattisak
Department / Faculty : Department of Agricultural Extension,

Faculty of Agricultural Business

The purpose of this study was to compare the farmers’ levels of
cognitive learning through synchronized slide programs on “ Establishing Vetiver
Hedges™, produced by using three different languages : 1) Official language;
2) Northemn dialect; and 3) Lisu language.

The study was conducted in Randomized Pretest—Posttest Control
Group Design. The samples were 90 hilltribe farmers selected by simple random
sampling from those in 5 villages of Tambon Muangkong, Amphur Chiangdoa,
Changwat Chiangmai. The samples were divided into 3 groups, each of which
consisted of 30 farmers. The first was the control group, exposed to the
synchronized slide program with the Official language; the second group, the Lisu
language; and the third group, the Northern dialect. The data were collected by
means of interview schedules and test forms, analyzed for percentage, range,
mean, standard deviation, and tested for critical values of Chi—square, t ~ test,

F — test and Least Significant Difference (LSD).
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The results were as follows:

The farmers’ knowledge gained were significantly different among
the three groups. The farmers exposed to the Northern dialect had the highest
knowledge gained, followed by those exposed to the Lisu language, while those
exposed to the Official language had the lowest knowledge gained. When the
knowiedge gained of each pair were compared, the following were found:

1. The knowledge gained of the group exposed to the Northern
dialect was significantly higher (p < 0.05) than that of the group exposed to
the Official language.

2. The knowledge gained of the group exposed to the Lisu
language was significantly higher (p < 0.05) than that of the group exposed to
the Official language.

3. The knowledge gained of the group exposed to the Northemn
dialect was non-significantly higher than that of the group exposed to the Lisu

language.



