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ABSTRACT

The objective of this research was to compare farmers’ learning performances from
viewing narrative slide-tapes using three different summarized techniques that were summarizing
contents in letters, graphics and both letters and graphics. The content of the slide-tapes was

“litter management after sowing”

The randomized pretest-posttest control group design was used in this study. The model
groups, resulted from a sample random sampling, was comprised of 120 farmers from Ban Pong
community in Tambon Pa Phai, Amphor Sansai, Chiang Mai. The respondents were then divided
into three groups of forty members. After collecting data by interviews and questionnaires,
statistical analysis was conducted in order to determine ranges, mode, percentage, means,

standard deviations, Chi square test, t-test, F-test and Lest Significant Difference (LSD) test.

The results of the study were as follow:

1. Farmer had higher significantly learning outcomes after viewing the three types of
slide-tapes than learning outcomes before viewing.

2. The learning outcomes of farmers after viewing the three types of slide-tape were
significantly different. It was found that farmers who viewed slide-tapes summarized contents in
both letters and graphics had the highest learning outcomes, followed by group that viewed slide-
tapes summarized contents in letters and the group that viewed slide-tapes summarized contents
in graphics, respectively. When comparing means of each group, it was found that:

2.1 Means of farmers learning outcomes from slide-tapes summarized contents

in graphics were not significantly different from those in letters (P < 0.05).
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2.2 Means of farmers learning outcomes from slide-tapes summarized contents
in letters were not significantly different from those in both letters and graphics (P < 0.05).
2.3 Means of farmers learning outcomes from slide-tapes summarized contents

in letters and graphic were significantly higher than those in graphics (P < 0.03).



