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Abstract

The objective of this research was to study the effectiveness of class:'(;romEco%lgu?iczatgnz
of student teachers teaching Thai.

The population consisted of 11 student teachers teaching Thai for the semester 2/ 2546,
2 supervisors. 11 foster instructors, and 384 students.

The researching tools are 1) student teaching Thai behavioral communicative observing
form. 2) learner’s opinion on the teachers behavioral communication form, 3) self-assessment on
the cffectiveness of classroom communication form, 4) Supervisor’s and foster instructor’s
cvaluation forms.

The finding were as follows: The student teachers gained unfavorable attitude in the
minimal range 4 items, and in the medium range 2 items, exceptionally very good range 23 items,
and m the maximum range | item. When differential test had been performed between the
beginning of the semester and at the end of the semester, we found that the statistical significance
in the development was at .05. And in comparison individuaily, 4 student teachers had no
statistical significance in the communicative development behavior.

The eleven student teachers had evaluated the effectiveness of classroom communication
from the response of 384 students in term of becoming very effective in every item except one
item, which had been estimated as the most effective. When differential test had been performed
between the beginning of the semester and at the end of the semester, we found that the statistical
significance in the development was at .001.

Supervisor’s and fosters instructor’s assessment the communication effectiveness in
classroom of the student teachers had gained unfavorable attitude in the minimal rangé 6 items, in
the medium range 6 items, and in the maximum range 19 items. When differential test had been

RSy
performed between the beginning of the semester and at the end of theA seniés‘tcf', we found that
the statistical significance in the development was at .001.

According to the communication principles. we found that the teachers had perfonmed
their communicative behaviors in the medium range (2.50-3.49) of 3 aspects, the cooperative
principles, adjacency pairs and speech act. When looking into each individual person, we found

that there were only 2 students teaching Thai that had adjacency pairs score in a fair enough

level. (1.50-2.49)



