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Abstract

Evaluation of the project to promote the potential of Thai language learners
at Wiang Phang Kham Municipal School, Mae Sai District, Chiang Rai Province. The
objective was to evaluate the project to promote the potential of Thai language
learners at Wiang Phang Kham Municipal School, Mae Sai District, Chiang Rai Province
by using the CIPPIEST Model evaluation format. The target group used to evaluate
the project included 1 educational institution administrator, 8 people of Basic
Education Commission, 1 teacher who was responsible for the project to promote
the potential of Thai language learners, 18 teachers, 128 students from grade 1
to grade 4, and 128 parents of students in grades 1 to 4 of primary school. The
instrument used for data collection was a 5-level rating scale questionnaire, 10 items.
Data was analyzed by using frequency, percentage, mean and standard deviation.
Project evaluation results found that

Evaluation of the project to promote the potential of Thai language learners
at Wiang Phang Kham Municipal School, Mae Sai District, Chiang Rai Province by using
the CIPPIEST Model evaluation format from the group of informants, all 8 aspects
were at a high level (1= 4.35, = 0.64). When sorted from highest to lowest, it was
found that the Transportability Evaluation : T had the highest average, followed by
Effectiveness Evaluation : E, Process Evaluation : P, Input Evaluation : I, Context
Evaluation : C, Impact Evaluation : |, Sustainability Evaluation : S. As for Product
Evaluation : P, it has the lowest average, respectively, with the following details :

1. The results of the Context Evaluation : C found that overall there was
a high level of agreement (L = 4.46, © = 0.56) and all items passed the evaluation
criteria (L > 3.51).

2. The results of the Input Evaluation : | found that overall it was possible at
a high level (L = 4.43, © = 0.61), appropriateness was at the highest level (1L = 4.52,
O = 0.56), and adequacy was at a high level (L = 4.49, G = 0.56), and all evaluation

criteria were passed (WL 2 3.51) every item.



3. The results of the Process Evaluation : P found that overall the practice
was at a high level (L = 4.50, = G 0.56) and all criteria were passed (M > 3.51)
every item.

4. The results of Product Evaluation : P found that overall, there was a high
level of practicability/satisfaction (L = 4.02, © = 0.98).

5. The results of the Impact Evaluation : | found that overall, there was a high
level of practicability/satisfaction (W = 4.16, G = 0.91).

6. The results of Effectiveness Evaluation : E found that overall there was the
highest level of practicality/satisfaction (L = 4.54, & = 0.50) and all criteria passed
the evaluation (1L > 3.51) every item.

7. The results of Sustainability Evaluation : S found that overall there was a
high level of practicability/satisfaction (L = 4.05, © = 0.58) and all criteria passed the
evaluation (1L >3.51).

8. The results of the Transportability Evaluation : T found that overall, there
was the highest level of practicability/satisfaction (WL = 4.60, © = 0.50) and all criteria
passed the evaluation (L 23.51).



