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The purposes of this study were to construct and use of learning provision plans
emphasizing the 4 MAT system model on Sorgkran Festival and to study the results after using
these plans. The target group was 26 Prathom Suksa 4/1 students of Ban Kad (Khemawang)
School in the second semester of 2003 academic year. The instruments were 10 learning
provision plans emphasizing the 4 MAT. system model on Songkran Festival, required 20
teaching hours, learning achievement test and product assessment form. Déta was analyzed by
mean and percentage, then presented through tables and description.

The finding were as follows :

1. The 10 learning provision plans emphasizing the 4 MAT system model on Songkran
Festival required 20 teaching hours were integrated plans and could be used appropriately and
successfully.

2. The resuits after using these plans were :

2.1. The posttest average score of Prathom Suksa 4/1 students learning through
4 MAT system model was 80.96, which was in the very good level.
2.2. The average score of product quality was 3.53, which was in the best quality level.





