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ABSTRACT 1 9 5 5 O 5

This research aims to compare the English learning achievement of
Prathomsuksa 3 students and their attitude towards English learning taught by the Total
Physical Response (TPR) and the Communicative Approach.

The sample, obtained by the simple random sampling method of drawing lots
to choose schools and by then drawing lots again to choose classrooms, consisted of
70 Prathomsuksa 3 students of Wat Toongfak School, Suphan Buri Educational Service
Area Office 3 during the second semester of the 2006 academic year. All 70 students
were randomly divided in two equal groups. One group was taught through Total
Physical Response (TPR) and the other through Communicative Approach. Each group
consisted of 35 students. The instruments used for collecting data were: English lesson
plans for TPR, English lesson plans for the Communicative Approach, a multiple choice
English achievement test, a questionnaire on the students’ attitudes towards English
teaching method. The mean (i), and standard deviation (S.D.), were used to evaluate
the students’ English achievement and their attitudes towards English teaching method.
The t-test was used to test hypothesis.

The findings of the study are as follows:

1. English achievement of Prathomsuksa 3 students taught through Total
Physical Response (TPR) and Communicative Approach was significantly different at a
.05 level. The mean value of the students taught through Total Physical Response
(TPR) was higher than that of the Communicative Approach. In addition, the mean
value of listening and speaking of the Total Physical Response (TPR) was higher than
that of the Communicative Approach but the mean of the students’ competence, taught

through both methods, was not different.

2. the students who were taught through both Total Physical Response
(TPR) and Communicative Approach had significantly different attitudes at a .05 level of

statistical significance but the TPR method had a higher mean value.





