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The objectives of this research were to 1) compare chemistry learning
achievement entitled “Chemistry Bonds” and integrated science process skills of
Matthayomsuksa 4 students taught using the STAD cooperative learning and the
conventional method, 2) compare the students’ learning achievement after teaching
using the conventional method, 3) compare the students’ learning achievement after
teaching using the STAT cooperative learning method, 4) compare the students’
integrated science process skills when they were taught using the STAD cooperative
learning method and the conventional method. The sample drawn using simple random
sampling was 90 Matthayomsuksa 4 students from Kannasootsuksalai School under
Suphan Buri Educational Service Area Office 1, during the first semester of the
academic year 2009. The instruments were 1) learning plans using STAD cooperative
learning method, 2) learning plans using the conventional method, 3) a learning
achievement test of “Chemistry Bonds” with a reliability of 0.80, and 4) an integrated
science process skill test with a reliability of 0.85. Data were analyzed in terms of mean,
standard deviation, and t-test.

The results were as follows:

1. taught using the STAD cooperative learning method, the students had higher
learning achievement at a significance level of .05.

2. taught using the conventional method, the students had higher learning
achie\_:ement at a significance level of .05.

- 3. the students taught using the STAD cooperative learning method had different
learning achievement from those taught using the conventional method, at a

significance level of .05.
4, the students taught using the STAD cooperative learning method had different

integrated science procesé skills from those taught using the conventional method, at a

significance level of .05.





