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ABTRACT 

 

 This research studied about the effects of simulation technique on communicative 
English speaking skills and emotional intelligence of Mathayomsuksa two students with 
different English attitudes with the following purposes: 1) to study an interaction between 
teaching methods and English attitudes on communicative English speaking skills and 
emotional intelligence of students 2) to compare the communicative English speaking skills 
of the students taught between Simulation Technique and the traditional method 3) to 
compare the emotional intelligence of the students taught between Simulation Technique 
and the traditional method 4) to compare the communicative English speaking skills of the 
students with high and low English attitudes and 5) to compare the emotional intelligence 
of the students with high and low English attitudes. The samples of this research were 120 
Mathayomsuksa Two students in the first semester of academic year 2005 from 
Dechapattanayanukul School belong to Pattani Educational Service Area 1 Office. The 
invented instruments were 1) lesson plans of the Simulation Technique 2) lesson plans of 
the traditional method 3) English attitude test that found a reliability value of .9445 4) 
communicative English speaking skills measurement and 5) emotional intelligence test of 
Department of Mental Health, Ministry of Public Health that found a reliability value of 
.8117. The data were analyzed by mean, standard deviation, test of homogeneity of 
variance and analysis of variance of the data in generalized randomized block design fixed 

model 2×2. 
 The results were as follow: 

1. There was an interaction between teaching methods and English attitudes on 
communicative English speaking skills at the statistical level of significance at .05 but there 
was not the interaction between teaching methods and English attitudes on emotional 
intelligence of students. 
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2. Students taught by the Simulation Technique had higher communicative English 
speaking skills than students taught by the traditional method at the statistical level of 
significance at .01 

3. Students taught by the Simulation Technique had higher emotional intelligence than 
the students taught by the traditional method at the statistical level of significance at .01 

4. Students with high English attitude had higher communicative English speaking 
skills than those with low English attitude at the statistical level of significance at .01 

5. Students with high English attitude had higher emotional intelligence than the 
students with low English attitude at the statistical level of significance at .01 
 


