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‘ Basic academic ability survey
20 minutes

. Survey for pair
April combination G

‘ Survey regarding PC experience
5 minutes

AV

Classes using
April —June traditional approach Computer literacy practical lessons
P (one teacher teaches P v P
all students at once)
July Class for individual PC certification mock practical test
Week 1 test 20 minutes
— ‘ Individual mark sheet paper test
20 minutes
<Experimental group> <Controlled group>
July Test class for pair Teacher involvement Teacher involvement
Week 2 work 1 Yes No
Free conversation Free conversation
5 minutes 5 minutes
Pair practical test 1 Pair practical test 1
— 15 minutes 15 minutes
— ‘ Survey of personality and motivation to learn
10 minutes
<Experimental group> <Controlled group>
Teacher involvement Teacher involvement
Yes No
July Test class for pair = = = -
Week 3 work 2 ree conversation ree conversation
5 minutes 5 minutes
Pair practical test 2 Pair practical test 2
30 minutes 30 minutes
‘ Pair work questionnaire survey
I 5 minutes

Figure 2. Flow chart of investigation 2012
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(a) Experimental group (Test 1)
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(b) Controlled group (Test 1)

class info|t]2|3|al5|6|7]|8]|9]t0]11]12]13])14]15
J2
G2
G3

Fi | W

(c) Experimental group (Test 2)
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(d) Controlled group (Test 2)
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Figure 3. Teacher’s involvement with time
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Table 1 Amount of teacher’s involvement in each test

times characters  char./time char./min.
Experimental group (Test 1) 8.0 267.3 33.6 17.82
Controlled group (Test 1) 2.3 30.8 13.8 2.05
Experimental group (Test 2) 8.0 354.0 45.0 11.80
Controlled group (Test 2) 35 106.5 311 3.55
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Table 2 T-test result related to pair work

mean of mean

n exg. std. t sig. difference prob.
Deviation Score of Test 1 107 53.74 7.18 5.46 0.00 6.66 * %
Deviation Score of Test 2 100 51.35 9.08 1.80 0.07 2.38 *
Deviation Score of Test 1 (pair) 101 54.07 6.67 5.79 0.00 7.16 %
Deviation Score of Test 2 (pair) 100 27.81 7.74 1.75 0.08 1.98 *
Pair effect of Test 1 107 1.91 9.70 2.89 0.00 3.90 * %
Pair effect of Test 2 100 —1.25 10.98 0.27 0.79 0.47
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Table 3 T-test result related to questionnaire

mean of mean

n ex.g. std. t sig difference prob.
Do you need the involvement of 105 295 1.07 A 210 0.04 A 028 % %
teachers?
Was the teacher's instruction 105 388 0.94 175 0.08 0.22 %
enough?
Did you have more lively 105 273 1.29 A 191 0.06 4 033 *

conversation in the last week?
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Figure 6. Proportion of experimental and controlled group
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Table 4 Number and Chi-square result at each Test

Test 1 Test 2
LL GG LL GG
Experimental group 0 64 2 54
Controlled group 10 35 4 39
Sig. of Chi test 0.000 3 =* 0.236
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Table 5 Items recognized Significant differences at Test 1 about LL pair

difference from

n average GG sd. t sig.
pair efffect (Test 1, pair) 10 A 31.06 A 37.28 7.42 A 922 0.000 **
pair test score (Test 1, pair) 10 23.00 A 931 3.13 A 422 0.000 **
pair efffect (Test 2, pair) 10 A 1654 A 16.84 9.80 A 365 0.000 **
individual test score (pair) 10 46.00 4.46 0.94 2.63 0.010 **
PC experience (pair) 10 21.40 A 312 272 A 218 0.031 **
Difference of individual test score 10 1.60 A173 1.26 A212 0,037 **

in pair

Table 6 Items recognized Significant differences at Test 2 about LL pair

difference from

n average GG sd. t sig.
pair efffect (Test 2, pair) 6 A 3575 A 4126 6.99 A 839 0.000 **
pair test score (Test 2, pair) 6 16.33 A 1214 2.73 A 378 0.000 **
pair efffect (Test 1, pair) 6 A 1592 A 1935 12.40 A 335 0.001 **
individual test score (pair) 6 46.67 5.21 3.14 2.32 0.023 **
welmaedv a8 g a7 aow o sz o
pair test score (Test1, pair) 5 23.20 A 752 8.17 A 206 0.042 **
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