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Abstract

This research was intended aimed to examine the effects of inductive
and deductive methods in computer-assisted instruction learning on mathematics
achievement and retention of Prathomsuksa Six students with different learning
abtlities. The subjects of this research comprised 80 Prathomsuksa Six students
of Mayo School (Satitbhupa), Mayo District, Pattani Province. Based on the
mathematics learning achievement of the 1998 final test results; the subjects were
randomly selected and equally divided into ¢ groups of high and low abilities,
30 students in each. Furthermore, all subjects were randomly subdivided equally
into 4 subgroups for treatment as follows: (1) The subjects with high abilities
were treated with the deductive presentation of the computer-assisted instruction
lesson, (2) The subjects with low abilities were treated with the deductive
presentation of the computer-assisted instruction lesson, (3) The subjects with
high abilities were treated with the inductive presentation of the computer-
assisted instruction lesson, and (4) The subjects with low abilities were treated
with the inductive presentation of the computer-assisted instruction lesson.
Immediately, after the completion of the treatment, all subjects were asked to
take a mathematics achicvement test. Two weeks later, all subjects were again
asked to take a mathematics achicvement test for retention. Both data were
analyzed using a completely randomized factorial design (2 x 2 ANOVA) was

use (presentation x abilities). The research findings were the foilowing.



1. The achievement of the subjects treated with different presentation
methods (inductive and deductive) was found significantly different at .01 level.
That is, the subjects treated with an inductive presentation method gained higher
achievement than those treated with a deductive presentation method.

2. The achievement of the subjects treated with different leamning
abilities (high and low) was found significantly different at .01 level. That is,
the subjects with high learming abilities gained higher achievement than those
with low learning abilities.

3. There was no interaction between the presentation methods (inductive
and deductive) and learning abilities (high and low) on mathematics achievement

4. The retention of the subjects treated with different presentation
methods (inductive and deductive) was found significantly different at .01 level.
That is, the subjects treated with an inductive presentation methed gained higher
retention than those treated with a deductive presentation method.

5. The retention of the subjects treated with different learning abilities
(high and low) was found significantly different

6. There was no interaction between the presentation methods (inductive

and deductive) and lcarning abilities (high and low) on mathematics retention.
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