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an pra dan pasca bagi sampel kumpulan yang sama telah dijalankan.
Pencapaian sebelum dan selepas pengajaran eksperimen bagi 74 orang
pelajar Tingkatan Menengah Tinggi Satu bagi kelas elektif kursus
pengaturcaraan telah dicatat dan dianalisis dengan cara kuantitatif.
Dalam dimensi kognitif, gaya pembelajaran digunakan sebagai
pemboleh ubah tidak bersandar, skor ujian kognitif sebagai pemboleh
ubah bersandar, ditambah dengan data praujian sebagai covariat,
dan analisis covariat faktor tunggal telah dijalankan. Dalam dimensi
psikomotor, analisis varians kuantitatif berulang dua faktor dilakukan
dengan gaya pembelajaran sebagai faktor antara subjek dan tempoh
ujian sebagai faktor dalam subjek. Kajian telah menunjukkan bahawa
pada dimensi kognitif, gaya pembelajaran boleh mempengaruhi hasil
pembelajaran pelajar. Pelajar yang jenis gaya pembelajaran deria,
pencapaian mereka mengatasi jenis gaya pembelajaran seimbang dan
intuitif pada ujian pencapaian kognitif, terutamanya dalam unit atau
kebolehan yang lebih mencabar. Pada dimensi psikomotor, hampir
semua jenis pelajar menunjukkan prestasi setanding, mengekalkan
tahap yang konsisten merentas ujian. Hanya pelajar aktif boleh
berkembang secara berperingkat dalam kerja-kerja projek.

Abstract:The purpose of this study is to explore the effects of
students with different learning styles while using task-oriented
learning strategy in programming course, especially on “conditional
statement” and “repeated loop”. The student’s learning styles
were categorized by using the Felder-Silverman’s theory. The
learning effects were measured by cognitive achievement test and
task-solving practical test. The study design is single group
pre-experimental design. The learning outcomes of 74 elective-course
students were collected before and after the experiment to perform a
quantitative analysis. Considering learning style as an independent
variable, pre-test data as covariant and post-test data as dependent
variable to perform single factor covariate analysis. The results show
that in terms of cognitive domains, learning styles affect student learning
outcomes. Sensitive learners are better than balanced and
intuitive learners in cognitive achievement tests, especially in
challengingtopicsorabilities. Inthe psychomotor domains, mostofthe
students performed equally and maintained a consistent level.
Except active learners who can gradually grow between these
task-solving practical test.
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ATEFERIEFI AR, SRS RIEUE B 52BN, HERTREZH AT MmEERS
PR RGBT R SR I, WI935 TR 2% ZR>] & 9N e S, 4 REg P @ik

-20-



I EVF R (2022. 1) 18-28
R T 2 .

FERJRA H RN 7 ey e s ) . BRIk, R ) R ok Y 56 RBEANT] 4y,
DA ) 7 figt A R HR AR O T H R FE 2 I R 55 ) . Deek, Kimmel 55McHugh (1998) 454 7 [l it
ik iR 5T R RS, AL TSI B AR v R e . (D flEME; (20 MURIAE R TT
F (3 Wit %E; (4 BERERMIRTE; (5 MR X, (6) AR R, LA
B RS AR T IR N I RO F I 28, K B SRR 2R T A R e i Rk s
(] Ry ) 5 2 S A 25 s b R R A SR v 1 ) R AR e sk, 5 TR 21 s AR s T
i) i fR e 2 Fi e (Deek et. al., 1998) .

() B4 S Im%% S R

) R AR R PR AR 55 75 T 2 ) 3 S o ) BB AT AL, AR5 R BT B R AT RERRR I EE I B 5 e & H
PRI B ZEBE o AT 55 5 ) 2 ) SRS B AT 55 2 R A — R A LRI R A FAE AR A7 AR B ORHR ) TAT:
%, FIENIRTATS RS, YRA IR oot B BRI R 2B EA TR K (Race, 2000)
{255 T W% 3 J7 ik R B — RYNIR BB AAT 5 MR A s, 2 W, FESRRAR X
%, WAFREUHNR, JRReRH N B SRR . A, RS S )y S BRI SR P e
71, JEWONFIRE 1, BRGAVERE S RNVAIERE /1, JFSUh AT R 1 B RN 28 By 2 ST i Bk R
77 (Race, 2000) . Wood (2003) A ANE LS FI2A B A A& Al S (1D (E51EE
NSRRI HEbr—8G () WMENZREAAEREMANKEE; (3 [ESEENZE LIS K
SRR EC R R B AR (4) FERNARMA IR N AR R B S R R IR A, CASRh AR
BhE (5 ESBEMBEMALER, DAL HS 55 2 # IS EE,  (6) HENi%
IR, DMEHE S REA R T a5

KT T — RIS, R AEFIH Visual Studio“F- & _E¥IWindows Form Application
B R @ TR A DA s e @l . [F]I, U ad A2 P SRR R TR UR DL 5| 525 AR RO B
HEHRE.

(=) 22 R

ARERA RN, Z0E TR R AL AR 0 2 S A s A, L H R
T pA e RIE R LA SRR . B4, ek i N & 5] 35 4 K5 Hoam 1ok
¥l TREFEM (2002) N IE A EST, RINANAFRAS TR T 2 AR iz &
WAL HE T sCEF A FN I 22 57— SBBIT FORE X 22 S A 22 5 50 URG o XIS HE (1992) oy =) A& B
THE S A FEARG . B RN E T T R A AR Fhh, I FEANE
A P AR v R SRR A 4, B TR AL SO IR B A T T T R IR R I, 5 A B R R S R
X LA NN 5 A BETHUR ) 22 e S N 5% 2T At o Felder 5 Silvermanih 9 UM R 1 £ 3G i3k A4 £
M Re s, MRk AR ZE R, AR Y207 T AR 2E T, Pk R e (e
& B IS B R S R . 19914F, FeldertjSolomanf 37 [ %7 2] WUi% & K Index of Learning
Styles(ILS).

#1
Felder-Silverman‘? 2 fEPLit

7 > UK 5E X
RS AL 2 1 1] R TR AL RRR I OB S R, W A SRS R B

EEE | U TIE G RSB L T R, RS ER], SREF
(ACTive) | ARIMUITEVAHER. X THRE SR ELIHE, WE, WKE.

SBR[ s g B, @R R ENEEDSHER. THESE
(REFlective) B, BHE.

21-



TR | AR 22 20 XUk AT 55 3 T S 22 ST R e T ) 2 20 B

23] Rk EX
TR TH [ IR BN B SE R RS 1 T 2, Ao N T S
G | A T ST S, S AR SOR MR R R L, AR S S T O
(SENsing) |FF£AF4um Mg L nasiciz .
B | im T RIS F R AT RE A A e, B B AR A B, ek
(INTuitive) |fA8E &S, SOm 8K 985 FOME &A% 09 2 K.
B NI TH] 1) SR IS AR, w] 4 e A 5 E A,
Mo (e e R E R E A, & A&, REER, Bh. o o %5, WEEERRAEX
(VISual) |28t a1k 224 5 3205 2 AR
ERS | im T B 5B T 2E2E S, . fERE b, ZUmEENS VELN i kg
(VERbal) | B2 ik Bl nl ik 2 A 22 358 2 A1 .
P fif 1] 7] B2, MRS, Al NIEFR S SRR,
PR [ T2k i A 25 7 5, B E M HRE B — 22— fr i@, dim
(SEQuantial) | V8l G HE R, SRR EAEKENREZEM TR, EfkE
T PR 4] i) JEBE 2 ) R A v
SART (Mgt m) F R R B 7 5, PR AR ) R AR, SRR RO — Nk
(GLObal) | a@mARIZ %, HKEEHNEE, WAONE /5 REME, BRI HIE

F R I AL, LR BTG V2HS A B AR T 254

=, BRAE

() BIAUIEEL S T 5

A SRR G rp G DO b i — R B 5044 T A Je24 4 ik, Jeran gk, g%
RZIMNRREAR G, BRERAS 5RO, AAMSEENEIEE. IERZ R
e AE7 v/ v e s R K s TS S

(=) Wryesct- 5 se s

AHT TR LAERFE

“CORERIT T 5 < EE R RN EEAT SRR AC, DO

6 5 L U A DN S S B 27 51 B )2 S BRI, A LS S XS AR HEAT I 7E - B FE 28 M B LR -

A1
IR

’

HBLG: f 2] B
VB A B 1]
TR [
. ST 1) 2 .
| R
AT WA
* IAKI-HT Il S =
P TE% 31l R 54
LS
- BfE e . B R
B i Tl
L B
J . J

-22-




I EVF R (2022. 1) 18-28

(=) MR LA

1. Felder-SolomonZ# > XU & % (ILS)

ILSH:FH 448, FH—MAEEH a5 b “MikE., BRI —A R, KRE SRR R
AR, USRI Mk Ui B, BT 2 w20 e i) s AN S L L i OB, IR A A
5 ZAU ] )P 1l 2R

2 REFBLTH DR Al il 55
IWHIRH IS B 7 B 5 “OUERE)” AR, ER2,

2
AANEBEIEZ A FTE . W, SR, &5, 8. iln. Br#

= P25 1A FE | 5 RAEL oy EL 1l
BIE—: WES AR WS 1,2,3,7.8 5 2 20%
AR ik RE ) &/ 11,12,13,19,20 5 3 30%
BIL iy W 4,5,6,9,10 5 2 20%
A [0 kiR ) & 14,15,16,17,18 5 3 30%

3R BT A A I 56

LR /R I 56 A2 SR A R A T U S5 I oK, e MR UARE . JFEEAT I R R A1 2
RESCRE AL A AR S R 8. WU R ARE “ i) ” 5 “HREREI BTV E. Horb, i@
R0 H PR RS AR B S A A R, e S PR B2 50%; T S ARSI E P
BHUERETE AT S IIRELLE, A BRI 50%.

4. HEE RS Bt )5 2
LECENE: AR SR E RS FR:

#3

BRI 7S
BT L FI, BT CALES
. AR, AN EAmmEWA, el R
Biotelich B, N AW, SR/ P, EAEH

=, /b PRDERS, Il s, e A
HVUE, —/Ni IR, R 96 —— il

i WA, N G, BT

Sl T s T N e
SR BNV ] NS YD W e
o BB, N Moot el

‘ IR, N G B s R

S B, A A P ——~ 31 3. Hhl
& B Y N Y €y S Yoy N e

B8, I B %5, feh
: T Y N Y ey —=TT
Jii 2

HVURE, —/Nif LN —a T

-23-



TR | AR 22 20 XUk AT 55 3 T S 22 ST R e T ) 2 20 B

2HCEIHE R AR RN, AR SRR, TSI
W ARSI RIG, TE= RAH & B 55 Py 5 S B8 R R A
FEHEET 6 by SRR I H) . (5IES LRI, ST &R A
%, IRV T A AN . S, SRS LUMILHE R SNS, JE
IR J A S AN 5 R LK IR0 R RS R, N
RSN, R SN, WERRAATERE, RS
¥4 k.

M. HRGR5iTiE

() AR SR ) WU 2 R A

AW TR P 2 SR ST R B IR (0 2 AL BT TLS RGN, 45 RUNRAPIR. B T AN
T A AL 2R o A AR el b, LA e o DAAS S B B 1) £ P R o R ] . XU B B
SBARNR IR FE RN A, WA B /MRS B INE 2 T30 inE .

4
Felder-Silverman‘#: s % B2 N B il-#

TR AL 5 1 ) JE R THT 1) oy N A TH] ) PR THI 7]
-yt n K n el g n g n bl
AR 27 36.5% ke 27 36.5% s 49 66.2%  gepem 14 18.9%

(ACT) SEN (VIS) (SEQ)
Fagm 40 54.0%  SEggm 38 51.3% g 23 31 1% pggm 46 62.2%
(BAL) (BAL) (BAL) (BAL)

R 7 9.5%  papm 90 12.2%  pyEm 2 2.7%  pagkom 14 18.9%
(REF) (INT) (VAL) (GLO)

Dyt G o N B IR MR J5 SR G0t b, PRIHR- P 3L 5 N BB D s R & 0, kS
FOO SR e BN RS AR PR T 17 () S B A BT R 5 R e — 4L, 5 S RLEAT U 5
b, ERfE R =AU, SRS = HEAT . GIFAREER, AT R S AR
L NE A a0 B2 BT 7R o

K2
Al = T Ps RN B 57 ]
RELAE A : o
I 1] F:5h
ﬁ j TaM. 27 A
SN 1 [ &
o R 27 A
SNESY M
[ ]
53 B 49 A
PR i 10 (g
0 25 50 75 100

o 2 U FOUIR NN B (%)

-24-



I EVF R (2022. 1) 18-28

() A2 MRS RE R BETH DA RN ZE J5E 2 5] Ut A 2
AR S0t I 6 B0 55 5% AT, oS (e PR T ST A e st R R UL B T PR
73, R AR UL AR A BE
LR G it 45 R - m%S{?%ﬂﬁﬁﬁ*iEU\%MﬂJ%E’Jﬁu\ F{B‘J?I‘Hﬁ?ﬁézliﬂ“‘ﬁbbliihz
&, HJEIED BT AT XU 7RSS T RS R B BT AT S A e A B s
BARSE 35 13, 433320 31)28. 63,

%5
AINEEEIE: Z 0T . Ja PR . FrifkZ% . t BT
WL oI T N AT YRR et s MRFEA L K 5E
D% Ir] /5] i M S.D. M S.D. t df p
HEAIEEE

T/ 27 11.85 5. 80 28. 04 9.68  -10.29 26 <. 001
PSR ER 47 0 14.34 6. 45 29. 06 9.14 -12.56 46 <. 001

R ENTH [5]
® By 27 14.00 7.25 31.52 7.88  -11.83 26 <. 001
? %ﬁfﬁﬁﬁszﬂ 47  13.11 5.73 27.06 9.71  -11.83 46 <. 001
OHRNER
H s g
S m 49 13.71 6.76 28.35 9.30 -11.92 48 <. 001
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5| S AL NEIE, FFEHEEI P e B 5 a3y,
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