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The purpose of this research was to study an effect of levels of Iearn(ing ability and
types of feedback in an electronic portfolio on learning achievement of students in electronic
media production for education subject.

The samples were 113 students registered in “Electronic Media Production for
Education” course divided into 6 groups. The three groups received feedback type 1 (the
assessment feedbacks were good, average and improving needed then scoring), while the
other three groups received feedback type 2 (the assessment feedback was similar to the
type 1, with the suggestions of errors and methods of improvement). The experiment ran for
5 weeks.

The instruments were the learning ability test, learning achievement test and E-
portfolio management system on web. The data were analyzed by descriptive statistic, t-test

independent , One way ANOVA, and Two way ANOVA.

The research results indicated that:

1. The high ability and medium ability students, who received the feedback
(Type 1), had higher scores in leaming achievement than the low ability students, who
received the feedback (Type 1), at 0 .05 level of significant. There was no statistical
significant difference on learning achievement among students who received the feedback
(Type 2) with difference learning abilities.

2. The high, medium, and low ability students, who received the feedback
(Type 2), had higher scores in leamning achievement than the students, who received the
feedback (Type 1), at 0.05 level of significant.

3. There was an interaction between levels of learning ability and types of
feedback on learning achievement of students in electronic media production for education
course at 0.05 level of significant.

4. The high ability students, who received the feedback (Type 2), had
higher scores in learning achievement than the high ability students, who received the

feedback (Type 1), at 0.05 level of significant
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5. The high ability students, who received the feedback (Type 2), had
higher scores in learning achievement than the low ability students, who received the
feedback (Type 1), at 0.05 level of significant

6. The high ability students, who received the feedback (Type 1), had
higher scores in learning achievement than the low ability students, who received the
feedback (Type 1), at 0.05 level of significant

7. The medium ability students, who received the feedback (Type 2), had
higher scores in learning achievement than the high ability students, who received the
feedback (Type 1), at 0.05 level of significant

8. The medium ability students, who received the feedback (Type 2), had
higher scores in learning achievement than the low ability students, who received the
feedback (Type 1), at 0.05 level of significant

9. The low ability students, who received the feedback (Type 2), had higher
scores in learning achievement than the low ability students, who received the feedback

(Type 1), at 0.05 level of significant





