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ABSTRACT

The purposes of this study were to compare the learning
achievement and retention in English of mathayom suksa II students
using computer assisted instruction with three types of pairing in
paired/cooperative learning (boys with boys, girls with girls and
boys with girls).

The samples were three classrooms of 90 mathayom suksa II
students (45 boys and 45 girls) in the second semester of the academic
year 1995. Nakhon-khonkaen Secondary School, Amphur Muang, Khonkean.
These subjects were put into three types of pairing in paired/

cooperative (boys with boys. girls with girls and boys with girls)



by Two Stage Random Sampling. There were 30 students in each group.
The Pretest-Posttest Non-equivalent Groups Design was used in this
study.

The research tools developed by the researcher were:

(1) the English Achievement Test its difficulty level ranged
from .23 - .80, the discrimination power ranged from .20 - .53 and
the reliability was .87 (2) Computer Assisted Instruction with
efficiency of 93.71/85.43 and the effectiveness index was .76

Statistics utilized in this study were one-way analysis of
variance (Anova). and the Tukey sequential ranged test. The data
was analyzed by SPSS/PC *

The results were found that:

(1) there was a significant difference on learning achievement
among three types of pairing in paired/cooperative computer assisted
instruction at .05 level. (boys with girls was higher than boys with
boys and girls with girls, and there was no significant difference
between boys with boys and girls with girls.)

(2) there was a significant difference on retention among three
types of pairing in paired/cooperative computer assisted instruction
at .05 level. (boys with girls was higher than boys with boys and girls

with girls. and there was no significant difference between boys with

boys and girls with girls.)



