Chineeurd of SaeceEdLicion
,8(4),36410 2000, 84), 36410

8 5 3 &8 11 9 ® 1 B )

Torrance



19097 19%

(Hsao, 1997)
1
2.
3
4
Johnson & Johnson (1987)
(podtive

interdependence) (fecetoface

interaction) (individud acoountzblity)
(intepersond and group kill)
(group procesing)
Sain (1991)

192  Johnson & Johnson, 1987,
Johnson, Johnson, Hdubeg, & Roy, 1934

()
()

()
()
()



3 (fluency)
()
4 (daboration)
()
( )
()
()
()
()
1
null hypatheds
() 2
()
()
()
()
1 (crigirelity) ()
Torrance (1966)
2 (fledblity) 1
3

397



Howe (1997)

Torae

1901 1906)
()

cregtive praducts 199
Améhile 1996; Sambag &
Lubat, 1995

(syrthetic abiity)
(prectical aility
19%6) Bloom, Engelhat, Furg, Hil

(arelytic ability)
Krathwohl (1956)

(syntheses) 19%

Pames (1967) (iniquenesy)

(rdevance)

(Sternberg & Lubart,

Sain19/9 Sain (1987)

1992, Johrson & Johnson, 1987; Johnson, Johnson,
Hadubec, & Roy, 1934
(Schurk, Hanson, & Cax, 1987)

(Johnson & Johnsony 1994; Toranoe, 1970)
(Skem)

1991 Davidsn& O Leary (1990

(Hseo,1997)



Mahencran (1996)

Price (199)
atprgect
19% (integrated
project gpproech)
1 N ~
2 2

whPE AR

1
18
Y,
)
1
O} X (o}
C)S - 04
X
Y,

()

()



@

@

S

@

()

@



Sain (1989

()

()

()

@

@

S

@

©

401



402

()

()

()

()

SPSSPC+6.0

103
100

14

8 R

R 8

274

118
167

S

8] 9

|9

M 9

B8

B8

12




100 160

265% 188% 182%
126%
284% 23%) 135%)
108% 108%
t
3
F
2 1 2
46 1 46 151
6P 23 Ko
11.06 1 1106
[00] 1 (00} [00]
239 23 97
0 1 0
21 1 21 15
BH 23 144
70823 1 70823
29 1 29 2
33841 23 1471




414

367

M=414

M=429 M=419 M=4.10

M=422

()

()

54-32-1

Liket

IREGRR S

429
433
4A
433
424
429
419
419

BBEBBRBKBKB

N o< 10O~

BREGR

419
417
412
419
428

BBB88BB

©odgdd

8B

410
433
407
417

BB BB




BIREREBRI LK

414
414
V1o)
367
415
419
21
424
431
400

BBEBBBRBBBRBBABB

gEYIdLdAdN8gIYW

BHINR

422
422
417
421
426

BBBBAB

SREY

1992, 1993

()

()

()



()

()

Johnson & Johnson(19%4a)

()



14

4,612

244263

NSC-87-2516-S018-001

, 24,1427

» 10

(RRemp. ) 1901

1997
,5(4), 144152

,31,1-15

407

16 19%) Torrance
,57,81130

17. Amehile T. M. (1996). Cretivity in context. New
York: Wes View Press

18 Bloom, B. S, Engdhat, M. B, Fug, E. J, Hill, W.
H., & Kratwoh, D. R (1956). Taxonomy of
educationd dgedive  Handoook 1 Cognitive
Doman. New Yak: David McKay.

19 Davidson, N., & O Leay, P. W. (1990). How
cooperdive leaming can enhance medary teeching.
Educational Leadership, 47, 3040.

20 Howe R. (1997). Handbook of seminar on
indruction for creative thinking. Tapd, Tawan
Nationd Tawan Nomd Universty.

2LHdan, H. C. (1997). The inprovemet of
creativity and productivity of technical workers
through partnership between universty and
industry. Tapd, Tawax The Intemaiond
Corference on Credivity Devdopment in Tednicd
Bducation and Traning.

2 Johnson, D. W, & Johnson, R T. (1987). Leaming
toggher and done Coopadive, compditive, ad
indvidudlidic leaming (2d ed). Engenoad dliffs
New Jrsey: PraticeHdl.

23 Johnson, D. W, & Johnson, R. T. (19%43). Leaming
together and done Badon: Allyn and Baoon.

24. ohnson, D. W, & Johnson, R T. (1994b). An
ovaview o cogperdiveleaming. InJ S Thousad,
R A. Villa & A. I. Nevin, (Ed), Credtivity ad
cdebodive leaming A pradicd gude to
empoweing dudents ad teedhers (pp.31-44).
Bdtmore PadaH. Brookes

2. Johnson, D. W, Johnson, R. T, Hdubec, E., & Roy,
P. (1984). Grdes o leaning: coopadion in the



408

dassoom. Alexandia Virgnia Asoddion for
Spavisonand Curiclum Devdopmet.

% Madeddan, M. (19%). Rogetbesd avil
egneaing coue Journal of Engineering
Education, 84(1), 75-79.

27.Panes S J (1967). Credtive behavior guideook.
New York: Chales Saribne’ sSons

28 Pricg E. C. (1995). On the cuiting edge of aredtivity:
the use of at prgects in community cdllege stence
dases (ERIC Document Rerodudion Savice
No. ED3%4 928)

29, Schurk, P. H., Hanson, A. R, & Co. P. D. (1987).
Pexr modd atributes and childrer s achievemant
behaviors.  durnal of Educational Psychology,
79(3), 461

0 Savin, R E, & Kawit, N. L. (1979). An extended
coopadive leaming expaiencein dementary schodl.
(ERIC Dooumat Reprodudion Savice No.

ED183288)

3L Savin, R E. (1987). Megay leaming reconsdered.
Review of Educational Research, 57, 175213

2 Savin, R E (1983). Sudat team leaming An
ovaview and pradicd guide (2nd ed). Washingon,
D.C.: Nationd Education Assodation.

B Favin, R E (1991). Synthess of ressarch on
coopadive leaming.  Educational  Leadership,
48(2), 71-82.

34 Sanbag, R J, & Lubat, T. 1. (1995). Defying the
aomt CQutivaing aedivity in a adtue of
conformity. New York: TheFreePress

& Taranee E P. (1966). Torrance Tedts of Credive
Thinking: Nomstednicd menud, ressarch edion
New Jersey, Princeton: Parsonnd Press

¥ Torae E P (1970). Influence of dyadic
interecion on aedive fundionng Psyddogicd
Reports 26391-3A.






410

The Influence of Cooperative Learning on the
Creativity of Undergraduate Project Work

His-Chi Hsiao® Jen-Chia Chang?® Chin-Yi Huang?®
'English address
?English address
*English address

Abstract

The purpose of this study was to determine the effectiveness of cooperative learning to
creativity of undergraduate project work. The instruments of this study were consisted of the verbal
and figura forms of Torrance Test of Creative Thinking, the idea-design crestivity test and the
questionnaire of satisfaction of the cooperative learning compiled by the authors.  The experimental
design for this study was a quasi-experimental pretest-posttest design.  Subjects were 65 senior
students from the department of industrial education and technology of National Changhua University
of Education. The experimental group received the cooperative learning program for one semester in
project work while control group received individual study in project work. TheOne Way Andysisof
Covariance and t-test were conducted to analyze the data.  The major findings of this study are as
follows: 1. There were no significant differences on the enhancement of the scores of origindity,
flexibility, fluency, eaboration and tota in figural and verbal cregtive thinking abilities between the
experimenta group and control group students, 2. There were no significant differences on the scores
of creativity, fluency, and total in the creativity of idea-design between the experimental group and
control group students, 3. Students react more often on the function, structure, operation method of
the product, and the new use of article in the creativity of idea-design, 4. The cooperative learning
method improved the point of thinking of the shape and operation method of the product in project
work, and 5. Both the teachers and the students enjoyed cooperative learning method, and thought it
would improve the abilities of cognitive, psychomotor, affective, and creativity domains.
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