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Abstract 
 

One of life quality standards is design works that combine art with technology. 

Consequently, there are two purposes of this study. (1) To develop a teaching model 

which applies computer-assisted-instruction (CAI) in graphic design curriculum of 

visual art in elementary education. (2)To evaluate the effects of a teaching model 

which applies CAI in graphic design curriculum of visual art in elementary education. 

The researcher developed CAI activities and teaching materials for grade six. As 

far as the research design is concerned, the researcher adopted nonequivalent-control 

group design as a quasi-experimental study and used Williams Creativity Assessment 

Packet as a pretest to confirm the beginning abilities of the students. Students were 

sampled purposively as subjects. After teaching experiment for six weeks, these 

students were investigated by “Test of Design Cognition”, “Evaluation Form”, and 

“Questionnaire of Learning Feedback” in order to evaluate the effects of the 

instruction.  

The conclusions are : (1) A teaching model that applies CAI in design curriculum 

contains developing design curriculum, computer assisting teaching and 

multi-dimensional evaluations. (2) Senior students in an elementary school have 

improvements in learning outcomes, color, image and typographic after CAI activities. 

The suggestions are: (1) To improve visual art teachers’ abilities in CAI. (2) To choose 

proper design teaching activities that can make good use of computer. (3) Sufficient 
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learning time is necessary in design teaching.(4) It’s essential to exhibit digital design 

works in virtual spaces. (4) To proceed team teaching with computer teachers. 

 

Key words: Design curriculum; Computer-assisted-instruction; Williams 

creativity assessment. 

 

 

 

 


