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106 , 1=2.990(p=0.003),
sig=0.05, t=41.758(p=0.000), sig=0.05
t=-1.756(p=0.082), sig=0.05.

ABSTRACT

This study analyzed the difference of learning efficiency by using information media
applications for undergraduate students. The survey samples for research were 106 and the results
showed significant by simple regulation analysis on computer applications and information media
applications with t=2.990(p=0.003), sig=0.05 and on information media applications and learning
efficiency with t=41.758(p=0.000), sig=0.05. Otherwise, the result showed no significant on computer
applications and learning efficiency with t=-1.756(p=0.082), sig=0.05. As aresult, this study provided
basic materials on more effective teaching methods than a class using information applications. As
providing facts to be consider a class using information media this study found to be new
directions on effective information education and teaching methods.
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