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ABSTRACT

This paper is to explore the effects of Robot Based Instruction(RBI) on the learning attitude of elementary school students.
According to this research, researcher found out that there is significant improvement in learning attitude score after RBI was
applied. The result of verification on the learning attitude is difference by sex showed that male students' learning attitude score is
more high better than another group. In particular, it showed that there is more significant improvement in science - art - discretionary
activities subjects. The above-mentioned results are based on as follows two reasons. First, RBI is efficient to improve students'
internal motivation and ownership about tasks, and that is related to environment of learning and instruction focused on authentic
task and practice. Second, educational advantages of robot media was reflected appropriately in RBI, also appropriate instructional
environment for RBI was supported.
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Fig, 6 test of difference in pre—post score of learning
attitude (subject: Korean language)
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Table 13 test of difference in pre—post score of learning
attitude (subject: Mathmatic)
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Fig. 7 test of difference in pre—post score of learning

attitude (subject: Mathmatic)

Table 14 test of difference in pre—post score of learning

attitude (subject: Science)

Fig. 10 test of difference in pre—post score of learning
attitude (subject: Physical education)
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Fig. 8 test of difference in pre—post score of learning
attitude (subject: Science)

Table 15 test of difference in pre—post score of learning
attitude (subject: Fine arts)

Fig. 11 test of difference in pre—post score of learning
attitude (subject: Practical course)
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Fig, 9 test of difference in pre—post score of learning
attitude (subject: Fine arts)
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Fig. 12 test of difference in pre—post score of learning
attitude (subject: Discretion activity)
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