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Abstract

The purpose of this study was to analyze student‘s metacognition interaction based on a robot lesson.
For this research as an analytical metacognition interaction tool was utilized.

The results of this study revealed that, first,

lesson. Third, in all learning
interaction in the robot lesson.

levels,

elementary school students had more metacognition
interaction in middle learning levels but middle school students had more in the low learning level.
Second, in the low learning level, middle school students revised the initiated goal strategy of the robot

students showed much diagnosis and assesment metacognition

According to this study’s results, the robot lesson has a positive effect in facilitating diagnosis meta
cognition for processing of task performance. These results could provide effective cues and information on

how to improve the robot lesson.

Key word : Metacognition Interaction, Robot based Lesson

I.M B
et B g e

O

Agate, o e
ABsA S Andge A0
25}
2ol
w25 59

I THKim, Du-Gyu, Kim, Kyung- Hyun 2012:
A8
Tl &§ s e A HlaEe A FolA

2RvA =
3= o) 0101

%—3-7(—1 o7 EEUH
1*“3%01]/\1,] —,—Xﬂ]

A7) 9 EFHoz BAE wo|ng erxﬂ
229 Shgel AgstA Bed 5 glom,
FRAANE 7 AR LA £HA4
7] wjEo olE FYef &gsHd wSst
A=A AAako] wigky}

3

RE R R

}ﬂ:.:

o
—E_7]—

_1}>

o

—

~
Eay
Gl
A

xan

g
Rgsel 4% %
S TEE 2] Ak v

A= 4
HdEHola FuEY SHTxE

=4
ul
2l
3

Sl
2, ZEAAZE 2dFow Zka g

Sias AFA A
E7)ofl &olsth(Kim, Kyung-Hyun, 2010:
8). ol st 2RdgTde] 2

0 9 rlo o &

2

2L

[o5
o

t Corresponding author :

010-5531-2879, kdugy@hanmail.net

- 430 -



FRUSTLOIN ZOXH MBI BN

s o Qlvkar & Zlo)t

3 71EY] 2REEuS #-hs Ags
(Lee, Kyung-Hee, Ryuh, Young-Sun, Moon,
Seong-Hwan, 2010; Park, Eung-Sik, Moon,

Seong-Hwan,2009; Park, Jung-Ho, Cho, Hye-Kyung,
2011; Shin, Na-Min, Kim, Sang-A, 2007)°|4= 2
FEErde] wapd 53 9 a3 B4, =
FuSEso] FoY o] A= Gl st
o] = %

AT, ERIUFEZET 24 ApaLg Ao

D% ool'

WAL %, ZRAKOIA SApEe]l el
gt 914 8 ABE 24 59 AFEL o] fol
Aot RRHEFYeIA EAte] 2144
248 9 U§ AT LG o] Aol
.

Webd 2 Tt mRegaells 8
Ao 24 4EAE fYS oW, 2R
WAZE 2AAH 4EAE S ofw JFL
MAEAE Bl £9] He AR olg

I. o|EA A

1. W88 2R

B A3 7)o w|okzl W} Abs]A
2t 7 7157 88 et Feke] g
cmEb @Al Ao o] 2] gt
ARk A diAEkAY A datr] S,
AAE P g 38 7o s dlo] 9
AL A7 ARAEAY st FQ
1 2H, A7k o] A @

a

oZi_\“lPO
W ol R
30

o 4o
ot

o

=2 rr
~

£ = g

4 i do @b off

S35 REAL AdHIE W

7=
th ek Il 2R Aoz Ay} wAl
=

A} g AANEE Tk
Al =Tk

NEE B2Ro|F nFdES RH0E wSd
FolA sk vekst JHY 2RE FHsE
gololtt. &g 2iol digte] ARFow 7
O E o]F EFT AN EREEuSY Hist
A ArE Avird tgy g

Kang, Jong-Pyo(2003)E &8 ZES A2

25 NS fEiA 2EES TS sted
o] &g fe 2 =R FA S Alofst
71§18 Zg el ATEYOE wSsl] 9
& 2 ow TEskith
Kim, Mi-Lyang 5(2008) S8
‘W 2R wARY 2o R FRehal, cwAb
g 2R WA REFY FR °
M35k ). Song, Jeong-Beom 5-(2011)%
BFES cw 2Ry cwAa 2Eow B

=
o,
wep] 2 dpolre] RegsEdold wh

- 431 -



232 Aasts AAstel mAR 44
§8 92 vl sk

A oo

ol
—

~
S|

no
b
Rl

/C\DFEII- A

(=l =]
ST

Flavell(1976)°1 2|5}

Aol e Aol A9 AXB, A
9 ohd AekEe) NG F84 e A4
Qe g A, 24 8 H7 Fol 95

oJm gt

Oliver & Omari(1998)%= 3% 3H7clx A# 4
s14r9) WMAE St QoA dolyt XA @
Bt xAd BB a0 Y JFL @
Lo gk meb sgo) AEsted s
o 29142 BE AAH BF] ov] A ¥

ofek  Bp=dl o] W EAAT} F-HH(Lee.
Sung-ju, 2003), 53], @& FolMe At
FoA-go] g Fsth(Khan, 1997).

A o ® Fo g9 oujE the

= Al 7HA]
WAl =oHa gtk A, S

* AEAEe S
o] A9 = arsatel WAt REke] Abs
SO} A BA4S ovjat B4, 2 A
o AsAEe wrAsh AL, SEA AT
e A g AMAR] AR ok, @
Mol welAe] Az Bl gafze

u] gttt Lee, Sung-Ho(2002)¢l 2latd sf52<l
ol wA el sgatse]l A2 ZFEA AL
o= e il el oJuet A dy

= @7 s g Qv Alolth

23 FEAG A5, GEA) mEAR

dsAgoly A A SR EX1E
Ue ZEAAREY] 5AE 2ty qlvh g 2R
WA E Tl &8sk srEAte] AsAg &
o] ZluE = o, ol ZEuAZF HEHA &
84S sk W dute wiAlgE Ad=
o %] 3HH(Kim, Gyung-Hyun, 2010).

1992).
Z (monitoring)-*J
dl, o7]ell= F

g FNdstr]-d welstr)

R e
P
rO
)
iy
>
>
=
il
e
™
ol
ol
N

#9959 E

=
4o 37k fFRow Rl

£

el wREEFYS] w3
M B gAe] Age 22 9 P
At £ 82 el
As gkt AT A, AR o]u]x]
By FEoly Zid] e 29
o B3] col@A- A1, WY
HEA T @B foluet xjo)7h
S5A7h 19 AR olnlA]

SRR ERE S S
23 oluA7} H48 Qo vehdeh @,
e 142 A i)

o
=
o

b
£

D

¢

i offt oo wo oo X
¥ 2 rfl 1o o
o
=
huj

X

o
oo fle Wi e ol rob R oL X Y

b}
)

>
=
R
=

]
o))

e Su ]

- 432 -



FHol M2 TF HYud oz TS
HojF= Zow #Asith

Lee, Kyung-Hee 5(2010)> =3
S Ty el oW P
ol tlal] sty A7 Ay, 2RuSE
A FIRFE P =&
3] Fetuae] glojM AR U S Zow
et obgd FoFFTH| FSete] e
SANALE Kol FAEY FAHTY T
Qe vheFet WSz O] Jde] Aed
Al Azt
T3}, Park, Eung-Sik 5(2009)2 Z258H4j 9]
g2 Aty 2GS e nS TS )
atal Ageigith Fo3 Ang eokstd, O 2
& TEAe] #Al SHE Eola w4
S AR, @ =98 Aturge s
Q el HE=g, vldieg, Eﬂﬂixﬂ
E] i_]]—% %56], A]—jﬂrig] Z%Lig] H%%
o} Z3=e7h AR AR AR foneH
=koH, @ 53], 2EE g FHste qYS
7= < dAst 71l wEk st B
2 Apalgo] AgHE Zow

rlo

O:

S
=
S
=

e

&

g SEAE 94
FotR At F AFE ATk Shin, Na-Min
(2007) 223} S5 A @Pels sgat

ojt o

Sol 222 ofwA AXsti GiTt B ofd
2Re Azt Fol O Ade Sue
ARAS AHRE Fal AT Fo AT

ARE Aurd, A, stPSo] ZHo st
U A F2 28] 99F Al BEEil

1 o

stk EAl, 2Rl #E Sgel QA=
Aol was 23 st W vt =
I, SuedE 23 #a e 5 s 713
= dohs Zle® vepdth A, ZRs SEE
F8oR &8ss Aelec] dsis i
ﬂ o] ARl WA FEU AHFE BE 2

a2 22 ARl Ve aTesith U

olA 8 A|F7HA] -*r?%‘fﬂ i%%%fr%’i l 73t
ATE 2RSS 93 Z2a9 Al 9w 29
Wel 289 w8d 7% AT, ngS Y3 =

2 A= AFH] WA (casual-comparative
Aol

ol Aol sk 4

= %XJ o] QItiKim, Seok-Woo,
Choi, Tae-Jin, 2007).

2RIE FE5AS 2011d 1027EH 12€97+
A ok 3L el HA] FYEGon 2HEELS
A2 Aquy F saed wApE 2REE8o

HHse 9% 9 Gde stelstel st o

mzé__

L 22 A AL $EY FUIES 24
Fol F7] 43 B0l BA AT
A AARAL fASA A 18 )

A AR BAR Yoz A FASE o]
F SHBE A E0E A S AAs
7 WEAQ 50w oA T 4 Q] W

o]t}



i

7}
b w7

TAAo 7 Avrd oS3 72}
h 949

o

N~

1

Al

1}

%

8

@t

3T

JE AT ZHE o
A

SHA
o}

8l Abarsfar,

L

9

f

x5 Ve wEelA

A3 we] AR %o A7) AR wAL AT
Aol Ave] o

%o o] Fol M=% sgic,

o,

L 34N (RN E )

S ERDRES

(th &<
[CHRE

(7h #HA

ojp

ot

717

olef w} o

EER

=

h=]

in

oA FHE AlF
Robot

=y

=

B!
Using
Lesson

af

‘?4

=

=
[Fig. 1] Using Line Trace Robot in Lesson

Make Load

Hrh 284 o]

-

=

Al o]Fo1A]

.

]

oA I

o
=

ol
S

1

Z3t 4% W3] of
A

AABE 18

] Hl

o

=

Hlo

=~

HAl vk,
2007 7B v wSge] N A

o w%3g A7
RS A nE, Az Rl o

3} )
o
Hug

S

€]
ok
I
St
Sl

=

o

g 5

[¢]

249)

- It
A

oo}

ao

Ajm
or
ofpy
B
el

~~
;A.v_.o
)

—

B
go

e
22

e
B

o=, 2R M 7]

it

2]

Egolx 22X

ajo] wierel
1

s 7

ofpy

Tl gtk web B A wew o)

8 wrEelA

S

e Aoz, wef o

S

o7 #9

]

A
<l

- 434 -

& gl Ed

171 95

©

& 74

a

\
A=

L

T

Fo] 18X

[e]

ojA EXel F

A



BEXEETYO

uk 71E ] 2ol
FAELS AFE 2485S Tl 24
EHJ 78 FRE ‘?l%i o37]
?L%Alﬁ 2 :
SolUls 28 AA7E 9A m|t]of

=] # Qa, Y AyE

]
EE_
d FEor gt wad

o

E [N
;F“:, F_EL <]
o]
)
i ”;9,
ﬂgl =
= 4
o
N
o o o
2L ol (o
Mok T
X uE
[o rlo e
2o B e
oo B4 1% nf

(e} _19{_5
o,
i
o
i
>
o,
2
iy

)

1
ll
==
e 4
10,

Sy

e

N
HUomoh 2 pd fonfn O ro o oox S P

= e T ord o 2

.
: i
0

T
=R

(N to
b 1o
o
o MY

2

_,d
£L
OZL
1o
oX
:_

>
>,

Ly
JE E
o

N
>

N

N
Iy

o

f

ﬁ

rO

H

L

-L

s

=2

o

oy

fol

H

n

£ o B

o

2 [ £ yo

oy o 3 B

ins
=
=
2
i)
2
2
-
2
no
i}
k=)
L1y
>
e
v
o
e

E%—% #a}p_aﬂo]@_ S

Wgol M Ao A4S F H AA Abaskal A
2 g 9e VEE Aw ‘%‘% E1r agal e

Sk vhge) 517
Fol, A% gl F o FeHoln FAR
Ak AsaAAR SgEAEe] AdsHA FA

o J)wg = ek o] BelA SheARs
RS WSt BP0 whlgES BE 5
sl e,

2. Aot
B Aol AT

011 AE 2 RS ] AEstw e Age g

n F x5 N (e, ©le), T ¥ i g
9(d12) 27 129 28t T 24 o= SiQlth
z sge] QA S ERSkE ok

<Table 1>¥} 7t}

53], SEAtEe] 5ES afH Fu a3
7} Ashel] 7k dto] wFahC
<Table 1> Configuration of participants
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Ml 12
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Ml 0
. ES 4
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General
Tendency era M 1 8 24
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Introvert
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High
ST 4 8
Learning . ES 4
Level Middle M 1 8 24
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Lov 4 8
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<Table 4> Metacognition Interaction Results in
Elementary school students

Metacognition Interaction Results in
Elementary school students
Level
Frequency Rate(%)
High 15 44.12
Middle 15 44.12
Low 4 11.76
Total 34 100
$ <Table 4> AHBPW, 258w ZREE
FYAA A FEel hE 2AAH JEAE
& b o] FUE 44.12%E TP ERkA,
TR 11L.76%% ¥ WA YERT
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<Table 5> Frequencies of metacognition interaction
of elementary students

Level Type Frequency | Rate(%)
Plan 0 0.00
Diagnosis &
High Assesment 14 93.33
Revision 1 6.67
Total 15 100
Plan 3 20.00
Diagnosis &
Middle Assesment 8 53.33
Revision 4 26.67
Total 15 100
Plan 0 0.00
Diagnosis &
Low Assesment 4 100
Revision 0 0.00
Total 4 100
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<Table 6> Metacognition Interaction Results in
Middle school students

Metacognition Interaction Results in
Level Middle school students
Frequency Rate(%)
High 7 26.92
Middle 3 11.54
Low 16 61.53
Total 26 100
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<Table 7> Frequencies of metacognition interaction
of middle students

Level Type Frequency | Rate(%)
Plan 1 14.29
Diagnosis &
High Assesment 4 57.14
Revision 2 28.57
Total 7 100
Plan 1 33.33
Diagnosis &
Middle Assesment 1 33.33
Revision 33.34
Total 3 100
Plan 2 12.50
Diagnosis &
Low Assesment 11 68.75
Revision 3 18.75
Total 16 100
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