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Abstract 
 

A quasi-experimental study with non-equivalent control group posttest only design was conducted to 

investigate the effects of using graphic calculators in mathematics teaching and learning on Form Four (11
th
 

grade level)  Malaysian secondary school students’ performance and their metacognitive awareness The 

experiment was carried out for six weeks incorporating comparison on two levels of mathematics ability (low 

and average) and two types of instructional strategy (graphic calculator strategy and conventional 

instruction strategy).  The sample for this study was selected randomly in one school in Malacca. There were 

four groups involved such that the average mathematics ability of experimental and control groups consisted 

of 17 and 18 students respectively whereas the low mathematics ability of experimental and control groups 

consisted of 20 and 22 students respectively.  The experimental group underwent learning using graphic 

calculator strategy while the control group underwent learning using conventional instruction strategy.  

There were three instruments used in this study namely, the Straight Lines Achievement Test, the Paas Mental 

Effort Rating Scale and the Metacognitive Awareness Survey. The data were analyzed using analysis of 

variance and planned comparison test.  The findings of the study indicated that graphic calculator instruction 

enhanced students’ performance and induced better levels of their metacognitive awareness with less mental 

effort invested during learning and test phases and hence increased 3-dimensional instructional efficiency 

index in learning of Straight Lines topic for both groups of low and average mathematics ability.  In addition, 

as mathematics ability increased, the amount of mental effort invested during learning and test phases of the 

graphic calculator group decreased.  The average mathematics ability group greatly benefited from the 

graphic calculator instruction as it led to decrease doubled amount of mental effort than the low mathematics 

ability group.  Findings from this study provide evidence of pedagogical impact of the use of graphic 

calculator as a tool in teaching and learning of mathematics in Malaysia. 
 

Keywords: graphic calculators, instructional strategy, metacognitive awareness  
 

Introduction 
 

Teaching and learning of mathematics should portray an active and dynamic classroom with students thinking, 

exploring and applying what they have learnt.  Recently, technology tools are increasingly available to 

enhance and promote mathematical understanding.  Among those, there has been a steady increase in interest 

in using hand-held technologies, in particular the graphic calculator. Generally, this tool has gained 

widespread acceptance as a powerful tool for learning mathematics. Therefore the integrating of graphic 

calculator in learning mathematics may have benefit in inducing active learning with teacher instructional 

guidance and thus would help to improve students’ performance.   Current literature on the graphic calculator 

ultimately gave rise to questions and criticisms. For example, critical reviewed by Penglase and Arnold (1996) 

concerning the methodology used found that the use of experimental and control groups fails to look into 

issues pertaining to the relationship between the use of the graphic calculator and the important influences 

such as upon conceptual understanding.  Recently, a brief overview of literature related to the nature of 

graphic calculator research by Berger (1998) found that there is a scarcity of research directed towards an 

explication or interpretation of how the graphic calculator functions as a tool for learning.   
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Penglase and Arnold (1996) urged that research should go beyond those effectiveness studies; it should 

address in detail the fundamental issues such as the actual process of learning and thinking with the graphic 

calculator as a cognitive tool which involve the knowledge acquisition.  In the same vein, Jones (2000) and 

Kaput (1992) highlighted that there is a need to go beyond the immediate issues of curriculum and classroom 

practice by focusing at more fundamental issues.  Thus, apart from studying the effectiveness of integrating 

the use of graphic calculator in teaching and learning of mathematics, this research attempts to provide 

explanation on the benefit of graphic calculator as a tool for learning from the cognitive load perspectives.   
 

According to Burrill et al. (2002), although handheld graphing technology has been available for nearly two 

decades, research on the use of the technology is not robust; its use in secondary classrooms (for example in 

Great Britain, France, Sweden, New Zealand, Netherlands, and United States) still is not well understood, 

universally accepted, nor well-documented. The usage of graphic calculators in Malaysian school is still in 

the early stage and there are not many schools which have explored the use of the technology (Noraini Idris 

2006; 2004; Lim and Kor 2004).  Further, limited studies on using graphic calculators in teaching and 

learning of mathematics in Malaysian school were done and if any, they were not carried out in depth (Mohd. 

Khairiltitov 2003).  The premise that graphic calculators can help to create environment that assist students in 

knowledge acquisition needs to be further investigated in the Malaysian scene. In addition, thus study will 

provide empirical evidence on the use of graphic calculators in teaching and learning of mathematics at 

Malaysian secondary school level hence expanding the knowledge base for this technology. 
 

At this point of writing, the scientific calculators are already allowed to be used in the Malaysian Certificate of 

Education Examination level.  Currently, Malaysia has not started on compulsory implementing in using 

graphic calculator in teaching and learning of mathematics. In comparison, countries such as England, 

Australia, Singapore, Japan and United States of America has longed implement the usage of graphic 

calculator as early as 1998. Since the scientific calculators are already used in the SPM examination level, it 

would also be timely to think about using graphic calculators in Malaysian public examination. In 

conjunction, this would bring Malaysian secondary mathematics education to be at par with other countries.  

Thus, there is a need to carry out this research as it will give some indications in considering the use of this 

technology in mathematics classroom and examination  
 

Cognitive Load Theory   
 

Cognitive load theory (CLT) (Sweller 1988, Paas et al. 2003) focuses on the role of working memory in the 

development of instructional methods. The theory originated from the information processing theory in the 

1980s and underwent substantial changes and extensions in the 1990s (Pass et al. 2003; Sweller et al. 1998).  

Recently, more and more applications of CLT have begun to appear in the field of technology learning 

environment (van Merrienboer and Ayres 2005; Mayer and Moreno 2003; Pass et al. 2003).  Research within 

cognitive load perspective is based on the structure of information and the cognitive architecture that enables 

learners to process that information. Specifically, CLT emphasizes structures that involve interactions 

between long term memory (LTM) and short term memory (STM) or working memory which play a 

significant role in learning.  One major assumption of the theory is that a learner’s working memory has only 

limited in both capacity and duration. Under some conditions, these limitations will somehow impede 

learning.  
 

Cognitive load is a construct that represents the load impose while performing a particular task the cognitive 

system (Sweller et al. 1998). CLT researchers have identified three sources of cognitive load during 

instruction: intrinsic, extraneous and germane cognitive load (for example, Pass et al. 2003; Cooper 1998; 

Sweller et al. 1998).  Intrinsic cognitive load is connected with the nature of the material to be learned, 

extraneous cognitive load has its roots in poorly designed instructional materials, whereas germane cognitive 

load occurs when free working memory capacity is used for deeper construction and automation of schemata.  

Intrinsic cognitive load cannot be reduced. However, both extraneous and germane cognitive load can be 

reduced.    
 

According to CLT, learning will fail if the total cognitive load exceeds the total mental resources in working 

memory.  With a given intrinsic cognitive load, a well-designed instruction minimizes extraneous cognitive 

load and optimizes germane cognitive load. This type of instructional design will promote learning efficiently, 

provided that the total cognitive load does not exceed the total mental resources during learning.   Since little 

consideration is given to the concept of CLT, that is without any consideration or knowledge of the structure 

of information or cognitive architecture, many conventional instructional designs are less than effective (Pass 

et al. 2003).  Therefore, many of these methods involve extraneous activities that are unrelated to the 

acquisition of schemas and rule automation.   
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In addition, Bannert (2002) and Sweller et al. (1998) argued that in many cases it is the instructional design 

which causes an overload, since humans allocate most of their cognitive resources to working memory 

activities when learning.  These extraneous activities will only contribute to the unnecessary extraneous 

cognitive load in which it can be detrimental to learning.  Thus, to achieve better learning and transfer 

performance, the main idea of the theory is to reduce such form of load in order to make more working 

memory capacity for the actual learning environment.  In other words, the main premise of CLT is that in 

order to be effective, instructional design should take into account the limitations of working memory.  As 

discussed earlier, cognitive load theory (CLT) builds upon the cognitive perspective on learning. The concepts 

of CLT such as long-term memory, short-term memory or working memory and schema construction are key 

concepts of information processing approach to learning.  Valcke (2002) remarked that further development of 

CLT had not made an attempt to incorporate some other features of the information processing model namely, 

the importance of monitoring activities that influence the different processes: monitoring/controlling the 

selection and organization of sensory information to working memory; back and forth storage and retrieval of 

schemas from long-term memory (LTM) to short-term memory (STM) and organization monitoring of output. 
 

Valcke suggested to extend CLT with the conception of monitoring, specifically the explicit monitoring of 

cognitive process or metacognition.  He also argued that metacognition neglected can be related to the types 

of knowledge that researcher focus upon during their researches.  The researchers often focus on declarative 

and procedural knowledge in a variety of knowledge domains while metacognitive knowledge has not been 

considered.  CLT is enriched by its ability to cope with the monitoring activity and thus integrating a 

metacognitive perspective in its frame of reference (Valcke 2002).  Valcke (2002) urged researchers to 

investigate the impact of instructional strategies that focus upon the incorporation of metacognitive awareness, 

for instance, instructional strategies that force learners to reflect explicitly upon their processing activity 

and/or strategies during which learners are offered metacognitive tools that help them to make explicit the 

steps they take, their reflection upon these steps and their doubts and feelings of surity. 
 

To date, there are not many studies that contribute to the issue of metacognition from the cognitive load 

perspectives.  Valcke (2002) commented that even though some researchers mentioned about metacognition, 

but they do not elaborate the relationship between this concept and CLT and do not integrate the concept in 

the overall CLT.  Their contributions only offer a starting point to discuss metacognitive load in the context of 

CLT.  As mentioned previously, more and more applications of CLT have begun to appear recently in the 

field of technology learning environment. Some researchers also have suggested that the use of calculators can 

reduce cognitive load when students learn to solve mathematics problems (Jones 1996, Kaput 1992; Wheatley 

1980). Thus, in this study, it was hypothesized that integrating the use of graphic calculators in teaching and 

learning of mathematics can reduce cognitive load and lead to better performance in learning and improve 

metacognitive awareness levels while solving mathematical problems.  Specifically, this method uses an 

instructional strategy that minimizes extraneous cognitive load and hence optimizes germane cognitive load. 
 

Objectives  
 

A progressive phase of three experiments was conducted in this study.  Phase I was a preliminary study. This 

phase sought to provide indicators of the effectiveness of graphic calculator strategy on students’ 

performance. Phase II of the study was further carried out incorporating measurements of metacognitive 

awareness, mental load and instructional efficiency. Findings from experiments in Phases I and II indicated 

that integrating the use of graphic calculator lead to better performance in learning of Straight Lines topic as 

compared to the conventional instruction. It was also found that the GC strategy group had better level of 

metacognitve awareness than the CI strategy group.  This suggested that the instruction using graphic 

calculator induced better metacognitive awareness as compared to conventional instruction.  The results also 

revealed that the GC strategy group had invested less mental effort per problem during learning and test 

phases.  This suggested that the instruction using graphic calculator imposed less mental effort during learning 

and test phases as compared to conventional instruction.   
 

In addition, the finding also indicated that learning by integrating the use of graphic calculator was 

instructionally more efficient than learning using conventional strategy.  For further detailed of the findings 

for Phases I and II, readers are encouraged to refer to Nor’ain Mohd. Tajudin, Rohani Ahmad Tarmizi, Wan 

Zah Wan Ali & Mohd. Majid Konting (2005a, 2005b, 2006a, 2006b, 2006c, 2006d, 2007a, 2007b, 2007c, 

2007d) and Rohani Ahmad Tarmizi & Nor’ain Mohd. Tajudin (2006).  Thus, the third phase of the study 

which will be discussed in this article was further carried out incorporating comparison on different levels of 

mathematics ability (low and average) and instructional strategy (GC strategy and CI strategy).  Specifically, 

this study intends to achieve the following objectives: 
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 To compare the effect of instructional strategy and the interaction effect between the instructional strategy 

and the mathematics ability on students’ performance in learning of Straight Lines topic. 

 To compare the effect of instructional strategy and the interaction effect between instructional strategy 

and mathematics ability levels on students’ metacognitive awareness while solving problems related to 

Straight Lines topic. 

 To compare the effect of instructional strategy and the interaction effect between thee instructional 

strategy and mathematics ability levels on measure of mental effort per problem invested during learning 

and test phases. 

 To compare the effect of instructional strategy and the interaction effect between instructional strategy 

and mathematics ability levels on measure of instructional efficiency. 
 

Methodology 
 

Design  
 

The quasi-experimental nonequivalent control-group posttest only design (Cook and Campbell 1979, Creswell 

2002) was employed. In addition, a 2 x 2 factorial design was integrated in order to investigate two main 

factors: instructional strategy (GS strategy and CI strategy) and mathematics ability (low and average). For 

this phase, the groups that were selected were ensured for their initial equivalence and classes involved were 

randomly assigned to experimental and control groups.  
 

Sample  
 

The target population for this study was Form Four (11
th
 grade level) students in National secondary schools 

in Malaysia whilst the accessible population was Form Four students from one selected school in Malacca.  

The experiment was carried out within one particular school only.  A total of 77 students took part in the 

study. The average mathematics ability of GC strategy and CI strategy groups consisted of 17 students and 18 

students respectively, whereas, the low mathematics ability of GC strategy and CI strategy groups consisted of 

20 students and 22 students respectively.  
 

Materials and Instruments 
 

The instructional materials for this phase consisted of 15 sets of lesson plans of teaching and learning of 

Straight Lines topic. The format of each lesson plan includes activities for the following phases: set induction 

phase, acquisition phase, practice phase, closure phase and evaluation phase. The main feature of the 

acquisition phase for the experimental group was that students used “balanced approach” in learning the 

Straight Lines topic.  Waits and Demana (2000a, 6) illustrated that the “balanced approach” is an appropriate 

use of paper-and-pencil and calculator techniques on regular basis. The control group was also guided by the 

same instructional format with conventional whole-class instruction without incorporating the use of graphic 

calculator.  The instruments in this study consisted of the Straight Lines Achievement Test (SLAT), the Paas 

(1992) Mental Effort Rating Scale (PMER) and the Metacognitve Awareness Survey (MCAS). The SLAT 

was designed by the researcher to assess students’ performance on the Straight Lines topic. It comprised of 14 

questions based on the straight lines topic covered in the experiment. The overall total score for the SLAT was 

75. The reliability index using Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was 0.82. Thus, the reliability of SLAT for this 

phase was reasonably acceptable based on Nunnally (1978) cut-off point of 0.70  
 

The PMER was used to measure cognitive load by recording the perceived mental effort expanded in solving 

a problem in experiments Phases II and III only. It was a 9-point symmetrical Likert scale measurement on 

which subject rates their mental effort used in performing a particular learning task. It was introduced by Paas 

(1992) and Paas and Van Merrienboer (1994).  The numerical values and labels assigned to the categories 

ranged from very, very low mental effort (1) to very, very high mental effort (9).  There were two kinds of 

subjective ratings of mental effort taken during the experiment.  Firstly, the subjective ratings of mental effort 

were taken during learning in evaluation phase for each lesson.  Secondly, it was taken during test phase. The 

mental effort per problem was obtained by dividing the perceived mental effort by the total number of 

problems attempted for each evaluation phase during learning and that of the test phase.  For each question in 

SLAT, the PMER was printed at the end of the test paper. After each problem, students were required to 

indicate the amount of mental effort expended for that particular question by responding to the nine-point 

symmetrical scale. The computed index of reliability for PMER in this phase was 0.91. 
 

The MCAS was designed to measure students’ metacognitive awareness while working on tasks or problems 

related to the Straight Lines topic. The MCAS was adopted and adapted from O’Neil’s and Abedi’s (1996) 

State Metacognitive Inventory, and O’Neil’s and Schacter’s (1997) Traits Thinking Questionnaire 

metacognitive components.  
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It was also based on the key operations of metacognition by Bayer (1988).  This instrument comprised of 33 

items requiring response based on four point Likert scale. Students were asked to read each statements/items 

in the survey and indicate how often they think or feel or do while working on tasks or problems related to the 

Straight Lines topic by circling the appropriate scale as described earlier. There were three subscales namely 

planning, cognitive strategy and self-checking. Score for each subscale may range from 11 to 44 while the 

overall metacognitive awareness scale may range from 33 to 132. This instrument was tested out before it was 

used in this phase. Fifteen Form Four students that were not involved in previous Phase II were asked to do 

the survey for the purpose of calculating the alpha reliability coefficient.  Students were also interviewed on 

the clarity of the survey questions and on their understanding of the survey questions.  No problem was 

encountered during the interview session. The computed overall alpha reliability coefficient was 0.93.  In 

actual study for Phases II and III, the computed overall alpha reliability coefficients were 0.91 and 0.92 

respectively.  
 

Results  
 

The exploratory data analysis was conducted for all the data collected in this phase. Students’ performance 

was measured by the overall test performance and students’ metacognitive awareness was measured by the 

total level of their metacognitve awareness while working or solving problems related to the Straight Lines 

topic.  The mental effort per problem was obtained by dividing the perceived mental effort by the total number 

of problems attempted for each evaluation phase during learning and that of the test phase. Further, the 3-

dimensional (3-D) instructional condition efficiency indices were calculated using Tuovinen and Paas (2004) 

procedure.  The maximum instructional efficiency is indicated at octant when the performance scores are 

greatest and the effort scores are the least. On the other hand, the least instructional efficiency would occur 

when the performance score was the least and the effort scores were the greatest.  All data were analyzed 

using a two-way analysis of variance (2-way ANOVA) and followed by planned comparison tests in order to 

ascertain the superiority of the GC strategy from that of CI strategy.  Planned comparison was used as it is 

more sensitive in detecting differences based on Pallant (2001).  For all statistical analyses, the 5% level of 

significant was used throughout this phase.   
 

Effects on Test Performance 
 

Table 1. Means and standard deviations for overall test performance  
 

Mathematics ability Instructional strategy N M SD 

Average CI 

GC 

Total 

15 

16 

31 

24.20 

30.38 

27.39 

8.74 

7.74 

8.69 

Low CI 

GC 

Total 

19 

20 

39 

10.11 

19.20 

14.77 

4.03 

5.26 

6.54 

Total CI 

GC 

Total 

34 

36 

70 

16.32 

24.17 

20.36 

9.58 

8.51 

9.81 
 

The means and standard deviations for test performance as a function of the level of mathematics ability and 

type of instructional strategy are provided in Table 1.  The total test score was 75.  Mean test performance of 

GC strategy group was 24.17 (SD=8.51) and mean test performance of CI strategy group was 16.32 

(SD=9.58).  Hence this indicated that the GC strategy group performed better on test as compared to CI 

strategy group.  The group of average mathematics ability scored 27.39 while the group of low mathematics 

ability scored 14.77, indicating that the average mathematics ability group performed better than the low 

mathematics ability group on test.   
 

The ANOVA showed a significant main effect in the mean test performance of type of instructional strategy, 

F(1,66)=23.82, p<0.05, with large effect size (partial eta squared=.27) based on Cohen (1988).  However, it 

was found that there was no significant interaction effect between mathematics ability and instructional 

strategy, F(1,66)=.87, p>0.05, partial eta squared=0.01).  About 58% of variance in test performance was 

predictable from both the independent variables and the interaction.  These results indicated that there was a 

significant main effect in the mean test performance between the GC strategy group and CI strategy group. 

However, the results indicated that there was no significant interaction effect in the mean test performance 

between the instructional strategy and the level of mathematics ability.  Hence use of graphic calculator is 

efficient for both groups, low and average mathematics ability.  This is another mileage for using graphic 

calculator in learning of mathematics.  Further, planned comparison results showed that the mean test 

performance of GC strategy group was significantly higher from those of CI strategy group,  
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F(1,68)=13.18, p<0.05. This finding suggested that use of graphic calculator enhanced mathematics 

performance as compared to the conventional instruction. 
 

Effects on Metacognitive Awareness 
 

Table 2. Means and standard deviations for level of  metacognitive awareness  
 

Mathematics ability Instructional strategy N M SD 

Average CI 

GC 

Total 

15 

16 

31 

74.27 

98.38 

86.71 

15.20 

7.56 

16.92 

Low CI 

GC 

Total 

19 

20 

39 

71.95 

99.60 

86.13 

11.26 

14.94 

19.18 

Total CI 

GC 

Total 

34 

36 

70 

72.97 

99.06 

86.39 

12.98 

12.09 

18.09 
 

Table 2 illustrated the means and standard deviations for level of students’ metacognitive awareness as a 

function of the level of mathematics ability and type of instructional strategy.  As can be seen from the table, 

mean level of students’ metacognitive awareness of GC strategy group was 99.06 (SD=12.09) and mean level 

of students’ metacognitive awareness of CI strategy group was 72.97 (SD=12.98). Hence these indicated that 

the GC strategy group had better level of metacognitive awareness as compared to CI strategy group.  Mean 

level of metacognitive awareness of the average ability group was 86.71 whilst the low ability group was 

86.13.  The ANOVA performed on mean level of metacognitive awareness showed that there was a 

significant main effect based on instructional strategy, F(1,66)=71.86, p<0.05, with large effect size (partial 

eta squared=0.53) based on Cohen (1988).  However, the interaction effects between mathematic ability levels 

and instructional strategy type was not significant, F(1,66)=0.34, p>0.05, and partial eta squared =.01.  About 

53% of variance in test performance can be accounted for by both the different levels of instructional strategy 

and mathematics ability and the interaction.  The results showed that there was a significant main effect of 

instructional strategy on mean level of students’ metacognitive awareness.  
 

However, the results showed that there was no significant interaction effect of instructional strategy and levels 

of mathematics ability on mean level of students’ metacognitive awareness.  Hence integrating the use of 

graphic calculator in learning mathematics induced better level of metacognitive awareness for both low and 

average mathematics ability groups.  Results for planned comparison showed that the mean level of 

metacognitive awareness of GC strategy group was significantly higher from those of CI strategy group, 

F(1,68)=75.86, p<0.05.  This finding suggested that the use of graphic calculator had induced greater level of 

metacognitive awareness while solving problems related to Straight Lines topic, thus is superior as compared 

to conventional instruction. 
 

Effects on Mental Effort during Learning Phase 
 

Table 3. Means and standard deviations for mean mental effort per problem invested during learning phase  
 

Mathematics ability Instructional strategy N M SD 

Average CI 

GC 

Total 

15 

16 

31 

4.71 

4.06 

4.37 

.86 

.77 

.87 

Low CI 

GC 

Total 

19 

20 

39 

4.88 

4.59 

4.74 

1.31 

.59 

1.01 

Total CI 

GC 

Total 

34 

36 

70 

4.81 

4.36 

4.58 

1.12 

.72 

.96 
 

Table 3 presented the means and standard deviations for mental effort per problem invested during learning 

phase as a function of the level of mathematics ability and type of instructional strategy.  Mean mental effort 

per problem invested during learning phase of GC strategy group was 4.36 (SD=0.72) and that of CI strategy 

group was 4.81 (SD=1.12).  These indicated that CI strategy group had invested more amount of mental effort 

as compared to the GC strategy group.  Mean mental effort per problem invested during learning phase of 

average mathematics ability group was 4.37 while that of low mathematics ability group was 4.74.  Hence 

these indicated that the group of low mathematics ability group had invested more amount of mental effort per 

problem during learning phase than that of average mathematics ability group.   
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The ANOVA performed on mean mental effort per problem invested during learning phase revealed a 

significant main effect of type of instructional strategy, F(1,66)=4.46, p<0.05, partial eta squared=0.04, while 

the interaction effect of mathematics ability level and instructional strategy type was not significant, 

F(1,66)=.671, p>0.05, partial eta squared=0.05.  It is to be noted that only 10.1% of variance in mean mental 

effort per problem invested during learning phase can be accounted for by both the different levels of 

instructional strategy and mathematics ability and the interaction.  The results revealed that there was a 

significant main effect of instructional strategy on mean mental effort per problem invested during learning 

phase, with students in GC strategy invested less mental effort than students in CI strategy. However, the 

results showed that there was no significant interaction effect in the mean mental effort per learning phase 

problem between the instructional strategy and the level of mathematics ability. Thus, these indicated that the 

use of graphic calculator benefit both groups. A planned comparison test analyses showed that the mean 

mental effort per problem invested during learning phase for CI strategy group was not significantly higher 

from those of GC strategy group, F(1,55.67)=4.08, p>0.05.  This finding suggested that the use of GC strategy 

group and the CI strategy group had invested more or less the same amount of mental effort during learning 

phase.  
 

Effects on Mental Effort during Test Phase 
 

Table 4. Means and standard deviations for mental effort per problem invested during test phase 
 

Mathematics ability Instructional strategy N M SD 

Average CI 

GC 

Total 

15 

16 

31 

6.69 

4.53 

5.57 

.90 

.75 

1.36 

Low CI 

GC 

Total 

19 

20 

39 

7.06 

6.06 

6.55 

1.06 

1.21 

1.23 

Total CI 

GC 

Total 

34 

36 

70 

6.89 

5.38 

6.12 

1.00 

1.28 

1.37 
 

The means and standard deviations for mental effort per problem invested during test phase as a function of 

the level of mathematics ability and type of instructional strategy are provided in Table 4.  As can be seen 

from the table, mean mental effort per problem invested during test phase of GC strategy group was 5.38 

(SD=1.28) and that of CI strategy group was 6.89 (SD=1.00).  Mean mental effort per problem invested 

during test phase for average mathematics ability group was 5.57 whilst that of low mathematics ability group 

was 6.55.  These suggested that the use of CI incurred higher mental effort as compared to GC instruction.  
 

The ANOVA performed on mean mental effort per problem invested during test phase showed a significant 

main effect of type of instructional strategy, F(1,66)=41.66, p<0.05. Further, there was also a significant 

interaction between mathematic ability levels and instructional strategy type, F(1,66)=5.68, p<0.05, with 

moderate effect size (eta squared=0.08).  47.8% of variance in mean mental effort per problem invested during 

test phase was accounted for by the different levels of mathematics ability and instructional strategy and the 

interaction.  The results showed that there was a significant main effect of instructional strategy on mean 

mental effort per problem invested during test phase.  In addition, the results also showed that there was a 

significant interaction effect of instructional strategy and levels of mathematics ability on mean mental effort 

per problem invested during test phase problem.  These indicated that mental effort invested during test phase 

depends on both instructional strategy and mathematics ability 
 

Figure 2 depicts the interaction between mathematic ability levels and instructional strategy type. It is 

observed that as mathematics ability increased, the amount of mental effort invested during test phase of the 

GC strategy decreased.  For low mathematics ability, this strategy was less beneficial, but, for average 

mathematics ability group, it led to decrease about 2.16 points (6.69 – 4.53) which is doubled mean amount of 

mental effort than the low mathematics ability group which reported decreased in mean amount of mental 

effort of about 1.00 point (7.06 – 6.06). 
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Figure 2. Interaction between Levels of Mathematics Ability and Types of Instructional Strategy on Mental 

Effort per Problem Invested During Test Phase 
  

Further, a planned comparison results showed that mean mental effort per problem invested during test phase 

for CI strategy group was significantly higher from those of GC strategy group, F(1,68)=30.25, p<0.05. This 

finding suggested that the use graphic calculator imposed less amount of mental effort per problem during test 

phase as compared to that of conventional instruction.   While previous phases showed no interaction effect 

between instructional strategy and levels of mathematics ability on test performance, metacognitive awareness 

and mental effort per problem during learning phase, on the contrary, measure of mental effort during test 

phase results indicated that there was a significant interaction effect.  This may be explained by the small F 

values in ANOVA, namely the values were 0.87, 0.34 and 0.67 for test performance, metacognitive awareness 

and mental effort per problem during learning phase, respectively, hence these most likely produced no 

interaction effects.  However, the F value was 5.68 for mental effort per problem during test phase, thus this 

produced an interaction effect. 
 

Effects on Instructional Efficiency 
 

The instructional efficiency measures for this phase were calculated using Tuovinen and Paas (2004) 

procedure of 3-dimensional (3-D) instructional condition efficiency index. The three dimensions namely the 

learning effort, test effort and test performance was taken into account when calculating these indices. . The 

three sets of data (learning effort, test effort and test performance) were initially converted to standardized z 

scores.  Then, the 3-D efficiency index was computed using the formula, 
3

TL EEP
E


 , where P is z 

score for performance, LE  is z score for learning effort and TE is z score for the test effort (Tuovinen and 

Paas 2004).  The greatest instructional condition efficiency would be occurred when the performance score 

was the greatest and the effort scores were the least. On the other hand, the worst instructional efficiency 

condition would occur when the performance score was the least and the effort scores were the greatest.  

Possible range of E in this study was between −10.39 and 42.15.  The minimum values of E for group 

1(students with average mathematics ability group undergoing CI strategy), 2 (students with average 

mathematics ability group undergoing GC strategy group), 3(students with low mathematics ability group 

undergoing CI strategy) and 4(students with low mathematics ability group undergoing GC strategy) were 

−1.67, −0.33, −3.36 and −1.73 respectively. The maximum values of E for each group were 4.40, 3.91, 1.05 

and 1.22 respectively. 
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Table 5. Mean and standard deviation for instructional efficiency indices as a function of mathematics ability 

level and instructional strategy type  
 

Mathematics ability Instructional strategy N M SD 

Average CI 

GC 

Total 

15 

16 

31 

−.10 

1.57 

.76 

1.11 

.94 

1.32 

Low CI 

GC 

Total 

19 

20 

39 

−1.19 

−.06 

−.61 

1.15 

.80 

1.13 

Total CI 

GC 

Total 

34 

36 

70 

−.70 

.67 

.00 

1.24 

1.18 

1.39 
 

Table 5 provided the means and standard deviations for instructional condition efficiency indices as a function 

of the level of mathematics ability and type of instructional strategy.  As can be seen from the table, mean 

instructional efficiency index of GC strategy group was .67 (SD=1.18) and mean instructional efficiency 

index of CI strategy group was −.70 (SD=1.24). These indicated that instruction using graphic calculator was 

more efficient as compared to the conventional instruction.  Mean instructional efficiency index of average 

mathematic ability was .76 whilst that of low mathematics ability was −0.61, hence indicating that the group 

of average mathematics ability had better level of instructional efficiency. 
 

The ANOVA performed on the instructional efficiency indices revealed a significant main effect of 

instructional strategy type, F(1,66)=33.40, p<0.05, partial eta squared=0.34.  Further, the interaction effect 

between mathematics ability level and instructional strategy type were not significant, F(1,66)=1.24, p>0.05, 

partial eta squared=0.02. About 49.9% of variance in mean instructional condition efficiency index was 

predictable from both the independent variables and the interaction.  The results showed that there was a 

significant main effect of instructional strategy on mean instructional efficiency index.  On the other hand, the 

results showed that there was no significant interaction effect of instructional strategy and the level of 

mathematics ability on mean instructional efficiency index.  Hence integrating the use of graphic calculator is 

instructionally efficient for both groups.  The planned comparison results showed that the mean instructional 

condition efficiency index for GC strategy group was significantly higher from those of CI strategy group, 

F(1,66)=22.37, p<0.05. Thus, this finding suggested that learning by integrating the use of graphic calculator 

was more efficient than learning using conventional instruction strategy. 
 

In summary, five variables namely test performance, metacognitive awareness, mental effort invested during 

learning and test phases, and 3-D instructional efficiency were discussed. The results of ANOVA showed that 

there were significant main effects of instructional strategy on all the variables’ means. However, the 

interaction effect of mathematics ability level and instructional strategy type did not reach statistical 

significance for these variables except for mean mental effort during test phase. Further analyses on planned 

comparison tests on mean test performance, metacognitive awareness and 3-D instructional efficiency index 

of GC strategy group were significantly higher from those of CI strategy group.  In addition, planned 

comparison test on mean mental effort invested during test phase of CI strategy group was significantly higher 

from that of GC strategy group. However, for mental effort invested during learning phase, even though 

planned comparison test did not reach statistical significant, mean of CI group was higher as compared to the 

GC group.  These results indicated that integrating the use of graphic calculator in teaching and learning of 

Straight Lines topic enhanced students’ performance, improved levels of students’ metacognitive awareness, 

reduced mental effort during learning and test phase, hence is instructionally efficient than the conventional 

instruction.   
 

Discussion 
 

Effects of Using of Graphic Calculator in Teaching and Learning of Straight Lines Topic on Students’ 

Performance 
 

Past studies on effects of the use of graphic calculators offers different results.  Generally the results have 

favored the use of this technology in mathematics classroom (for example, Acelajado 2004; Horton et al. 

2004; Noraini Idris 2004; Noraini Idris et al. 2003; Connors and Snook 2001; Graham and Thomas 2000; 

Hong et al. 2000; Adams 1997; Smith and Shotberger 1997; Quesada and Maxwell 1994; Ruthven 1990).  

Those studies reported that use of graphic calculators improved students’ mathematics performance. The 

findings from this study suggest that integrating the use of graphic calculator can reduce cognitive load and 

lead to better performance in learning, thus increase instructional efficiency when Form Four students learn 

Straight Lines topic for both low and average mathematics ability groups.  
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In addition, the findings from this study provide empirical evidence to support the contention by Jones (1996), 

Kaput (1992) and Wheatley (1980) that the use of calculators can reduce cognitive load and hence facilitate 

learning. The findings provide a possible explanation from the cognitive load theory perspectives why graphic 

calculator (GC) strategy is more efficient as compared to conventional instruction (CI) strategy in learning of 

Straight Lines topic.  The GC strategy was found to have beneficial effects such that this strategy can increase 

germane cognitive load whereby the total amount of cognitive load stays within the limits due to low intrinsic 

cognitive load or due to low extraneous cognitive load.  The use of the graphic calculator freed students’ 

mental resources from the tedious computation, algebraic manipulation and graphing skills and hence enabled 

them to redirect their attention from irrelevant cognitive processes to relevant germane processes of schema 

construction.  This was evident from the significantly lower levels of mental effort reported which 

theoretically would indicate a lower cognitive load and the significantly higher performance achieved by the 

students from the GC strategy group.  
 

It is pertinent to note that the argument only holds under certain circumstances namely the sample of students 

participated and the particular content area learnt in this study.  Changing the composition of sample to 

include higher achievers can lead to a decrease of intrinsic load for this Straight Lines topic.  Thus, the 

findings are only true for that particular sample of students and also apply to the content area of Straight Lines 

topic for Form Four Mathematics syllabus.  Therefore, the findings can only be generalized to the similar 

sample of secondary school students in Malaysia and might not necessary apply to other mathematics topic or 

other levels of Straight Lines topic.  
 

It is also pertinent to note that the results of previous phases showed the difference were not significant in 

several instances important performance variables particularly the transfer problems performance (See 

Nor’ain Mohd. Tajudin et al. (2005a, 2005b, 2006a, 2006b, 2006c, 2006d, 2007a, 2007b, 2007c, 2007d); 

Rohani Ahmad Tarmizi and Nor’ain Mohd. Tajudin (2006)).  The findings indicate that the interventions of 

very brief duration (about two weeks) was not enough to show that the GC strategy is an effective 

instructional strategy for obtaining schema acquisition.  Dunham (2000) noted that a few studies that produced 

negative results due to treatment of very brief duration such that the learning of graphic calculator may have 

interfered with learning of content (for example, Upshaw, 1994; Giamati, 1991).  However, for this phase, the 

treatments were conducted for about six weeks and the findings were in favor for GC strategy.  
 

The findings also suggest that the GC strategy group possibly may not have split attention effect with the use 

of worksheet (for graphic calculator instructions) and the graphic calculator screen.  The results showed that if 

the split attention effect exists, its negative consequences are far outweighed by the reduction in cognitive 

load.  In this experiment, students in GC strategy group were found to be sufficiently proficient enough in 

graphic calculator use because besides having the pre-experiment training of introducing the graphic 

calculator and learning how to use the graphic calculator, they had longer duration of intervention.  Hence, it 

is pertinent to note that if students who had hardly knew how to use the graphic calculator had been selected, 

the results might have been different.  The negative consequences of the split attention effect might have 

outweighed the positive effects of cognitive load reduction.  On the other hand, the results on performance 

might have been further magnified if students very proficient with the use of graphic calculator had been 

selected in this phase.  
 

Another important finding in this study was that both factors, mathematics ability and instructional strategy, 

separately influence test performance, metacognitive awareness, mental effort invested during learning and 

instructional efficiency because the interaction did not reach statistical significance for these variables. 

However, there was a significant interaction between levels of mathematics ability and types of instructional 

strategy for amount of mental effort invested during test phase.  It was found that as mathematics ability 

increased, the effectiveness of GC strategy increased. The average mathematics ability group was greatly 

beneficial from the GC strategy as it led to doubled decrease mean amount of mental effort than that of low 

mathematics ability group.  However, it is pertinent to note that even though there was no significant 

interaction between mathematics ability and instructional strategy for test performance, practically the average 

ability group of GC strategy had performed better on test performance.    
 

Effects of Using of Graphic Calculator in Teaching and Learning of Straight Lines Topic on Students’ 

Metacognitive Awareness  
 

Very little research had investigated the effects of integrating the use of graphic calculator in teaching and 

learning of mathematics on students’ metacognitive awareness (for example, Gage 2002; Hylton-Lindsay 

1998; Keller and Russel 1997).   
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The findings from this study suggest that there is sufficient evidence to conclude that integrating the use of 

graphic calculator can boost students’ metacognitive awareness level during solving Straight Lines problems 

for both low and average mathematics ability groups.  Thus, the findings of this study are consistent with 

earlier studies and in addition provide empirical evidence to support earlier studies in the development of 

metacognitive awareness behavior.  
 

The findings from this study also suggest that integrating the use of graphic calculator can pose as an 

instructional mode which can force learners to reflect explicitly upon their processing activity and/or 

strategies during which learners are offered metacognitive tools that help to make explicit the steps they take, 

their reflection upon these steps, their doubts and feelings of surety, etc.  Students in GC strategy might not 

only invest effort in the construction and storage of schemata, but they also might invest effort in the 

monitoring of this activity. This would imply that the first activity is linked to the latter activity, thus the latter 

activity is part of the overall germane cognitive load.  The invested effort for the latter activity is suggested to 

call as a meta-cognitive load (Valcke 2002). The findings of the study suggest that the GC strategy group had 

invest lower amount of mental effort with higher levels of metacognitive awareness and thus lead to better 

performance as compared to the CI strategy group.  This is in line with earlier study conducted by van 

Merrienboer et al. (2002) such that the “learner-controlled” experimental set-up allowed for monitoring the 

learning process invoking meta-cognitive load as part of germane cognitive load, and this with lower mental 

effort.   
 

Practical Implications 
 

In this study, integrating the use of graphic calculator in teaching and learning of topic, namely the Straight 

Lines shows promising implications for the potential of the tool in teaching mathematics at Malaysian 

secondary school level.  The findings from this study have provided valid evidence that to a certain extent, the 

graphic calculator strategy is superior to conventional instruction strategy.  Integrating the use of graphic 

calculator can be beneficial for students as this instructional strategy has proven to improve students’ 

performance and their level of metacognitive awareness while solving problems.  Therefore, the findings from 

this study imply that graphic calculator strategy is an effective and efficient instructional strategy in 

facilitating the mathematics learning.   
 

Using graphic calculators in learning of mathematics make less cognitive demand (reduction of cognitive 

load) because a larger part of the cognitive process is taken over by the graphic calculator.  This allows 

students to focus attention on the problem to be solved rather than the routine computations, algebraic 

manipulations or graphing tedious graphs which require the switching of attention from the problem to the 

computation, etc and then back to the problem.  According to Norman (1976), the act of switching attention 

may blur perception and cause confusion in one’s judgment of its temporal properties.  This means that 

reduction of cognitive load and distribution of cognition in graphic calculator medium requires students to 

focus only on one aspect and enhance the understanding of mathematical tasks.  Therefore, more individual 

will be able to perform mathematical tasks and allow them to work on application problems, thus stimulate 

students’ interest and facilitate the teaching and learning of mathematics.    
 

In this study, the “balance approach” which means “appropriate use of paper-and-pencil and calculator 

techniques on regular basic” as suggested by Waits and Demana (2000a, 2000b) with teacher guidance was 

used for the graphic calculator strategy group.  The results of this study showed that the graphic calculator 

strategy group had better conceptual knowledge performance as compared to conventional instruction strategy 

group and most important they did not lose procedural knowledge performance.  These results reflect the 

NCTM insistence that “Calculator don’t think, students do” (NCTM 1999).  Students will not loose their 

ability to think if there were to use the graphic calculator. Instead, they need to understand the problem more 

than what keys to push and in what order.  Furthermore, they also need to decide what information to enter, 

what operation to use and finally they need to interpret the results.  Thus, this study also imply that the 

balance approach that make the best use of graphing technology in teaching and learning of Straight Lines 

topic enable for developing students’ understanding of mathematical concepts without loosing the procedural 

knowledge. 
 

From the findings of the study, the graphic calculator strategy group was generally found to be sufficiently 

proficient in graphic calculator use.  The results also showed that if the split attention effect exists, its negative 

consequences are far outweighed by the reduction in cognitive load.  The negative consequences of the split 

attention effect might have outweighed the positive effects of cognitive load reduction if students who had 

hardly knew how to use the graphic calculator had been selected. The results on performance might have been 

further magnified if students very proficient with the use of graphic calculator had been selected.   
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Based on these findings, another important implication for integrating the use of graphic calculator is that the 

graphic calculator technology should be learned prior to learning the subject area.  Learning both concurrently 

may only be effective if students already have considerable technological knowledge because when dealing 

with novel material, the basic characteristics of human cognitive architecture of limited working memory 

can’t be ignored.   
 

Conclusion 
 

More efficient and effective instructional designs can be developed if the limited capacity of working memory 

is taken into consideration. In this study, it was found that graphic calculator strategy is instructionally more 

efficient and thus is superior to conventional instruction strategy. This study shows promising implications for 

the potential of the tool in teaching mathematics at Malaysian secondary school level.  
 

References 
 

Acelajado, M. J. 2004. Use of graphing calculator: Effect on students’ achievement in ANMATH1 and anxiety in 

mathematics, In Yahya Abu Hassan, Adam Baharum, Ahmad Izani Mohd. Ismail, Koh Hock Lye and Low 

Heng Chin (Eds.) Integrating Technology in the Mathematical Sciences. USM Proceeding Series. Pulau 

Pinang: Penerbit Universiti Sains Malaysia,. 

Adams, T. L. 1997. Addressing students’ difficulties with the concept of function: applying graphing calculators 

and a model of conceptual change. Focus on Learning Problems in Mathematics. 19(2): 43-57. 

Bannert, M. 2002. Managing cognitive load – recent trends in cognitive load theory. Learning and Instruction. 12: 139 -146. 

Bayer, B. K. 1988. Developing a Thinking Skills Program. Boston: Allyn and Bacon, Inc. 

Berger, M. 1998. Graphics calculators: An interpretive framework. For the Learning of Mathematics. 18(2): 13-20. 

Burill, G., Allison, J., Breaux, G., Kastberg, S., Leatham, K. and Sanchez, W. 2002. Handheld Graphing 

Technology in Secondary Mathematics: Research Findings and Implications for Classroom Practice. 

Dallas, TX: Texas Instruments Corp. 

Cohen, J. 1988. Statistical Power Analysis for the Behavioral Science, (2
nd

 Ed.). Hillsdale, New Jersey: Lawrence 

Erlbaum Associates, Inc., Publishers. 

Connors, M. A. and Snook, K. G. 2001. The effects of hand-held CAS on students achievement in a first year 

college core calculus sequence. The International Journal of Computer Algebra in Mathematics 

Education. 8(2): 99-114. 

Cook, T. D. & Campbell, D. T. 1979. Quasi-Experimentation: Design & Analysis Issues for Field Settings. Boston, 

Mass.: Houghton Mifflin. 

Cooper, G. 1998. Research into Cognitive Load Theory and Instructional Design at UNSW. Retrieved 22 

December 2005, from http://www. arts.unsw.edu. au/ educational/clt.html. 

Creswell, J. W. 2002. Educational Research: Planning, Conducting, and Evaluating Quantitative and Qualitative 
Research. Columbus, Ohio: Merrill Prentice Hall and Upper Saddle River. 

Dunham, P. H. 2000.Hand-held calculators in mathematics education: A research perspective. In Edward. D. 

Laughbaum. Hand-held Technology in Mathematics and Science Education: A Collection of Papers (pp 

39-47). Columbus, OH: The Ohio State University. 

Gage, J. 2002. Using the graphic calculator to form a learning environment for the early teaching of algebra. The 

International Journal of Computer Algebra in Mathematics Education. 9(1): 3-28. 

Giamati, C. 1991. The Effects of Graphing Calculators Use on Students’ Understanding of Variations on a Family 

of Equations and Transformations of Their Graphs. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of 

Michigan. Dissertation Abstracts International. 52, 103A. 

Graham, A. T. and Thomas, M. O.J. 2000. Building a versatile understanding of algebraic variables with a graphic 

calculator. Educational Studies in Mathematics. 41(3): 265-282. 

Hong, Y., Toham, M., and Kiernan, C. 2000. Supercalculators and university entrance calculus examinations. 

Mathematics Education Research Journal. 12(3): 321-336. 

Horton, R. B., Storm, J. and Leornard, W. H. 2004. The graphing calculator as an aid to teaching algebra. 

Contemporary Issues in Technology and Teacher Education. 4(20): 152-162. 

Hylton-Lindsay, A. A. 1998. The Effect of the Graphing Calculator on Meta-cognitive Aspects of Student 

Performance in Pre-calculus for Business. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Columbia University 

Teachers College. UMI ProQuest Digital Dissertation. AAT 9810960.  

Jones, P. 1996. Handheld technology and mathematics: Towards the intelligent partnership. In P. Gomez & B. 

Waits. Roles of Calculators in the Classroom (pp.87-96). USA: Una Empresa Dosente. 

Jones, P. 2000. Realizing the educational potential of the graphic calculator.  In Edward. D. Laughbaum. Hand-
Held Technology in Mathematics and Science Education: A Collection of Papers. Columbus, OH: The 

Ohio State University. 



American International Journal of Contemporary Research                                             Vol. 1 No.1; July 2011 

71 

 

Kaput, J. J. 1992. Technology and mathematics education. In D.A. Grouws. Handbook on Research on 

Mathematics Teaching and Learning (pp. 515-574). New York: Macmillan. 

Keller, B. & Russell, C. 1997. Effects of the TI-92 on calculus students solving symbolic problems. International 

Journal of Computer Algebra in Mathematics Education. 4: 77-97. 

Lim Chap Sam and Kor Liew Kee 2004. Teaching statistics with graphical calculators in Malaysia: challenges and 

constraint. Micromath. 20(2): 30-33. 

Mayer, R. E. and Moreno, R. 2003. Nine ways to reduce cognitive load in multimedia  learning. Educational 

Psychologist. 28 (1): 43 - 52  

Muhd. Khairiltitov Zainuddin. Penggunaan kalkulator grafik di sekolah-sekolah di Malaysia: Penerokaan dan 

cabaran, In Graphing Calculators in Mathematics: Potential and Application, Proceedings of the 1
st
 

National Conference on Graphing Calculators, Universiti Malaya, Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia, July 11-12, 

2003. Kuala Lumpur: Faculty of Education, University Malaya. 

National Council of Teachers of Mathematics. 1999. Calculators – one of the many tools to enhance students’ 

learning, form Straight talk about issues in Mathematics Education dated June 29, 1999 (On-line). 

Retrieved 15 November 2005 from http://www.ntcm.org   

Nor’ain Mohd. Tajudin, Rohani Ahmad Tarmizi, Wan Zah Wan Ali, and Mohd. Majid Konting. 2005a. The effects 

of using graphic calculator in teaching and learning of mathematics – A preliminary study, In Proceeding 

of the 2
nd

 International Conference on Research and Education in Mathematics (ICREM2), 25 – 27 Mei, 

2005, Hotel Residence, UNITEN. 

Nor’ain Mohd. Tajudin, Rohani Ahmad Tarmizi, Wan Zah Wan Ali, and Mohd. Majid Konting. 2005b. Teknologi 

Kalkulator Grafik dalam Pengajaran dan Pembelajaran Matematik.  In Proceeding of the Seminar 

Kebangsaan ICT Dalam Pendidikan 2005, 17- 19 Nov 2005, Prince Hotel & Residence, Kuala Lumpur. 

Nor’ain Mohd. Tajudin, Rohani Ahmad Tarmizi, Wan Zah Wan Ali, and Mohd. Majid Konting. 2006a. Effects of 

the use of graphic calculators on peformance in teaching and learning of mathematics. In Proceeding of 
Konferensi International Bersama ke 2 antara UPI-UPSI, 8 - 9 August, 2006, UPI, Bandung, Indonesia. 

Nor’ain Mohd. Tajudin, Rohani Ahmad Tarmizi, Wan Zah Wan Ali, and Mohd. Majid Konting. 2006b. Teaching 

and learning of mathematics using graphic calculators – effects on achievement from the cognitive load 

perspective. In Proceeding of the Konvensyen Teknologi Pendidikan ke 19, 9-11 September, 2006, Awana 

Porto Malai, Langkawi. 

Nor’ain Mohd. Tajudin, Rohani Ahmad Tarmizi, Wan Zah Wan Ali, and Mohd. Majid Konting. 2006cEffects of 

the use of graphic calculators on cognitive and metacognitive domains in teaching and learning of 

mathematics. In Doctor Students Consortium Proceedings of 14th International Conference on Computers 

in Education, ICCE 2006, 30 Nov – 4 Dec, 2006, Beijing, China.  

Nor’ain Mohd. Tajudin, Rohani Ahmad Tarmizi, Wan Zah Wan Ali, and Mohd. Majid Konting. 2006d. Effects of 

the use of graphic calculators on cognitive and metacognitive domains in teaching and learning of 

mathematics. In  R. Mizoguchi, P. Dillenbourg & Z. Zhu (Eds.). Learning by Effective Utilization of 

Technologies: Facilitating Intercultural Understanding. Volume 151, ISOS Press, Netherlands. 

Nor’ain Mohd. Tajudin, Rohani Ahmad Tarmizi, Wan Zah Wan Ali, and Mohd. Majid Konting. 2007a.The effects 

of using graphic calculator in teaching and learning of mathematics. Malaysian Journal of Mathematical 
Sciences, 1(1): 45-62  

Nor’ain Mohd. Tajudin, Rohani Ahmad Tarmizi, Wan Zah Wan Ali, and Mohd. Majid Konting. 2007b. Effects of 

using graphic calculators on performance in teaching and learning of mathematics. Educationist, Jurnal 

kajian filosofi, teori, kulaitas, dan manajemen pendidikan, 1(1):1-7  

Nor’ain Mohd. Tajudin, Rohani Ahmad Tarmizi, Wan Zah Wan Ali, and Mohd. Majid Konting. 2007c. The Effect 

of Using Graphic Calculator in Teaching and Learning of Mathematics on Students’ Performance and 

Measure of Instructional Efficiency. , In Proceeding of the 3
rd

 International Conference on Research and 

Education in Mathematics (ICREM3), 10 - 12 April, 2007, The Legend Hotel, Kuala Lumpur. 

Nor’ain Mohd. Tajudin, Rohani Ahmad Tarmizi, Wan Zah Wan Ali, and Mohd. Majid Konting. 2007d. Analysis of 

Graphic Calculator Strategy using Cognitive Load Theory. In. Proceeding 1
st
 International Malaysian 

Educational Technology Convention, 2 - 5 November, 2007, Sofitel Palm Resort Hotel, Senai, Johor 

Baharu, Malaysia. 

Noraini Idris, Tay Bee Lian, Ding Hong Eng, Goh Lee Siew and Nilawati Mahfud. A Graphing Calculator-Based 

Instruction and its Impact on the Teaching and Learning of Mathematics, In Graphing Calculators in 

Mathematics: Potential and Application, Proceedings of the 1
st
 National Conference on Graphing 

Calculators, Universiti Malaya, Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia, July 11-12, 2003. Kuala Lumpur: Faculty of 

Education, University Malaya. 

Noraini Idris. 2006. Teaching and Learning of Mathematics: Making Sense and Developing Cognitive Abilities. 

Kuala Lumpur: Utusan Publications & Distributors Sdn. Bhd. 

http://www.ntcm.org/


© Centre for Promoting Ideas, USA                                                                                          www.aijcrnet.com 

72 

 

Noraini Idris. Exploration and Entertainment Mathematics: Why Graphics Calculator?  In Rosihan M. Ali, Anton 

Abdulbasah Kamil, Adam Baharum, Adli Mustafa, Ahmad Izani Md. Ismail & V. Ravichandran. 

Proceedings of the 2
nd

 National Conference on Graphing Calculators, Penang, Malaysia, Oct. 4-6, 2004. 

Pulau Pinang, Malaysia: Penerbit Universiti Sains Malaysia. 

Norman, D. A. 1976. Memory and Attention: An Introduction to Human Information Processing. London: Wiley.  

Nunnally, J. C. 1978. Psychometry Theory (2
nd

 ed.). New York: McGraw Hill Book Company. 

O’Neil, H. F. and Abedi, J. 1996. Reliability and validity of a state metacognitive inventory: Potential for 

alternative assessment. Journal of Educational Research. 89: 234-245. 

O’Neil, H. F. and Schacter, J. 1997. Test Specification for Problem Solving Assessment. CSE Technical Report 463. 

CRESST: University of California, LA. 

Paas, F. and Van Merrienboer, J.J.G. 1994. Variability of worked examples and transfer of geometrical problem 

solving skills: A cognitive-load approach. Journal of Educational Psychology. 86: 122-133. 

Paas, F. 1992. Training strategies for attaining transfer of problem-solving skill in statistics: A cognitive-load 

approach. Journal of Educational Psychology. 84: 429-434. 

Paas, F., Renkl, A. and Sweller, J. 2003. Cognitive load theory and instructional design: Recent developments. 

Educational Psychologist. 38: 23-32. 

Pallant, J. 2001. SPSS Survival Manual. Canberra: Allen & Unwin 

Penglase, M. and Arnold, S. 1996. The graphics calculator in mathematics education: a critical review of recent 

research. Mathematics Education Research Journal, 8(1), 58-90. 

Porter, P. H. 1991. Perceptions of Elementary School Teachers toward the Status of Calculator use in the Irvine 
Unified School District, University of Southern California, USA. Dissertation Abstracts International, 51, 3659A. 

Quesada, A. R. and Maxwell, M. E. 1994. The effects of using graphing calculators to enhance college students’ 

performance in precalculus. Educational Studies in Mathematics. 27: 205-215. 

Rohani Ahmad Tarmizi and Nor’ain Mohd. Tajudin. 2006, Using graphic calculator in teaching and learning 

mathematics: Effects on students’ achievement and meta-cognitive skills. In J. Bohm (ed.). Proceeding of 
the DES-TIME2006, Dresden International Symposium, ISBN 3-901769-74-9, 20-23 July, 2006, Dresden, Germany 

Ruthven, K. 1990. The influence of graphic calculator use on translation from graphic to symbolic forms, 

Educational Studies in Mathematics. 21: 431-450. 

Smith, K. B. and Shotsberger, P. G. 1997. Assessing the use of graphing calculators in college algebra: Reflecting 

on dimensions of teaching and learning. School Science and Mathematics. 97 (7): 368-377. 

Sweller, J. 1988. Cognitive load during problem solving: effects on learning. Cognitive Science. 12: 257-285. 

Sweller, J., van Merrienboer, J., and Pass, F. 1998. Cognitive architecture and instructional design. Educational 

Psychology Review. 10(3): 251-296. 

Terranova, M. E. S. 1990. A Study of Teachers’ and Principles’ Feelings and Beliefs about Calculator Use in 

Elementary Mathematics, Unpublished doctoral dissertation, State University of New York at Buffalo. 

Dissertation Abstracts International. 50, 1974A. 

Tuovinen, J. E., and Paas, F., 2004. Exploring multidimensional approaches to the efficiency of instructional 

conditions. Instructional Science. 32: 133-152. 

Upshaw, J. T. 1994. The Effect of the Calculator-Based, Graph-Exploration Method of Instruction on Advanced 
Placement Calculus Achievement. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of South Carolina. 

Dissertation Abstracts International, 54, 4023A. 

Valcke, M. 2002. Cognitive load: Updating the theory? Learning and Instruction. 12: 147-154. 

Van Merrienboer, J. J. G. and Ayres, P. 2005. Research on cognitive load theory and its design implications for e-

learning. Educational Technology Research and Development. 53(3): 5 – 13. 

Van Merrienboer, J. J. G., de Croock, M. B. M., Schuurman, J. G. and Paas, F. G. W. C. 2002. Redirecting 

learners’ attention during training: effects on cognitve load, transfer test performance and training 

efficiency. Learning and Instruction. 12: 11-37. 

Waits, B. and Demana, F. 2000a. Calculators in mathematics teaching and learning: Past, present and future. In M. 

J. Burke & F. R. Curcio. Learning Mathematics for a New Century: 2000 Yearbook (pp. 52-66). Reston, 

VA: National Council of Teachers of Mathematics. 

Waits, B. and Demana, F. 2000b. The role of graphing calcultors in mathematics reform. In Edward. D. 

Laughbaum. Hand-Held Technology in Mathematics and Science Education: A Collection of Papers. 

Columbus, OH: The Ohio State University. 

Wheatley, C. L. 1980. Calculator use and problem-solving performance. Journal for Research in Mathematics 

Education. 80(7): 620-624. 

 


