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2. Untact Team Project Class
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I, Analysis and Comparison of Survey Results
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Fig. 1. Comparison of Team Project Effects in
Untact vs, Face-to-Face Classes
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Fig. 2, Comparison of Interest in Class of
Untact vs, Face-to-Face Classes
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Fig. 3. Comparison of learners' active participation
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Fig. 4. Comparison of Smooth Communication between learners
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Fig. 5. Comparison of learners' class satisfaction

|V, Conclusions
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