Old Dominion University

ODU Digital Commons

OTS Master's Level Projects & Papers STEM Education & Professional Studies

1987

A comparison of the way teachers perceive educational computer
software written for junior high school students with the way
students actually feel about the software through the use of a
modified northwest regional educational laboratory evaluating
tool

Louis O. Beatty
Old Dominion University

Follow this and additional works at: https://digitalcommons.odu.edu/ots_masters_projects

b Part of the Education Commons

Recommended Citation

Beatty, Louis 0., "A comparison of the way teachers perceive educational computer software written for
junior high school students with the way students actually feel about the software through the use of a
modified northwest regional educational laboratory evaluating tool" (1987). OTS Master's Level Projects &
Papers. 435.

https://digitalcommons.odu.edu/ots_masters_projects/435

This Master's Project is brought to you for free and open access by the STEM Education & Professional Studies at
ODU Digital Commons. It has been accepted for inclusion in OTS Master's Level Projects & Papers by an authorized
administrator of ODU Digital Commons. For more information, please contact digitalcommons@odu.edu.


https://digitalcommons.odu.edu/
https://digitalcommons.odu.edu/ots_masters_projects
https://digitalcommons.odu.edu/stemps
https://digitalcommons.odu.edu/ots_masters_projects?utm_source=digitalcommons.odu.edu%2Fots_masters_projects%2F435&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/784?utm_source=digitalcommons.odu.edu%2Fots_masters_projects%2F435&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://digitalcommons.odu.edu/ots_masters_projects/435?utm_source=digitalcommons.odu.edu%2Fots_masters_projects%2F435&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
mailto:digitalcommons@odu.edu

I»

SOFTWARE WRITITENM FOR JUNIDR HIGH SCHOODL STUDENTE WITH
WaY STUDENTS aUTUSLLY FEEL A&BOUT THE SOFTWORE
THROUGH THE UBE OF & MODIFIED MORTHUWESY
REBIGMAL. EDUCATIONSL LaBDRATORY |

6 FFYE 3 LA i i Y Tl ENwTel
EVAOL USTING TOOL

Fressnted to Dr. David 1. Joyvner
as 2 Feguirement for

YTE &34

December , 1787

COMPARISON OF THE WY TEACHERE FERCEIVE ERUCSTIONAL COMPUTER

THE



o
&

i

SR ES

= =
P N
» =

" B " =
- " = 5
= 8 = .
a w
" = =
= “ = »
*® e 2 =




i



omnipoteant judge of what 1s good and bad for kids.  A&f

ail, were adulits not vounasters themsslves? Teachers,
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aduits, also normally hold this view which commonly arrives

ailong with adulthood, parenting, and especiaily teacher
education. Down through the ages., this ides of knowle
through esperience has proven to have a great deal of

validity althouoh in light of cuwrrent educationa

i
"
=
7

zuch as individuality and recognition of varving background
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The problem of this study is to determinge whether

il studen

I
i
x
[N
e
it

teachers’ perceptions of how junior high =c

view computesr softwares will compsre favorably with how

of a modified Morthwest Regional EBEducational Laboratory
gvaluating tooi. identical evaluating tools will be used by

hoth teacherse and studenits.

1. How o the teachers’ projections of students’ views

WiewsT

compare with the students’
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2 hetween teacher and

I

Z. Is there a significant differen

student visws
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F. How could the resulits be used by the classeoom

o
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Hackground and Significance

Since computers in education is such a new area of the
overall school curriculum, there has not besen moch bime
and/or opoortunity for in-depth evaluation of the avallable

wof hware. A&t this point, ths only real evaluation of
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mainily of teachers’ porceptions concerning student opilnion
andd perhaps observations of studenits using bthe programs.
The study will e valuable fto the classroom teacher by

demonstrating

)

teacher. btruly concerned abtout the success of hisihee

students and thereby hissher program, may consider, as a

""‘,

resizit oofF this
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study, altering hislher perceptions of
software to more clossely align nislher visws with those of

hisg her studentz. The computer prograssmer should also paruse
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students at the intended grade level and whethers their
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OFOOF 8ams 8Fre having ed attfect uapon those students
evaiuation of softwars, according to Crowvello {23 is that
"Brudents take genuine, incressed interest in education whe
they are asked for their valued opinions, and computers can
provide the opporiunity. Theretore, bthe involvement of
che evaluation process would have the added
henetit of peasbking their interest in the curriculam and

e in tneir level of
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Limitabions

o+ the study will be limited by the +ollowing

Ze the difficulity of generalizing the resuits obtained
from & limited response group to the population as a whole,

3. the relatively ftew teachers available to the

school . and
. the use ot a godifisd version of an sdishing
measuring tool to it the jargon zand terminology background

af the stadents inviolved.
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Z. that no prior compuber experiencs by bhe students

wonld modify their answers gutside of those responses normal
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wore thosse who wer

teaching computers in the intermedisate schools i
County, YMirginia. The students consisted of an
peing taught by the researcher and therefore acc

Fim.

Data collected bthvough the responses were o
the hasis of norms. The normal oF typical Tesac
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gxpiain the natuwe of the research and Lo deveiop an interest
it the vreader to continue with the rest of the report in
arder to ascertain the results which have been obtained. i+
Ehe reader 1s invoived with computers in education, there
shiculd bhe 2 natwal interest in continuing the repori. It is
w Fond hope that obthers will alseo look forward to bthe resulibs

o the determination of how well zdulis can or cannotb

collecting the dats,
Chapter 4 — the results and findings, and

Chapter he conclusions and recommendations.
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REWVIEW OF LITER

A TURE

he topic for this resesarch paper was i
wasn Enown that it would be difficult to locate sources
dgealing with student svaluatio
realized

bt
it

was not
would be nearly impossibles to obhtain
this sorft of information.
The contention is that the reasons for this lack of
publisned information is tws fold. First
newness of the &

i and
Wi de—-s 5 & 0

wxst is the
use ot computesrs in an educational
w. Lomputers, as an sres of

wat ., as an area of the curriculum for 211 students to
mtudy and wuitilize tn primary &5 well as secondary leveis,
this is a wvery recent development
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a lack

g ot
eachers} that they know how kids thinhk
and exactly what i=s best for themn. ihis can be demonstrated
oy the = 3 nuestion of how often are kEilos, 0 even Lhe
non-oomputer cwrriculums, involved i planning o evaluating
the course of study or daily acrtivities



Most authors concerned with softwars svals
their evaluating procedurss abt adul bs. The sp=o
with Riordan (&) specifving that only teachers should
evatuats programs, and continues with Neumann (4} who
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comnittes of twoe principals and two bteachers.
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The svolution terminates with Dearborn (3 who wm
an unwieldily group consisting of the assistant

serintendent .. an sxecutive assistant,. the supervisor of
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p
madia, the supsrvisor of dats processing, and essorted

oprated which indicated that
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Inly one source coulcd be

studentes should aoF evan could be invalyved in the gvasliuation

of computer software. Crovelio (2! states that "stoudenis arse

important svaluators ...%. Heg further statesz that “the nore

sevaluators is by actusl
by their own assssoment

by others in terms of the

oniy sees the benefits

ot student evaluation as a aethod 1o .. .increase thsir

from 1t.7 Nowhere in the reading has the guestion sven
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Frelation ‘or lack thereod) would be

and hopefully to othsrs.

omputer  oF ogr aminer s

Henos, the research proceeded with renswed vigor.
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ugdents tor the project were obtained by selecting one

af the sighith grade plassss in compuler programming at

YorkEtown Intermediate School in York Dounty, Virginia due to

i1iilty of the school to the researcher. The
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County.  Even though the population involved was small, it
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was decided tha hose teachers involved with

A}

intermaediste aged pupils would be utilized ince they had

mor e experiance with this age group and would theretors have

¥ ovf the results. Even sa., bthe small
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several difforent schoonls, This should aid in assuring that

the documsnt s questions will be understond by the students

nval ved and thereby the hoped for




CHARTER IV
FINDINGS OF THE STUD

Frior to reading bthe results to follow,
recomnended that the reader peruse the tables 1
anpendix. Familiarity with theis contents wiill
understanding of the forthoconing swmmation of €

Foiiowing said review of the results aobtai

disparity in

1 1a R 8 EY X}
the two oQroups.
The most informative comparison of
the simplest of all, total responses in
categories {(strongly agrse,. agres, disag

e

sigriific

pOnses
Bupport

ant ooF

disagresd. & 5 are even more stribking
in omiy two general categories of agreemsnt and
fis seen in Tables 1, total teacher response
overwhelmingly favored the agresment catecories
agresment ve. 25,3534 10 disagreemsntl?. Students
hand were spiit more desply on thelr responses
agresment ve. J1.Z22% in disagreement).
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CONCLUSTONS AND RECOMMENDAT I0NS
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Teachars and other interested parties should tab
g

et

=

dhile & signifticant divference did ocow in the
responses of the teachers and students, the teachsers
heart i at lsast one aspect of the study. Over twio
(HB.78Y) of the student responses concurtred with the
agreenent answers ot the bteachers. Ailthough neariy O
of the gstudents disagresd with the high sati
prediction ratio ofF teachers, the teachers did predio
af students would feel aboul the guality
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Fecommendations

Hased uponr the findings of this study, the followin

recopmmendations are mades:

i. Btudsnt involvemsnt in evaluating compuler programns

compuher () raesulits would compare.
3. Similar studiss should be undertaken wilth both

samrling oFf bDoth students and sspecially teschers o prevent

& possible biasing of the results from such & relatively



NORTHWEST REGIONAL EDUCATIONAL LABORATORY
COURSEVARE EVALUATION

Revised for Student use by Louis O, Beatty

Rating: Circle the letter abbreviation which best describes your judgement.

SA - Strongly agree
A - Agree
D - Disagree
SD - Strongly disagree
NA - Not Applicable
SA A D SD NA 1. The information in the program is current and accurate.
SA A D SD NA 2., The information in the program has educational value.
SA A D SD NA 3. The program does not show false characteristics of any group of people.
SA A D SD NA 4. The purpose of the program is well-defined.
SA A D SD NA 5, The program achieves a purpose.
SA A D SD NA 6. The information is presented in a clear, well organized manner.
SA__ A D SD NA 7. The level of difficulty is appropriate for an_eighth grade student.
SA A D SD NA 8. Graphics (pictures, charts, etc.) and sound are used for an educational purpose.
SA A D SD NA 9, Use of the program is interesting and not boring.
SA_ A D SD NA 10, The program encourapges students to think creatively.
SA A D SD NA 1ll. The program makes use of student responses (answers).
SA A D SD NA 12, The student controls the rate of presentation and review,
SA A D SD NA 13. The student controls the sequence of presentation and review.
SA A D SD NA 14, Instruction takes into_account the previous knowledge of the student.
SA_A D SD NA 15, User support materials (written instructions) are thorough and complete.
SA A D SD NA 16. The written materials are clear, readable and appropriate to_this program.
SA A D SD NA 17. The user support materials are helpful.
SA A D SD NA 18. A person using the program can do so without reading the instruction booklet.
SA A D SD NA 19. Teachers can easily make use of the program in their classes.
SA A D SD NA 20. The program makes good use of the abilities of the computer.
SA A D SD NA 21. The program works properly and does not appear to have operational errors.

91
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