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Criteria for evaluating microcomputer software for reading
development: observations based on three British case studies.

Abstract

Differences in sets of criteria for evaluating microcomputer
software are discussed. They are set against the results of
three studies in which UK teachers evaluated five programs which
were used in reading or English lessons. A comparison of the
checklist criteria with the case study data was made using
Stake's (1967) matrix of evaluation concerns. This suggested a
heavy emphasis: on antecedents in the checklists and on
transactions in the case studies. In general, neither checklists
nor case studies devoted great attention to empirically measured
. outcomes. A possible interpretation of the results is that
while the checklists focussed on intrinsic evaluation, the case
studies themselves focussed on pract1cal classroom issues,
notably attention and motivation.
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Criteria for evaluating microcomputer software for reading

development:  observations based gn.threg Briti

h case studies.

&

The problem -

/

According to Lathrop (1982), the/critical evaluation of
educational mi;rocomputér program;/in the US has not kept pace
with tre proliferation of software packéges, with reviews of 1éss
“than 5 percent appeéring in pri/;. A further problem surrounds
the issue of what criteria shdé?d be adopted for evaluation. An
examination of five recently published sets of guidelines for
software evaluation (Jelde., 198I; Golub, 1982; Devall, 1983;
Burkhardt gi”gl;,1982; Adams and Jones, 1983)Ireveals that a
number of different assumptions are made by specialists on both

‘ . //

sides of the Atlanti¢ about what questions a software review

should address.

Aims of the study/

This paper sety/out to compare the evaluative assumptions built
iinto published sets of guidelfnes with those derivéd more
directly from three small UK case studies of microcomputer usage
in Rfadingllahbuage classes. The case studiés provide data on
teacher 7nd“student reactidh to five computer programs, each of

which was used in a small-group context by children in the 9-13

age rdange.




The need for a conceptual framework for comparing and analysing

the guidelines

As Robert v .S pointed out (1980), oversimplification
~obfuscates. "+ heless, in seeking to cohpare five very
different sets o felines, some procedure for data reduction

is essential. Inth.s case it is-proposed to use a variant of
Stake's  own deScrdntion-judgment matfjx (1967, 1980) in order to
structure'an ang'\sis of the contedﬁ of the lists.  Stake
originally offered'his matrik as an aid to evaluators Qho were
'devising a "shopping list" of what data to gather, and 1ts seems

worthwh1le to apply it retrospect1ve1y in order to analyse and
' comparehthe issues and concerns wh1ch are 1mp11§1t-1n';he

checklists in the present study. This analysisi will be ‘of

3

intefest in i1luminating some of the areas of emphasis.andf”;;“

omission. 1n the five sets of gu1de11nes, but the ‘Stake matrix
will also be used for an analysis of the data of the three case-
study reports. Thé data collection and reporting for the case
studies was carried odt for_the most part by non-specialists in
evaluation. A comparison of‘the two matrices will therefore
provide an indicat{on of the.extent to which fhere is.a match

betwen the issues and concerns in the guidelines and those which

surface in the classroom.

The original matrix consisted of a four-by-three affay-of cells:

the horizontal axis was labelled intents, observations, sgandards

and judgments, while the vertical axis was labelled antecedents,

transactions and outcomes. Stake also had a thirteenth free-

fioating box labelled rationale. The horizontal axis was




divided, with intents and observations labelled as. the

description matrix, and standards and judgments labelled as the

judgment matrix. This division suggested'that Stake saw a sharp
distinction between the: concepts of description and observation.
In fact, he acknowledged in his later paper (1980) that while he

felt that the matrix could still be useful in planning an

ons is an extremely broad

——

uxevaTuatioqi\fhe concept of observa 5

one, and could, in certain circumstances, encompass intents,

N /

standards, judgﬁéhtshgnd statements’of'rationale.

DY
S e

In the present paper, two sub-divisions of Stake's categories,

intents and standards have been omitted. This has been done

partly for clarity of presentation, but there is also evidence
that these two categories are relatively minor in comﬁarison with

the categories of  observations and judgments. In Clift's (1981)

study of checklists for whole-school evaluation, for-example,

observations and judgments accounted for 142 out of the 156.items .=

recorded using the full matrix.

It is perhaps worthwhile to offer a brief gloss on how the
categories haVe been interpreted, since the . issue of
interpretation is both subjective and problematical.

Antecedents, transactions and outcomes have been interpreted

as relgting to obéervations or judgments which are made
respective]y before, during or after classroom activity. This
might seem the.obvious interpretation, but in fact othefs are
possible: fcr example, the questfon'Do the childrén work in

groups while using this program?' might seem to be a

straightforward question of obserying a transaction in the



c1assroom. However, to a cubricu}um developer, having the
children work in groups might be a desired outcome of fhe use of
the program. . In the present anaiysis, however, the term
outcomes is restricted to post hoc data, collected after the
clascroom session has ended. - Equally, if an observation or
judgment can be made before the classroom session begins, it will
be classified as an gﬂzgggggﬁi, Thus a question such as 'Are
thefe no more than three frames béfore a call for a response?'
would be classed as an antecedent observation, since it could be

answered in advance of the session by the teacher alone.

The qyesfion of differentiating Between observations and
judgments'cén also be problematical. 1In many cases there is
little doubt: 'Are supplementary haterials provided?' would seem
to be a question which can be resolved unequivocally by examining

r

tﬁéuaéckage- an observation. In contrast, a question such as
'Is the program free of pedagogical errors?' is hardly an issue
which can be decided uneqivoca]ly’through description or

observation; it would therefore be c]aséed as a judgment.

As an example of a more difficult questioﬁ to classify, one could
consider the fo]lowing}"ls_the pbogram logically crashproof?’
In this case, the teacher might tfy fo answer the question by
testing the program.before the lesson. He or she might find a
bug which. causes the program to crash when ceftain keys are
depﬂnsed-the question 1is uneqhivocally reSolvéd- an
-observaﬁioﬁ, ;herefore.. Suppose, however, no bug is found. In
thié case one could argue'that'the teacher has to make a

judgmént, and that the question is analoguous to 'Are all



possible user errors trapped and help meésages provfded?', which
would certainly seem to be a difficult question to answer

unequivocally.

Pernhaps the best solution to this problem would be to accept that
the notions of observation and judgment are not dichotomous, but
rather regions at opposite ends of a continuum. Thus, while
there is bound to be a subjective element in classifying
questions as matters of observation or judgment, it is only in
the middle of the continqum that that subjeqtivity wi}] lead to
uﬁre]iable judgméhts, and this need not therefore invalidate the

v

whole. decision-making procedure.

An analysis of the five checklists

The fivé checklists described below were found as a result of a
survey of the educationql computing literature made in England in
1983. The provenance of the checklists varied. The Adams and
Jones list (1983, pp.129-131) is given at the end of a book on
the pﬁace of‘the microcomputér in the humanities cdnriculum, and
follows a statement ih which the authors freely give their
opinions on which educatiohél-publishers are producing worthwhile
software and support materials. Burkhardt et al (1982, pp.85-
| 94), by contrast, take a much less partisan view, and of fer their
checklist as part of an'fn-sérvice pack designed to help teachers
become more systematic evaluators of their own practice. The
book emphasises the use of the microcompdter, but much of it
would be appropfiate for supporting formative and summative

evaluation of other types of teaching material.



~ Of the three US cheéklfsts\ two appeared in widely—difculated
journals: Devall's list (1983. p.553)'éppeared as an open letter
in the Journal of Reading. while that of Golub (1982. pp. 28-29)
appeared as part of an article in The Computing Teacher.
Finally. dJelden's list (1983, p. 159) was reprinted from another
source as part of an extensive annotated bibliography in a
specialist book fo: reading teachers on computer applicatiéns in

their subject.

The items in the checklists were assigned to Stake's categories
in the manner described above. and the result is shown in Table 1
(see ‘Appendix A for an annotated example of one of the check-
l{sts). While it would be inappropriate to analyse the data too
finely, a number of points may be made about ditferences between

[Table 1 about here]

the checklists. Firstly. there is an overall weight bf emphasis
which in térmswof:number of itéms gives
antec;edents > transactions ) outcomes.
Secondly. there is an overall emphasis. especially marked in the
two UK studies. of |
judgments > observations.
Looking more closeib\gt the US 1ists. it is interesting to note
the similarity betwéen\gﬁ lists of Devall and Golub. Jelden. by
contrast, provides the ::T>\examp1e of a checklist in which
observations outnumber judgments. i
\%\,
What do these differences suggest in practical terms? In

general, the emphasis on antecedent judgments perhaps reflects a

wish to encourage an intrinsic evaluation of the educational

9



goals of the software, and to address pedagogical "considerations

such as whether the content is clearly organised and presented.

The emphasgs on antecedent observations, the second largest
category overall, perhaps reflects a concern with technizal

considerations concerning the mechanics of use.

In some respects,  this emphasis on antecedents is hardly
surprisiné, lTeachers usually have to make judgments about the
likely worth of a program before they actually have an
opportunity to tryzit out in the classroom. Generally speakihg,
it is not commercially viable to hakeiinspection'COpies of
software available: procedures for unlocking 'protetted'
software become common knowledge too rapidly. The authors of
the checklists will have been well §ware of this, and‘their
guidelines therefore make few assumptions about the possibi]ity-
of any classroom-based evaluation. This offers a pragmatic
explanation fbr the emphasis on antecedents. We shall return
later in this paper to the issue of precisely what interpretation
should be put on an apparent 1ack of attention to trasnsactioné
qnd outcomes in four of.the five checklists. Before that,
however, it seems best to iﬁtroduce and describe the main data
source in this report, the three cése studies. This will enable
a contrastive account to berattempted,.énd will permit a fuller -

discussion of the applicability of Stake's matrix.

The three case studies



Case Study 1 was a disgeftation completed as part of an in-
service B.Ed. degree (Chan, 1983). It was based on an evaluation
of two reading development brograms, STUORYBOARD and’CLUES, both
of which feature word deletion as a means of encouraging
attentive reading ahd group discusﬁion. STURYBOARD'gives a
totally deleted text, and information is available from prior
exposure to the'passage and from proporticnal length blanks which
are given complete with punctuation; fCLUES is a cloze-type
exercise of the more familiar variety. Ina crossover design,
two groups of 6 students aged thirteen worked with both programs,
using one of two specially selected short stories on each of the.
'programs; Their responses and reactions were recorded on sound
tape-dufing andhéfter the two sessions of actfvity. and the
students also cbmp]eféd a}questionnaire and c]oze'reading

comprehension post-tests.

Case Study 2 Eeports the use of “Adventure Game" prdgrams and ah
arcade game similar to "Pac-Man" in Eng]ish‘]essons with a class
of 25 twelve- to thirteen-year-olds. - Over two six-week periods
the students worked in small groubs to produce either creative
writing or a guiqe for other students who might wish to learn the
strategies of each game. Two téachers worked with the c]ass;
and they kept a written.record of their evaluation of the

students' use of the microcomputers. -

Case Study 3 reports the”results of a formative evaluation of
WILT, a spelling game which gives students infdrmation about
likely letter patterns in Eng]ish.. The program contains a
matrix of bigram frequencies derived from an analysis of the

‘prose of newspapers and novels; the student can call up

11



histograms showing how likely it is théf any letter of the
alphabet wili,be followed by any other. Data collection was
carried out in gix schools, thrée near London and three close to
Nottingham. Data collection was based on classroom observat%on,
a questionnaire for teachers, a discussion with. children and with

the teachers, and unsolicited verbal or written comment.

These were rather different types of’study, and in seeking to
systemise an approach to applying Staké% catégoriesone faces
some problems. In the event, Case Studies 2 and 3 were not too
dﬁfficu]t to analyée: they each amounted to less than twelve
pages of text, and a statement-by—state%enf rating of comments

was not onerous.

Case Study 1, by contrast, was much more prob]emafical.» At
which points in a dissertation can one be said to locate the
statements which most'define the concerns of the study? This
was espe;ially difficult in the present case since the whole:
topic was on the theme of evaluation. One obvious candidate
for analysis would presumably be théinxp9}b§§j§_sectjon.. On
investigation, however, if was clear that there was a slight
discontinuity between wnat waé actually studied in some depth
and what was highlighted in the hprthesés. _ Chan's hypotheses
stheséed those issues which were tested through c]ozé and reading
comprehension, but théy did not emphasise her interest in‘thé
transactions-of-the.tlassroom, nor her intention to administer an
attitude questionnaire. By contrast, however, in a section

titled Introduction and statement of- the problem, Chan does give

a list of the questions which the study attempts to explore, and

this includes reference to both the quantitative and qualitative

\‘\ v . . \‘\1 , s}



facets of her wark. Another section o% the study which gives
an indication of her intefestS'as an evaluator is the appendix.
which inclu&es a transcrfpt of an interview with a group of
childrén about the positive aﬁd negative aspects of.using

microcomputers in school.

After further consideration, therefore, it was decided to focus
solely on theSe two aspects of Chan's study for the Stake
analysfs. In making this decision it was recognised,that»the
issﬁé of sé]ection is complex, and one which might well have
been approaﬁhed qifferenfly. Thus, although her study totalled
70 pages plus appendices, in the present anélysis it yielded oniy

nineteen items which were categorised using the Stake matrix.

Appendix B gives an example of material from one of the case.
studiés, together with an indication of how the statements were

classified.

Results of analysis of case study data

The results of applying Stake's categories to the data in the
case studies are shown in Table 2. As has already been noted,
the decision to focus on two relatively limited sections of

Chan's dissertation explains the comparatively small number of
(Table 2 about here)

itemS”relaging to Case Study 1. The data for Case Studie$ 2 and
3 are based on pooled results for two and six respondents’

respectively. and it is perhaps worth noting that although the



individual results are not shown, there were in fact fairly

similar distributions within each of the two groups.

The main e¢mphases shown in Table 2 areAin.the areas of
PEEEEEEEiEﬂ.RREFIXEﬁiBﬁS: ﬁrénsapﬁﬁbn Judgmentss, and EPPFPWF
igggmgg£§. Togéther these account for 247 out of 295 statements
analysed. Transaction observations weré generally descriptions
of student activity, such as 'ﬁupils paid‘ﬁuch more aftention to
the letter count” (Case Stddy 3, Respondent 4), or of teacher
activity: ‘l opened my mouth to shéut "“Tracey, don'p shout!" but
the word "Down!" came out instead.' (Case Study 2, Respondent 1).
Transaction judjments were generally opinions which led to
tactical decisions during the 1e§sons, or whiEh wére aspects of a
- formative evaluation of a brogram in action: ‘their enthusiasm
was also noticeable and they needed a teacher to keep control'
(Case_Stqqy 3, Respondent 1); 'They were "just beginning to make
interesting movesIWhen their time was up' (Case Study 2,
Respondent 2). Oqtcome judgments'were generally part of a
summative evaluation of the.program, lesson, or associated
coursework. These were opinions which were not substantiated by
corroborative evidence: 'I thought that it (a piece bf written
work) lacked a certain realistic quality.' (Case'Study 2,
Respondent 2); 'With more'appropriate words, I see no réason why
less able readers and yodnger chi]dren-should'not be abie to use

the program beneficially.' (Case Study 3, Respondent 6).

After these three categories, the next Targest_js that of

antecedent judgments. In Case StUdy 1, the issues which were

assigned to this category were all culled from the interview

.section in the appendix, e.g.. 'Do you think if you have -learned

14



to use the computer at school it will be useful to you when you
leave?'; 'Do you think both bdys and girls should learn to use
the computer?'. In the other case studies, too, antecedent
~judgments tended to highiight iseues related to intrinsic
evaluation: 'There is a.danger that explicit‘language programs
will lead back to the formal arid dbi]] and practice language_d
exercises which have now fa]ien into disrepute;'(Case Study 3,}
Respondent2); 'l consider it to be a very nice program which

seems to retaie ieterest and has a true educational value.' (Case

Study 3, Respondent 3).

It is perhaps interesting to note that despite the practical
nature of the three studies, the'emphasis onvempihically-‘
determined oufcome data was patchy. The fact that there were
enly two items in Case Study 1 which came into the outcomes
observation category should not be‘teken to imply that post-test
results were unimpo-tant: in fact these points were the eentral
qeestions about- the relationship between reading on the
microcemputer and gains in comprehension. Iﬁ Case Study 3,
however, not a single reference is made by any of the six
respondents to any empirical examination of whether children
learn to-spell by using the progrém'WILT. It is as if attention
was‘fochsed.sole1y on intuitive assessments'of motivation and
tesk-oriented acfivity, which'togetﬁer with a consideration of
the proéram's iﬁplicit educational philosophy formed the basis of

the final evaluation.

A comparison of the checklists and case studies

The aim of this paper is to compare the evaluative assumptions

1



built "into the five sets of guide]ines thh those distilled from
the three case studies, end it is now possible to offer some
.comment on the differences between the two, drawfng initially
upon apparent differences in emphasis.which are suggested by the
Stake matrix analysis. For cohxenience, the totals of Tebles 1
and 2 have been heproducedLalongside eachother in Table 3, and

the results expressed in percentage.form,
(Table 3 about here)

The most sfriking difference between the two sets of items in
Table 3 is perhaps the relative salience of antecedents. If
these are represented as they were earlier in terms of-greatest

- to least, the féllowing pattern emerges:

Check]is,ts- ~ antecedents @ trahsactions) outcomes

 Case Studies- transactions D outcomes > antecedents
;

Antecedepés shift from the dominant to the least dominant
categoqy; whi]elin boph groups transactions attract more
attention ;han.outcomes. So far as the observation-judgment
continuum is concerned,. judgments tend to outnumber observations

in both checklists and case studies, with the exceptions of

Jelden's checklist and the transactions section of Case Study 2.
Discussion

What do the kind of differences shown up in Table 3 relate to in
‘real terms? Do the differenceé in emphasis between  the
guidelines and the checklists imply importantly different

evaluative perspectives, or are the differences mere artefacts,

16



created by the app11cat1on of some rather arb1trary dec1s1on
procedures on a s1ngu1ar1y amorphous set of data? LIt has
already been admitted that there is sub3ect1vity\ﬁn the
appltcation'of the Stake matrix to any dataset but it\has
equally been argued that this need not 1nva11date its use. It
has also been po1nted out that a str1ct quant1tat1ve approach to-
the numerical data would be 1nappropr1ate: the two occurences

-

of outcome observation items in Case Study 3 referréd to aspects .

of that study to which a great‘dealbof attention was given. ‘ To
apply inferential non-parametric statistics to this data would
therefore be potentially misleading. | NeVerthe]ess, there
remain a numberiof points which emerge frohcthe coﬁparison of the
checklists and case studies, and whtcﬁ are well worth
consideration oespite these caveats. ~ To emphasise thetr

tentativeness, the points will be eXpressed.as questions:

Awhy do antecedents dominate the checklists?

Is this an inevitable result of an agenda-setting operation?

If it is, then uhy do Burkhardt et al have so'many items in .
. ) gtal '

other categories? ' ‘ w

What is the s1gn1f1cance of the apparent subord1nat1on of
antecedents 5” the case stud1es?'
Does this suggest an inattention to issues of 1ntr1ns1c
evaluation, or is attent1on to those issues masked by the
‘crudeness of the matrix analysis?
What is the significance of the apparent inattention to‘

empirically—determined outcomes in both checklists and case

studies?



The fact|that Table 3 raises all these questions may in itself be
regarde as impohtant. Quéntifieation is not valuable in
absolut tehms.,but only insofar as it performs a useful date
reductio 'function, and draws attention to trends and patterns.
Iﬁ.the present study. the type of'materiai analysed included
lists, segments of oral discourse, a teacheh's lesson journai and
-a formal|evaluation report submitted to a publisher. These data

are very, different, and not easily compared one with another

without pome systematic basis for analysis.

A possib einterpretetion‘hf~the emphasis on observational and
Judgmeptal antecedents- 1n the evaluation gu1de11nes m1ght be that
teachers are enJo1ned to. cons1der the classroom potent1a1 of the
software in terms of its mechanics of use and also its 1ntr1ns1c
educational merit. Equally, a possible interpretationvof the
emphases in the case;stu&ies on obServationa]tend judgmental
transactions, and oh judgmental outcomes might be thet when
teachers evaluate material, their attention {s directed by the
exigencies of the classroom towards immediate and pragmatic
concerns. In such conditiohs, concerns such as time on task,
- student motivation and cooperation_are-likely to he_much_more
Eqdminant thaheither long-term pedagogicaT or hht]osophieal
{ssues.ﬂ |

These 1nterpretat1ons are.open to debate but it is suggested

that they are important enough to mer1t further d1scuss1on and

if the Stake analysis has helped to point up the issue, it has
perhips served a useful purpose.

\



Conclusions

In the present study; sets of fheofepica] guidelines for
focussing on evaluation issues have been compared with with the
results of three practical studies in which evaluation issues are
foregrounded:ahd explored. It has been sUggested that some
potentially important differences of emphasis have emerged, and
thét in facilitating sucH comparisons, an.analysis based on
Stake's (1967) matrix can be of value, provided that it is used

with circumspection.

In an area which is expanding so rapidly as that'of
microcomputers in education thére is an urgent need not only %or
eva]uatjoﬁ, but for the assumptions built into evaluations and

evaluation guideliﬁes to be made clear. The results of this’ﬁ
study suggest that the criteria of %hebreticians and 

practitioners may differ in important ways, and that these

possible differences.should be further explohed.
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Table 1. Stake's categories for evaluation applied to five checxlists
ior evaluatinz microcomputer software.

Antecedents Transactions Qutcomes
Obs. - Judg. | Obs. Judzs. Obs. Judg.
! Adams and XXXXX §§§§§§§§%§ b 4 XXXKX b'd
Jones XX S ‘
1
! Burkhardt L XXXXXXXX XXXXXX LAXXXXXXXK XXX X XX
I XXX X AXXX X KX OO Xxxa
et al. XXXXXXXX XXX XXX OO0
X X000 ® X XX (XXX
> ZAXXXXAXLXX
'5'8'6'8" <
X X
x XXX
) Devall XXXXKKK XXXXXXKXKK
Golub XXXXXX LXXXHKXK
Jelden AXXXXXXXXK XXX )
pole/se'd
Totals
UK 53 o 116 20 43 1 3
USA 28 20 0 0 0 0
Overall 81 136 20 : 43 1 | 3
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Table 2.

Staxe's categories for evaluation applied to three case studies
involvine ‘the evaluation of microcomputer software in schools. :

Antecedents Transactions Qutcomes
Obs. Judg. Obs. Judg. Ots. Judzg.
Case Study 1 XXXXXX XX xx XXXXKXKXX
- <
Case Study 2 oo oosed X > AXAXXXXXXK XXAXKXXAKXK  XAXXAXXXXX
XXAXLXAAKK  XXOOOOEXK XXXAKOKAAX
XD X XXX ' X 2000 XX XX
XXX XXXXX
Case Study 3 bed XXAKHXXXAE | XXAAAKXXXK  XXXAXXXX XKLL
fooooeeoed OO XXXAX. XXX OO0
- X - XXX CX AU XSOOSO
' XL X000 XXX LXX
XXX pose s
Totals' 2 34 88 68 12 91
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Table 3. Coiparison oi totals of evaluation observations andljudzments
in checklists and case studies.

Antecedents Transactions Outcohes ; , |
~ Obs. J. Obs. J. Obe. :.\ Total
Checxlists 8l - 136 - 20 43 i 3.- 284
% 29 48 7 15 o 1 |\ 100"
Case Studies 2 34 88 68 12 9 | 295
% 1 11 30 23 4 51| 100
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. ' | Appendix A

Sample checklisf with Stake categories added

I. Content

i Is the content of educational value? AJ
i Is the content up to date and accurate?  AJ

iii _Is there provision for adding and updating content material? AQ
Il Technical Considerations

i I thepackage compatible with the computer(s) in use and any 20
peripherals that are also needed?

ii  ls the program easy to load and does it run immediately on loading? 40
iii" Is the program capable of being used by students independentiy of a . AJ
teacher? i
iv s the program reliable and ‘crash proof’ in normal use? : Ad
IIl. Pedagogical Considerations
i - Isthe purpose of the program clearly defined? Is it clear to the students? | AJ, TJ
ii  Does the program allow students 1o enter it at 2 variety of starting points AJ
at different levels? : :
.iii  Is the presenration of the contenr: C
clexr ' Ad
W Ad
‘consistent? ' : Ad
iv.  Is there sppropriste use of
sound Ad
gaphic? Ad
AretbemmpmdeDUbangmdmhndlecnw sound and
- graphics sppropristely in the classroom situstion? TJ
v Doathempmnd:damuchdpnawmﬁmhuap- AJ
propriate ac:mnu for the stadent?
IV. Student Appeal and ‘User-Friendliness*
i Isthepmmmounmgtothe:gennge(s)forvhmhuumtcndcd? - 0d
it  Doesthe progmn:llov for srudent i mtencuon and/or creativiry? . 0d
" *iii-- Is the progrim one that gives the student sdequate and early feedback g
ol about progress? ' ’
- iv Does information about student error lead to ‘prompts’ so that the TO
student can continue to proceed successfully with the program?
v Can the srudent easily exit from the program so as to avoid the frus- g
tration resulting from continued failure? .
EEW R R R IR
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10.

11.

Appendix B
Sample ‘from Case Study 3 with Stake Cateqories added

2-4 per grcup. If 4 thzn one pefson tends to take charge.
2 tends to be = better nuaober. '

Disks more reliatle than cassettec.
Cost is-critical.

Muss be flexible.

' M.Ellis bad Zo explzin to his clasc bacic hangman clues.
" Every wcrd has a vowel etec. This could possibly go to the

teacher's notes.

.The vocabulary is slightly too difficult for tkis 10/11 year
'cld grovp. Eowever, they did seex to be coping quite well.

Must have the fzcility to put in ycur own vocabulary and to
link it with your own reading schemes should this be desired.
The computer is goirng to be in the classroom, and usesin it
so roise can get grating. Cat it be turned down?

Word score confusing. This pneeds to relate to the words tried
by 2ny one persomn. Also, it is 2 cumulative schemwe, and
doesn't reflect the werd 3just doze. For exawple the sccring
can g= 100Z, ©Z, 50Z, 66Z%... ‘

letter score is useful, ard reflects the pupils facility witk

‘words. It would be useful to have some feedback. - However,
' get away from percents and be far simpler. Say 'number of

words tried?' and ' mumter of words achieved'. Also, for the
letter count, this is better expressed as number of letters in
the word 'is' -and number of letters tried. 'is'.

Histcgrzphe are not always helpful/relevant. It would be more °
valuatle to get children to pick out patterns in the English
language. For example, what letters are likely tc go with
'ia', 'ai', 'eci', 'ti', 'th',prefixes and suffixes. '

Children use a dictionary to help with wcrds. The tzacher here
found follow-up worZ to find ou: the meanizg useful. )
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