Dear Sietse, all partners

Thank you for reading in depth and commenting accordingly. You are very much right about your comments! We would like to express our reasoning for setting up the evaluation as it is:

There are three main issues, which had to be considered in this special case:

1. The state of the tools: they are not ready for classroom use (they cannot be used without distracting attention of children due to bugs).

2. The time scale: by the time the tools would be ready for classroom use, we would have only a short period left for evaluation concerning context.

3. The involvement factor: reading MATCh prelimirary plans, it was just a small side aim for the application developers to evaluate the tools. (See originally submitted document, description of workpackage 4).

It is of great importance that evaluation gets a broader extent than planed, I hope you all agree. However we have to put realistic aims in front of us.

The evaluation consists of two main phases: A.) formative and B.) summative. Formative phase would help the design-test-redesign process, or in other words to debug the tools while using. The summative phase concentrates more on implementation, or in other words the contextual value.

A.)

A formative phase has to fit into an hour session and get the most out of it. At present it is only the story editor that could be tested for such (on second trial other tools could get more emphasis) and a well-planned guide has to be prepared as to what context it would be delivered on. (It can be open ended or guided or with a balance in accordance with the country’s practices and methods.) But the main objectives would be to test if the tools in their present form are suitable for authoring by children. That is why the questions are not specifically aimed at context, but should be configured to the actual setting and topic it is conducted on. Please note however (in the description of the Formative phase 2.1.1 and at several other points) that it is stressed that observations themselves might be of high value. So here the context could be treated to some extent. BUT, the formative evaluation should give a value that is an input to the tool developers especially.

I must note here that in our course, which you are rightly referring to (3.1) we have conducted the test with software that has already been developed and is already a commercial product. Thus children are not frustrated by malfunctions and can concentrate on a specific task chosen. That is why we were brave enough to combine the two phases by aiming at context as well in a single session. Though I must admit that this was the most difficult part: to set up a 45 minute activity that has an aim with context and searches for results. And I must also admit that each designed course had some open-ended activities planned, naturally mostly those that dealt with authoring tools. Additional questionnaires were prepared depending on the designed context of the course and presumed points of educational achievement.

In conclusion: the least we should want from the formative phase is to provide input for the tool developers. At the same time it should not cause a great deal of work for those performing the sessions either and should provide some kind of standard test base that is preformed by everyone equally. If in addition, those performing the test deliver special context within the activities, we have included all advised data collection methods that would help in evaluation.

B.)

On the other hand the summative phase IS designed for an intensive evaluation of the educational context of the process of designing with MATCh tools together with applications aiming to have a presumed educational value. The application developers have made their developments taking into consideration their presumptions of the educational value, context and school use of their product, thus they have the best opportunity to perform such on their own application. Other partners could emphasis on evaluating the communicational effects of using tools for authoring.

Also, it has been mentioned at the description of the Summative phase (4.2): “Details and configuration of questionnaires and test as well as the developed course material for content evaluation has to be done individually by participants depending on the observed application and educational values.” This should explain the fact that present questionnaires have been configured mainly for use in the formative phase, and other data collection methods are also described for consideration to use at the summative phase. This is in itself a task that needs consideration by those attempting to perform and I’m sure that input from all partners would be needed. Most probably these tests would be individually configured and not standard for all partners.

It is of great value to discuss all points that should be included at evaluation. We (Bulgaria and Hungary) would be conducting two formative trials, improving the questionnaires on the way and handing them over for those performing the third trial (all others). So please do comment and feel free to add value to any points. Addition of any concrete questions should also be done now if you feel it should be standard for all trials. Please feel free to contribute!

Moreover: we do agree that these aspects should be discussed and clarified well before we approach the summative phase, which should analyze much deeper educational context.

Last, but not least: of course we do agree with all extracted notes from “Pedagogic aspect and concepts” from User Requirements, not the least since it has originated from our writings. We have been envisioning MATCh tools so as to be able to fulfil these aspects and concepts and we continue to progress in our work in this respect.

We do agree that further discussions are needed on this topic.

Best regards,

Marta

