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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Overview

This report describes the results of a project sponsored by the Department of Education
Small Business Innovation Research Program. In March, 1984, Creare completed the first
phase of this project, the results of which were presented in a final report entitled, "Feasibility
Study of An Educational Data Acquisition System for Use in Secondary Schools."

We began Phase Two in July, 1985, under contract number 400-84-0006. We
designed, prototyped, and then evaluated an Educational Data Acquisition System (EDAS) in a
local high school. The objectives of the Phase Two project were:

1. define the range of educational needs for EDAS,

2. establish technical descriptions of the educational data acquisition system, and

3. evaluate student and teacher response to automated laboratory science.

All of these objectives have been achieved in the Phase Two project as discussed, in
turn, below.

Activities

In Phase One and at the beginning of the Phase Two project we reviewed the existing
data acquisition products in use in schools and the acceptance of these devices by the schools.
Their usage was very low and by examination of the products themselves, talking to teachers
who were and were not familiar with data acquisition and surveying the literature on computer-
aided instruction in the science classroom, we developed a definition of schools' requirements.
These requirements we reviewed by our educational consultants andwere then used in our
design of the EDAS hardware and software and in our evaluation criteria for the EDAS.

During the first four months of Phase Two we performed the technical design of the
EDAS hardware and software components. The design incorporated the concepts that Creare
uses for its industrial data acquisition systems, results from our market research on
microcomputer-based data acquisition systems, and the educational requirements from our
surveys. We spent the next six months developing the prototype system, followed by a trial
period of two months of preliminary usage and evaluation in the school. We then spent three
additional months updating the prototype to incorporate improvements suggested by students,
teachers, and evaluator feedback. The prototype was then placed in the school for a year of
testing. The effectiveness of the design implemented in the prototype EDAS led to a successful
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evaluation and favorable response of students and teachers across a wide variety of subject
areas and grade levels.

The EDAS evaluation lasted for an entire academic fear. A research assistant in
permanent residence at the high school obtained classroom observational data, information
about student and teacher attitudes, and the results of students' written work for all subject
areas and grade levels throughout the year. The impact of the EDAS and the benefits and
pitfalls of automated data collection in the science classroom learned from the evaluation will
have major significance in future development of data acquisition products for the classroom.

Organization of the Report

The following three chapters present the results of the Phase Two project. These
chapters are organized as a series of three professional articles about the EDAS. Each chapter
has been or is being submitted to refereed journals for publication. While this plan of
publication ensures wide communication of our results it does result insome unavoidable, but
minimal, redundancies across the three chapters for the reader of this report. Chapter I
presents a overview of both the technical and evalu lye portions of the project, emphasizing
the benefits of the EDAS. The analysis of the data in Chapter 1 is based on two case studies
from the 19 experiments that were run. This type of analysis can sometimes illuminate
information that is not revealed by the overall analyses of Chapter III, but can miss information
that the methods of Chapter III can detect. Chapter II describes the details about how the
educational evaluation was set up and operated. It is designed to serve both as an archival
record of what we did and as a manual for others who wish to apply similar evaluation
methods to other problem areas. Chapter III presents the detailed results of theevaluation. We
employed innovative methods in Chapter III to examine simultaneously the results of 19
different experiments.

Conclusion

We have met all the requirements of the project. We developeda prototype EDAS for
use in secondary science classes and had it rigorously evaluated by educational researdm.
The results show that computerized data collection in the classroom will fosterexcellence in the
sciences and allow students to achieve their full potential.

iii
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CHAPTER I: OVERVIEW OF THE PROJECT

A Collaborative Project
to Develop Computer Based Instruction

in Science Laboratory Courses

by G. Christian Jernstedt
and

Paul H. Rothe

This chapter describes the results of an intensive three year program to bring the
sophisticeion of industrial technology to the aid of science teaching and learning. With
support from the Department of Education a team of experts was assembled from Creare, Inc.,
an advanced engineering consulting company specializing in computer software and systems,
from the Psychology Department at Dartmouth College, a department with specialists in
learning, curriculum design, and evaluation, and from Hanover High School, an excellent
regional school with a six person science department that offers the basic scientific disciplines
for a range of student ability levels.

The team had two goals. The first goal was to take the best ideas for improving science
education with computer based tools and design ono create an Educational Data Acquisition
System (EDAS). The second goal was to evaluate the effectiveness of the EDAS in actual class
use in a school system, asking (a) will the system work as designed, (b) can and will teachers
use it in class, and (c) will the system lead to desirable changes in students' attitudes and
performance?

The Design Criteria for the Operation of the EDAS

In laboratory science computers are a critical element of modern research. Computers
play an essential role for laboratory scientists, engineers, physicians, office workers,
executives, factory workers, artists; the list is nearly endless. The core of the EDAS was
designed around a personal computer to address the broad need for true computer literacy in
science while improving the educational process as well. Although it was primarily designed
for and was tested in secondary school classrooms, the EDAS can theoretically be used with
students of nearly any age.
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The overall goal in developing the specific apparatus was to provide flexible tools for

the teachers to use in developing curriculum rather than rigidly fixed or required laboratory
instruments and procedures. At Creare specialists in software, hardware, and clocumentadon
designed the computer system. To assist in answering questions about what works in the
classroom and what teachers will accept and use, the design process began with an information
review that identified the existing computer data acquisition devices inuse in the schools and
their acceptance by teachers. A survey in 1982 of 1200 schools showed that only 12% were
using computers in science classes (Harvard, 1982). Only 2% of that 12% ( e.g., 3 schools,
or 0.2% overall) actually used a laboratory interface in their curriculum. Reviews of such
software and hardware (Ahl, 1983), product literature, conversations with teachers who use
the products, and hands-on evaluation of some of the products indicatedthat there were good
reasons why use of such interfaces was low. The problems uncovered included the relatively
passive role of the students in using some of the instruments, the fixed, limited nature of what
can be done with the instruments, the absence of productive software to employ effectively the
instruments, and the very limited, almost game-like quality of much of the apparatus.

Based on the research into computers in science, the EDAS designcriteria differed from
those of most current school instrumentation products in that the criteria specified a general
purpose, industrial quality, data acquisition and reduction system. The school environment is
probably harder on instruments than is the research laboratory. We decided that students and
teachers need the same quality and ease of use that is available in industry; they need equipment
and curriculum that emulates industrial scientific research. The EDAS should unobtrusively
guide students and teachers into effective scientific activities. Toward that end, a set of eight
features was designed for the EDAS:

fast,

accurate,

patient,
dedicated,

efficient,

general purpose,
modular,

comprehensive,
uniform in operation,

orderly,
flexible,

simple to use, and
easy to use.

The first four features of the EDAS differentiate it from equipment used by students in a
manual, traditional experiment. The speed of the EDAS should allow students to exploit
sensors and investigate processes that they could never consider in the past, while its patience

10
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allows it to perform large numbers of repetitive operations with quick, efficient instructions
given by the student. By being dedicated to a measurement task the EDAS can collect data
from long-term experiments, such as weather sampling over the period of days, weeks, or
longer.

The single most important feature of the EDAS is that it is general purpose in its
application. Teachers and students vary widely in their abilities and familiarities with
computing and science. The teacher and student should not be constrained to pre-programmed
or canned laboratory work. They must have the power of a tool thatserves their own,
individual needs, and they should be encouraged to explore and define those needs. The
modular nature of the EDAS allows it to be configured easily fordifferent science courses. In
a moment a new sensor module can be attached, changing the EDAS from a biological to a
chemical instrument Yet, the software interface and general operating procedures remain
constant, serving to unify experiments in various disciplines. We also envisioned moving the
EDAS from one classroom to another during the class change period, which would allow it to
be used more or less continuously and thus significantly reduce its cost per classroom.

The EDAS should be comprehensive in that it should contain all of the elements
necessary to conduct en experiment, from data acquisition to final evaluation. The user must
be freed to think about the data and their meaning, not the logistics of idiosyncratic. often
obsolete apparatus. Employing an orderly, but open menu approach guides the user in
developing an orderly process of experimentation. Since the menu provides options, not
requirements, teachers may tailor activities to the special needs, abilities, and interests of
students. Analytically minded students might spend a greater proportion of their time with data
handling functions, while mechanically minded students might spend more time in the actual
conducting of the experiment

The ease of use should make exploration with the EDAS simple, even fun. We wanted
a system that would disappear into the background as the student thought creatively and openly
about the process that he or she was investigating. We hoped for lots of "what if?" questions
from the users, who would then proceed to answer the questions experimentally. As the
system is shared across courses, students should build a common understanding of scientific
method and be encouraged to bring what they have learned in other science courses into each
new one.

The Design Criteria for the Educational Impact of the EDAS

We identified five critical features of effecti'ie educational environments that must be
,dresent in the science classroom and that must be supported by the use of the EDAS. As they
form the educational foundation on which the EDAS development rested, they will be reviewed
in some depth.

11
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Interactive

an active learner

a responsive environment

an orientation towards retrieval processes

creation of a base of experience on which to build later
learning

Accessible

attention getting

chllenging

flexible

cognitively structured

efficient

Collaborative

Personalized

use of familiar curricula

manageable unit format

flexible pacing

mastery criteria

Generalizable

The EDAS is an interactive tool. Students who are more active in their engagement
with their subject matter and their classroom peers learn more (Webb, 1983). Furthelidore we
know that the study activities of such students serve as a catalyst to increase the effects of their
motivation and ability (Jernstedt & Chow, 1980). Due to its speed, efficiency, and patience,
the computer in the EDAS is always waiting for student action. This implicit demand,
characteristic of the computer, is not seen by students as pressure so much as positive incentive
to engage, as evidenced by the computer's positive offect on classroam attitudes (Kulik,
Bangert, & Williams, 1983).

Generally, as student work is monitored and feedback is provided, learning improves
(Berliner & Rosenshine, 1977). When students work in groups. '"wever, teachers cannot
provide effective individual monitoring of student activities. The ability to monitor

12
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performance and respond immi diately, directly, and in a manner that is focused on the
important questions is a necessity in science courses where long sequences of steps may be
taken before an answer, the feedback to the student. is achieved. The EDAS will thus serve a
responsive role in the classroom by directly requesting and reacting to students' actions, such
as their connecting of sensors and entering of information, data, or commands.

One of the most basic needs in the classroom is for an orientation on the retrieval (rather
than the storage) mental processes of the learners. Learners must rehearse what they have
learned; it is the crucial learning process, and we have known about it for many years (Spitzer,
1939). As described earlier, it is not what learners see or hear, but what they do that most
determines what they learn. This retrieval focus is aided by learning materials and activities
that are structured, provide imagery, and encourage elaboration.

Let us consider structure first. The science curriculum can be described in terms of
lower and higher order rules. The use of a few well chosen higher order rulescan drastically
reduce the number of lower order rules that a student must learn. Moreover, the students will
perform just as well on problems that require the use of the lower order rules that were
eliminated (Scandura, 1977). The modular and general purpose design of the EDAS is based
not only on economic foundations, but also on the desire to present the concepts of laboratory
science as a relatively few, broadly applicable principles of data collection, and analysis, and
presentation. The fact that students will encounter a common set of high level tools in each
laboratory exercise ensures mastery of those major principles.

The retrieval process is also aided by the use of imagery. Much of current educational
software, even for high school science, has its roots more in the imagery of comic books than
of scientific illustration. Scientific graphic image presentation, of the form present in the
EDAS, can facilitate learning and improve retention (Wittrock & Lumsdaine, 1977).

The asking of questions that require deep intellectual processing of information can be
done almost ideally in the science laboratory (Craik & Lockhart, 1972). Traditional science
exercises are often heavy on manual work while light un intellectual activity. The relative
efficiency with which hypotheses can be tested with the EDAS can minimize the drudging
routine activities and hence encourage a greater degree of thought and questioning, both on the
part of teachers of their students and by students themselves. The result of such activities is
increased retention (Horton & Mills, 1984).

More than any other area of the curriculum, science requires direct student experience.
There is a vast gulf between the actions of describing a scientific principle and those of
correctly using that principle (Simon, 1980). If students are to think like scientists they must
begin to learn how to act like scientists. The experienced individual views events and ideas in
ways that are fundamentally different from those of le inexperienced individual (Reed &
Johnson, 1977). As students with the ED.'S increase the proportion of their time that is spent
in intellectual work rather than clerical activities, they will acquire more extensive experience in
the fund,- mentals of creative science.

Though they may be well designed, learning materials are of minimal effectiveness if
they are not perceived as accessible to student and to teacher. This accessibility can be
improved through using science apparatus that is attention getting, challenging, flexible,
cognitively structured, and efficient.

1 °0
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Computers in the classroom can produce a higher level o; student attention (Jernstedt,
1983). Furthermore, increased attentiveness is significantly correlated with achievement.
Because the EDAS provides a familiar laboratory interface for a wide variety of experiences, it
will avoid the "drowning out" effect that accompanies the use of continually novel materials
(Piontkowski & Calfee, 1979).

Though science is a lively intellectual area, with changes in knowledge occurring daily,
science laboratories often deal with topics that have been resolved for decades, if not for
centuries. The excitement of open experimental exploration with theEDAS should challenge
students to search for information and induce more rehearsal of what is happening in the
laboratory (Smith, Johnson, & Johnson, 1981). The flexible, open-ended nature of the "what
if' questions that are possible with the EDAS, compared to the specific question answering that
is typical of traditional science laboratory experiments, shouldsupport long term retention of
the material.

Cognitive structure is an additional design criterion that must be considered carefully,
since increased, appropriate cognitive effort increases learning and retention (Horton & Mills,
1984). Because the user must select each step of the experimental process from EDAS menus,
the EDAS cannot be operated without knowing what one is trying to do; thus the EDAS menus
are designed to require intellectual effort.

We have discussed accessibility to the student, and turn now to accessibility to the
teacher. The activities of a teacher in a subject matter such as science are quite complex and
resemble the skills needed to run a small business (Duke, 1979). But rarely are teachers
supported with the tools that are typically available in such a business. The efficiency of the
computer in handling many different students and many different experiments while producing
conceptually uniform reports will help teachers achieve some of the productivity gains that
computers are bringing to the business world. The increased teacher productivity can produce
other desired effects. In place of the time normally spent for laboratory set up, take down, and
other such manual work the teacher's job will be to frame questions whose answers will
illustrate the critical principles of the subject matter. The teacher can focus on the intellectual
matters more than the logistical ones.

The superior learning that occurs with collaborative efforts among students has been
known for some time and studied by many investigators (Johnson & Johnson, 1975; Johnson,
Maruyama, Johnson, Nelson, & Skon, 1981; Sharan, 1980). Within a class or student lab
group the various tasks involved in using the EDAS can be apportioned according to student
skill level and interests. One of the strengths of collaborative learning is that each member of a
group can feel that he or she is a valued contributor to the group process.

Science education, to be effective, must be personalized for both the individual
teacher and the individual student. A major problem with federally supported curriculum
materials for science education in the past has been the resistance of teachers to fixed, new
curricula (Welch, 1979). This problem can be ameliorated with the EDAS by allowing the
teacher to combine his or her own mix of self-chosen, familiarmaterials with a set of standard
EDAS operating procedures.

6
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For the student, personalization focuses largely on dividing material into manageable

units that can be mastered at a rate appropriate to the level and background of the student
(Ryan, 1974). The goal of small units that can be completed within one class period can be
achieved with the speed of the EDAS (Semb, 1974). When units are small, the pacing of a
course becomes less troublesome and more fiodble. Some students may complete two units
while others complete only one.

The use of a mastery criterion is the most common characteristic r.,.f personalized
courses of instruction. Requiring students to know fundamental skills well, before moving on
the more advanced skills, is of critical importance in science education. The research is clear
that mastery produces better outcomes (Hursh, 1976). With the EDAS studentscan easily and
quickly repeat experiments, with new parameters, until they master the underlyingconcepts.

Effective retention of what has been learned in the science laboratory depends inpart on
the degree to which cues in the new environment generalize because they are similar to those
in the original learning environment (moscovitch & Craik, 1976). For this reazon, if students
are to take what they learn in the high school science course with them in later academic and
work environments, those environments must be similar. Computers are an essential part of
modern industrial laboratories, and, very recently, of university science laboratories. The
degree to which students encounter them in realistic ways in high school will determine the
degree to which their high school course is generalizable. In otherareas it is clear, and may be
so in the sciences as well, that increased exposure to instructional computers can improve
attitudes toward the use of computers as tools and toward the courses in which the computers
are employed (Kra, et al, 1983).

The Basic EDAS

The structure of the EDAS is illustrated in Figure LI. The host microcomputer isa
standard IBM PC with monitor, disk drive, serial interface, and printer. The machine has far
more power than other classroom computers and, with the advent of IBM clones, is quite
affordable. The electronic interface (DAQ) is a Burr-Brown 3002 Data Acquisition System
containing an analog to digital converter and itsown microprocessor and memory. Signal
processors within the DAQ condition the data received from various sensors. The sensors
allow the DAQ to sample essentially any physicalprocess, including temperature, pressure,
force, motion, pH, conductivity, sound, light, and electricity.

The key to the effectiveness of the EDAS for the user is the software that operates the
system. Much of the project effort focused on developing software that was truely flexible and
easy to use. Menus offer the user a full range of options: (a) picparticziaggicrimcni,
including changing the experimental setup by adding or deleting sensors and checking the
status of sensors; kb) run an experiment, including setting the operating mode to storage of data
or monitoring and display of data, setting the sarn )ling rate, setting the display format to
graphical or tabular, and collecting data; (c) iSdiacansislisplaydata, including selecting data
files and displaying their contents; (d) manage the data disks, including cataloging, deleting,
and copying files; (e) ghanggihggmfiguratimuLthuntcm, including specifying the
computer and peripherals present and the types of sensors; and (f) receive help. No knowledge
of programming or computer operation is required other than the ability to turn the machine on.
The student scientist at the control of the machine thinks about the experiment,not the

15 7
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computer. The soft vare And system operation are further designed so that teams of students
can use the trachir,c, with each performing a different pat of the experimental procedure.

A full explanelry manual was written for the EDAS as part of its development We
forsee the eventual creation of other supporting materials including a teacher's guide to the
pedagogical aspects of the EDAS, individual guides for a wide variety of laboratory
experiments, and r nowelettc for the sharing of other iden, about the effective use of tix. EDAS
in the classroom.

16
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Figure I.1. A schematic representation of the design of the EDAS.
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Evaluating the Effectiveness of the EDAS

We tested the EDAS's effectiveness by spending a full academic year conducting true
experimental research on its actual use in the school. This year of evaluation was preceded by
three months of pilot studies, conducted during the previous academic year, in which we tested
the EDAS and all materials that we planned to employ in the full evaluation. During the pilot
study we developed a set of desired modifications to the EDAS that were based on student and
teacher feedback. Three months were then spent in refming the hardware and software to
reflect these suggested improvements. During this three month period all initial data were
analyzed and the evaluation procedures fine tuned.

There are two different styles in which an instrument like theEDAS can be employed in
class, and we evaluated both. For some laboratories the instructor presented a demonstration
of a laboratory principle for the entire class. The role of the students was to observe the teacher
and answer questions during the demonstration. For other laboratories students conducted
their own experiments under the teacher's guidance. Two stations were available in class, an
EDAS station and a preparation station, so that the lab groups of 2 to 4 students could prepare
for their experiment at one station and then move to the EDAS station to conduct the actual
experimental work. In this way a full section of students could share the EDAS, with each
performing all actual work on the computer.

More than four hundred students enrolled in six laboratory sciences course participated
in the study. There were courses in general science, biology, chemistry, and physics. Detailed
data were collected about the students' abilities and academic history from their transcripts.
The evaluation of the EDAS was conducted in a series of 19 true experiments. In each
experiment the EDAS was compared with the traditional laboratory apparatus used in the
course. Since each of the six sciences courses met in several different sections, we were able
to have the same teacher in each course present the laboratory with the EDAS for one or more
sections and without the EDAS for one or more sections. To ensure that the effects we
observed were not simply due to the novelty of the EDAS, we varied which sections received
which set of instruments so that all students and all teachers were familiar with all methods and
experienced all forms of instruction. When the EDAS was used in a section, all students in the
section learned with the computer. Comparisons between the EDAS and the traditional
apparatus were, therefore, made between different sections of the course. Appropriate steps
were taken during the data analyses to test and control for effects of differing student abilities in
the various sections of the course.

A full time research assistant and field manager was placed in the high school
throughout the evaluation period. This person prepared all evaluation materials, observed
student behavior in each class, entered and analyzed data, and performed all the ancillary
activities associated with evaluation. In this way the teachers could proceed as they normally
would have done in the courses, and disruption due to the evaluation was minimized.

We obtained information about the effectiveness of the EDAS from four sources,
including semester questionnaires, daily questionnaires, class observations, and course grades:

(1) To collect information about students' long-term motivations and
attitudes, we used semester questionnaires. At the beginning and end of each semester

18
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students filled out a form that explored their attitudes, study habits, learning style, personality,
school activities, and feelings about their courses and their own academic performance.

(2) To examine short-term attitudes, we had students fill out brief forms
each day that a laboratory was offered, just before and justafter class. These daily forms
assessed students' enjoyment of the class, interest in the subject matter, the difficulty of the
class, and their enjoyment of and comfort with computers. In addition, the form given before
class asked about their motivation to learn and do well in the upcoming laboratory session,
while the form administered after class added questior about the amount of knowledge they
had learned, their confidence in what they were leanii g, the effectiveness of the procedures
that they were using, the degree to which they worke6 on their own, and the degree to which
they felt rushed while the class was in session. Teachers filled out a similar form with their
class.

(3) To understand the EDAS impact on the actual activities of students and
teachers in class, we observed student and teacher behaviorduring each laboratory session.
During the laboratories the project field manager systematically collectedcontinuous
observations about the behavior of the students and the teacher. Every 60 seconds the observer
recorded on a coded sheet which of three categories of behavior the teacher was engaged in and
the proportion of students in the class that were engaged in each of six categories of student
behavior. The teacher's behavior was categorized as not attending to the student ., providing
individual attention to students, or talking to groups of students. The students were examined
for the degree to which they showed on-task or off-task behavior, that is, the degree to which
they were actively and directly engaged in the laboratory assignment. The six types of student
behavior were: off-task, group oriented on-task, individual engagement with the teacher,
engagement with their group and the teacher, attending to the apparatus, and writing down data
or notes.

(4) The overall impact of the EDAS on cognitive performance was
monitored by analyzing the normal examinations and laboratory reports assigned by the
teacher. For each laboratory session, data were collected about the student's actual academic
performance. Tests scores were divided into scores for questions that dealt with laboratory
concepts and those that dealt with other aspects of the course. Examination questions were
separated according to whether they were directed towards fact recall orapplication skills.

Extensive multivariate analyses of all data were conducted. With 19 different
experiments and the continuous attitude data, we obtained an enormous amount of information,
some 200,000 numbers. The results presented here provide but a sample of the overall results,
more technical descriptions of the impact of the EDAS will be made available elsewhere
(Chapters II and III). For the sake of clarity and coherence, the data from one course is
presented here. This course, an intermediate level chemistry course, is representative of the
other courses we examined.

The Impact of the EDAS

This impact of the EDAS was manifested in three domains: the behavior during the
laboratory of the students and the teacher, the students' attitudes about the laboratory, and the
students' performance on test instruments after the laboratory was finished. There were
differences between students who learned with the EDAS and those who did not in all three
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domains. Furthermore, the impact of the EDAS was different early in the year from its impactlate in the year. There were no obvious differences, however, in the impact of the EDASacross the different courses and subject matters.

Early in the academic year there were many differences between sections that used theEDAS and those in which the traditional apparatus was employed. Figure 1.2 presents theobservational data The teacher's behavior was the same whether or not the EDAS was used inthe laboratory. Differences in classroom behavior were particularly apparent in the observedbehavior of the students. Those sections that were using the EDAS were marked by more off-task behavior among the students. There was a corresponding diminishing in the amount ofon-task group behavior, attention to the apparatus, and recording of written information duringthe laboratory. It appears that this difference in student behavior is not due to the teacher'sactions, as the teacher's activities did not vary between sections.

Late in the year the behavior of the students (Ed not differ between the EDAS andtraditional sections. Students in both sections spent most of their time on-task, engaged inworking with the experimental apparatus. The initial disruption in on-task behavior with theEDAS had apparently lasted for several laboratory sessions and then disappeared oncefamiliarity was achieved. The teacher's behavior, on the other hand, was not the same in theEDAS and traditional sections at year-end. Teachers continued to spend most of their tineproviding individual attention to students in the EDAS sections, but shifted to spending moretime in large-group lecturing with the traditional apparatus. Apparently this effectarose fromthe need with traditional instruments for the teacher to give instruction to the entire class in howto accommodate to special requirements of the new pieces of traditional apparatus.
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Figure 1.2. The classroom behaviors of the teacher and students during typical EDAS and
traditional laboratory sessions at two points in the academic year.
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Significant differences in students' performances and students' attitudes about

themselves, the course, and computers also emerged as a function of whether or not students
used the EDAS. The attitudinal differences changed across the academic year. The attitudes
and performance data are presented in Figure 1.3.

Early in the year students who used the EDAS reported less confidence in their abilities
during the laboratory and more frequent feelings of not knowing what they were doing.
Despite this uncertainty, the students in the EDAS sections were more positive in their attitudes
towards computers at the end of each class than were their peers in tradflonal sections. The
actual performance of the students on the examination and laboratory reports produced
outcomes opposite to the attitude effects. Students who learned with the EDAS wrote better lab
reports of their work and performed better on examination questions about the laboratory
exercise. Thus it seems that the EDAS students were at once perform, better and challenged
to perform still better.

Later in the year, the students using the EDAS in their section were equally confident
and sure of what they were doing. Furthermore, they feii that the laboratory work was actually
easier with the EDAS and reported that they felt less rushed than the sr.i dents in the traditional
sections reported. This did not lead to enhanced enjoyment of do' iowever. Students using
the traditional apparatus reported more enjoyment of class than did dents using the EDAS.
It is not clear how or whether this difference influences student behavior, it deserves further
study. For the EDAS students the examination scores were consistently as good as or better
than those for the students using traditional instruments.

Throughout the year a particular effect emerged suggesting that the improved
performance on examinations for the EDAS students resulted from an increased ability to apply
the laboratory principles to new problems. Rather than simply learning more facts, the EDAS
students were learning how to bring what they had learned to new situations.
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Figure 1.3. Student attitude and performance comparisons for the EDAS and traditional
instruments at two points during the academic year.
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When the EDAS was used for demonstrations rather than hands-on laboratory

experiences, its effect was different. In general, students felt more rushed when the teacher
used the EDAS and felt that the use of the EDAS was less effective than the use of the
traditional instruments. It is likely that this represents the teacher's awkwardness and
nervousness with using the EDAS. Field observations indicatedthe presence of greater
nervousness on the teacher's part when the computer was employed, presumably because the
teacher lost the benefits of years of experience that he or she had with the traditional
instruments. It is important to note, however, that examination performance did not correlatewith the students' attitudes. They continued to score as well or better on examinations for
which they had been prepared with the EMS. A5 noted with the hands-on use of the EDAS,
the improved examination performance involved an ability to apply the laboratory principles tonew situations.

The Benefits and Pitfalls of Computers in the Jchool Science Laboratory

We began the project with three questions, asking (a) whether the EDAS would operate
as designed, (b) whether it would be used well by the teachers, and (c) whether it would
influence the students' attitudes or performance. The field evaluation confirmed that thecomputer is a powerful tool that can improve science learning in crucial ways, but reminded usthat it is not a panacea.

The EDAS, as a scientific instrument system, performed outstandingly well. It met allthe operational design requirements we set for it. The engineering of tools is a relatively clearly
understood process, and it proceeded well for us. The combination of engineers,
psychologists, and teachers produced an exciting and satisfying design and development
process. The team approach can provide exceptional tools to serve educational needs.
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We found that after its development, the actual introduction of an innovative,

technological tool is a complex process with a great number of variables influencing its use in
the school. We encountered no absolute limit to what teachers can achieve, but we exposed
problems that must continuously be dealt with, including the adjustmentto a new and different
tool with its concomitant changes in attitudes. Great tools need skilled users to achieve their
full potenal. The teachers and students worked enthusiastically to learn how to use the
EDAS, yet were sometimes discouraged and confused early in thee teaming.

The skills needed to help the teachers with their adjustment to new technology are those
of the professional trainer. For the future, training materials must be developed with the help
of teachers and students who are familiar with the use of computer-based laboratory
instruments. These materials should not be canned try experiments; rather, they should
be exercises that let teacher and studentcome to understand the potential for this new tool and
how to operate it most effectively. The training could be brief and directed towards pr-ducing
a level of comfort in dealing with the computer. It might involvea two day workshop for
teachers, videotaped sessions with mute^ teachers, or simply the presence of a motivate.
colleague in the school who has used the system. We noted in the test high school that teachers
were attracted to using the EDAS as they heard from their colleagues and from their students of
others' success with it.

The use of the computer by teachers for class demonstrations requires further study.
One of the authors has used a laboratory computer to conduct claw demonstrations for large
groups of students for many years. It took the first few years for him to learn how to make
most effective use of the compute in that mode of operation. Then the computer supported
class meetings the weie far more effective in impact on both student attitude and performance
than those with the traditional instruments. Since the ability to ask the right question takes
extended experience; one must be prepared ''ora learning curve with new technology and
teaching methods.

In many arenas we found that while students are good at reporting most aspects of their
behavior they are not particularly good at estimating what they know and whether they are
proceeding along the correct learning path. Low correlations between student attitudes and
actual performance appear not to be unique to the EDAS; they ire commonly found in other
educational research. 'The teacher can help students with this matter by assisting students in
undemanding and predicting the direction in which theirclassroom explorations might take
them.

The presence of the EMS also stimulated a great deal of behavior directed towards
curriculum exploration and improvement. The flexibility and versatility of the EDAS enabled
teachers to develop new laboratory exercises that were simply impossible with traditional
instruments. The ability to repeat experiments rapidly and with damn parameters allowed
students to operate in a more creative and exploratory style in class. Attention shifted from the
mechanics of the laboratory procedures to the principles behind the class work. This shift is
reflected in the enhanced ability to apply course principles to new areas that was found with
students trained with the EDAS. The computer installed & ids with careful thought behind its
design end use can provide a powerful and effective tool to improve learning in the science
laboratory.
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CHAFFER H: THE METHODOLOGY OF THE PROJECT

Evaluating The Impact of
Computer-Based Instruction

in the Schools

by G. Christian Jernstedt
and

Tyrone D. Cannon

The claims about the impact of computer-based instruction (CBI) on students range
from the elimination of schools as we know them today (Papa% 1980) to the creation of a
culture of psychopaths (Sardello, 1984). The debate about the impact of CBI has focused on
both the style in which computers should be used in classrooms and the manner in which the
outcome from CBI should be measured (Cumming, 1984).

That computer-based instruction on lead to significant improvement in learning has
been clearly determined (Kuhl, Banged, & Willis,a 1983; Kulik, Kuhl, & Cohen, 1980).
However, the enormous variety of CBI products available for instructors and the rich diversity
in the actual use of computers in the classroom have madedirect, useful applications of
research results difficult to accomplish. Evaluation of the actual, in-use effectiveness of CBI
materials and methods must, therefore, be a regular part of employing these tools in the
classroom. Such evaluations can be called "applied" in that they occur within the context of the
classroom where pedagogical prioriCes often must take precedence over evaluation needs. For
example, random assignment of students to classes may not be possible in a school where
tracking of students by ability is a policy. The need for continuous, integral, valid evaluation
of CBI tools and styles of use is critical if they are to be understood and used optimally.
Unfortunately, evaluation, and especially applied evaluation, is a complex enterprise and few
instructors routinely conduct such evaluations of theircourse materials.

We examined current evaluation techniques and designed a process by which
continuous, integral, and valid applied evaluations could becomea part of the use of CBI
technology. The mud project centered around the design and testing of a new computer-based
educational data ac pisition system (EDAS) for school science laboratories. The intent of the
project was to compare the effectiveness of the EDAS with that of traditional apparatus in the
performance of laboratory science exercises at the secondary school level. The evaluation took
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place at a regional high school during the full academic year, 1985-1986. We worked in
conjunction with the developers of the EDAS, as well as the teachers and administrators of the
school, during both the planning and implementation stages of the evaluation. We will use the
evaluation activities of this actual project as an example around which we develop the central
ideas of how CBI evaluations may be conducted in school settings. Using this actual example,
a case study, not only provides concrete illustrations of the general points being made, but also
ensures that the problems and pitfalls of applying theory to practice will be revealed and
considered. The methodology of applied CBI evaluation is the focus in the current wick; the
data from the particular study by which the general evaluation procedures were tested are
reported elsewhere (Jernstedt, in press; Jernstedt & Rothe, 1986).

THE BASIC EVALUATION DECISIONS

Decision Making Resources

There are many written resources that can be of substantial help in conducting an
applied evade ion. Judd and Kenny (1981) provide the best and most appropriate discussion
of the basic issues in such evaluations, though technical sophistication is needed to f flow thebook. For many educators with some experience in evaluation, the handbooks by Rosa,
Freeman, and Wright (1979) and by Isaac and Michaels (1971) provide encyclopedic reference
information. The classic resource for applied evaluations is by Cook and Campbell (1979). A
broad, philosophical, yet directly applicable resource is Cooley and Lohnes's (1976)
description of educational evaluation. Throughout the present article we summarize and
expand on ideas presented by these researchers.

The Goals and the Type of Evaluation

The most basic question we had to ask was why the evaluation was being undertaken?
We identified four reasons for conducting such applied CBI evaluations: (a) to obtain
knowledge of general interest about the learning process and CBI materials, (b) to provide a
measure of accountability to educators and administrators whopurchase or use CBI materials,
(c) to guide future improvements in the particular program we were studying, and (d) to obtain
funding to support further program development. As is typically the case, we found elements
of all kur soils in the project. Principally, however, we were interested in understanding the
program and describing its possible effectiveness. We thuswere employing both of the two
types of evaluations: formative and summative. Our evaluation was formative in that it was
directed towards feedback of information aboutthe program while the program was occurring.
The evaluation was also summative in that part of our focus was on specifying theoutcomesfrom the CBI program in a general sense that could be employed by others in otherareas
besides science laboratories. We also found that our evaluation was both a process and an
outcome evaluation, concerned with understanding theprocesses that vme producing the
effeAs of the CBI as well as with uncovering the effects themselves. Wherewe did not find a
blending of different styles was with the perspective of the study. Applied evaluations of CBI
programs tend not to blend the two different theoretical perspectives of exploration and
hypothesis testing. Applied evaluations typically are exploratory in nature, seeking to find all
possible effects of the CBI intervention, rather than to test a particular hypothesis.

It became clear to us that RIthotgh one can describe in a theoretical sense a hierarchy of
the various types and styles of evaluations (Venezky, 1983), in practice elements of most styles
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and types tend to be present The issue thus becomes one of making explicit the many implicit
decisions embedded in designing the actual procedures. We found that evaluation is best seen
as "system learning," in the sense that it is a process by which a set of individuals in an
organization learn about the complex interaction between their own behavior, the functioning of
the materials and resources they use, and the behavior of their learners.

The school is a rich source of information; as a natural environment it affords
researchers the opportunity to evaluate programs and innovations in the same context in which
those programs are to be implemented and used. Results obtained in such a setting are well
suited for application in other, similar envinzments. While the school provides an advantage
to researchers in tams of the generalirability of findings, it is also a difficult setting in which to
maintain control over experimental procedures. As in other naturalistic settings, many forces
other than the experimenter can affect the manipulation. The present study provide an
example of how the structure of experimental designcan be superimposed on the school
setting, thereby g the field environment and maintaining the control necessary for
rigorous scree research. We remain convinced, as we were when we began, that skilled
educators can conduct high quality, valid evaluations as they educate. They may require
additional assistants or funds, depending on the size of the evaluation, but good evaluation and
good education can occur simultaneously. Furthermore, we believe that the two must occur
together if the educational process is to maintain or increase its quality and effectiveness.

MEASUREMENT ISSUES

Variables to be Studied

The choice of what variables to sample determines in large part what results can be
obtained. In an applied evaluation we maintain thatone must cast a wide net in choosi.lg
variables. We chose variables from all duce of the domains that influence educational
outcomes: Person, Behavior, and Environment (Bandura, 1978). From the Person domain,
those characteristics that the student brings to the classroom, we sampled the abilities, previous
school experiences, personality, and attitudes of the students. In the Behavior domain, the
actual activities in which the learnerengages, we directly observed the students during class
meetings and obtained reports from them about what they didwhen not in class. In the
Environment domain, the characteristics of the learning environment itself, we recorded the
attributes of each course in which the CBI materials were used.

Though it might be desirable to assess students using as many different techniques as
possible, such a procedure can overwhelm the evaluator with too great a variety of information.
We obtained data with most of the different assessment techniques that are available, but
concentrated our efforts on four: demographic records in the school, student self-reports,
behavioral observations, and teacher created performance measures. We occasionally used
interviews with students and teachers to collect a supplementary set of field notes to help flesh
out the quantitative data during the later reporting stage, but decided that interviews could not
provide the objective validity that the CBI materials required. For similar reasons, the student
self-report measures were obtained with well-researched, published and locally developed
questionnaires and did not include open-ended questions forextended student written
comments. Furthermore, with the natural availability of teacher prepared objective
performance measures we did not need to employ reports from significant others in the
students lives to obtain verification of their self-reports. We were especially careful to choose
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variables that revealed demographic, cognitive, and affective aspects of the students. Sincethere are often differences between preferences for and achievement with CBI (Burger, 1985),
the distinction betwi;en cognitive and affective was maintained with the outcome measures aswell; we collected information about both how the students performed and how they felt theyperformed.

The Apparatus and CBI Resources

The computer-based system used in the study, the Educational Data Acquisition System(EDAS), was developed by a team at Crean, Inc. composed of engineers, psychologists, and
educators with funding from the U. S. Department of Education. The EDAS is designed
according to sound human factors standards (Sawyer, 1985) and consists of several
independently developed components and a package of software and documentation that
integrates the components. The hardware includes an IBM PC with dual drives, serial
interface, printer, and monochrome monitor; a Burr-Brown Data AcquisitionSystem with ananalog to digital converter, microprocessor, RAM memory, and various signal processors; anda set of standard sensors from a variety of manufacturers that are capable of detecting pH,
temperature, pressure, motion, force, conductivity,sound, light, and electricity. The
pedagogical cote of the EDAS was the software. A comprehensive software package waswritten to allow students touse the EDAS in much the same way that a university or industry
research scientist would use c computer. In actual use, the student scientist with the EDASmakes choices through a series of menus that provide for the collection, storage, analysis, anddisplay of data obtained by the sensors.

The design of the apparatus andsoftware highlights a philosophical perspective that
guided decision making throughout the project. A dilemma arises wheneverone has to make adecision involving the comparisons to be made in the evaluation between theexperimental
treatments being designed and t 'sted and the ccntrol treatments (the status quo). Should owchoose the best possible experimental treatment or test a range of possible treatments? Should
one test a modest experimental treatment that is likely to be available to the schools or one thatis exceptional but is untlk to be available? We maintain Ow: in an applied evaluation there isan optimal answer to these questions: one should test the best possible treatment that is likely tobe used by the schools. For example, we were faced with deciding how many computer
stations there should be in the laboratories. Optimally each student or pair of students shouldhave their own computer. But this will rarely be the case in typicalschools. Thus we limitedourselves to one computer station per classroom. On the other hand, when decidingwhetherthe computer system should be a powerful one with large memory and other such features, wechose the powerful mode. Ourreasoning was that we wanted to know how a good complier
would affect science learning not how a rudimentary computer would affect the learning. We
decided that subsequent studies would be the appropriate place to examine the degree to whichthe power of the machine influences any effects that we m:3ht observe. The first study inanapplied evaluation, we reasoned, must examine the maximum contrast possible between the
new experimental treatment and the traditional apparatus. Thus we recommend that, when
making decisions about the experimental treatment, applied evaluators adopt the perspective ofchoosing the maximum contrast within the limits cf what can actually be accomplished in the
natural classroom; in short, create the best, but employ it realistically.
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Research Setting, Subjects, and Sampling Techniques

The setting of the study was a mechkun-sized, regional public high school located in
Hanover, New Hampshire. The high school was chosen because (a) its students were
representative of many other small, good high schools; (b)an agreement could be arranged
with the administration and faculty to have all science courses use both the EDAS and their
traditional laboratory exercises, (c) full data could be obtained about students, faculty, and
courses, and (d) the school was near the project headquarters. The population of Hanover and
the surrounding community is largely associated with Dartmouth College, an army research
laboratory, and the regional medical center. The high school, however, draws from a much
larger area, representing both towns and small rural communities.

The high school includes students from grades nine through twelve. Since the project
was concerned with CBI in science learning, only the science department was involved in the
study. The high school science department oft six courses in the four traditionally taught
science areas: 1) a general introductory course in physical science; 2) two courses in
chemistry, one general and one advanced; 3) two courses in biology, one general and one
advanced; and 4) one course in physics with three levels of difficulty. A regular course
sequence of increasing difficulty is followed by most students. All science courses are two
semesters in duration. There are six faculty in the department, approximately one for each
course.

Only students who enrolled in one or more of these six courses participated in the
study. The total sample size was 461(209 females, 252 males). Although the mean ability
level of the sample is above average, the range in standardized test scores is in keeping with
national norms. Student participation was considered voluntary in principle; any student could
refuse to take part. However, because the study tookplace in regularly scheduled classes and
involved the regularly planned learning materials, no students declined participation. Elaborate
measures were taken to protect the confidentiality of the data so that the evaluators could collect
detailed information about all aspects of the participants' lives.

The Relationship of the Evaluation to the School

The evaluation was designed to preserve the natural environment of the classroom and,
at the same time, to superimpose the structure of experimental control over classroom
proceedings. To achieve this synthesis,we met with the sciiInce teachers extensively aid
continually throughout the project The curriculum of each l.ourse was examined, and
laboratories which met three criteria were chosen for experiwitalcomparisons: (a) the EDAS
could sense the process in question, (b) the variables involved could be graphed against time,
and (c) the system could be used in an anrlogous way to the traditional apparatus in
demonstrating the process or principle in question.

The laboratories chosen for experiments were taken from the regular curriculum of the
courses; no new laboratories were developed. However, there was a significant amount of
activity associated with pilot-testing labs, which did fall under the rubric of curriculum
development Much of this work involved adjusting the materials ofthe textbook laboratory to
conform to the specificationa of the EDAS and its sensors. Often the quantities of substances
had to be altered in order to fall within the sensitivity range of the sensors. In other instances,
the substances themselves were changed so that an EDAS sensor could be employed. These
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altered iaboratories, however, retained the basicprocedures and conveyed the same principles
as the established textbook versions. In addition, any changes in materials that were made to
accommodate the EDAS also applied to the traditional treatment groups.

Since part of the evaluation strategy was to employ the EDAS as realistically as
possible, we examined two different styles of use. For about half of our experiments we
studied the use of the computer to assist the teacher in presenting a demonstration to the class.In the other half of the experiments we examined the direct use of the computer by students in
laboratory sessions. This 50/50 proportion approximated the actual proportion that the two
styles of use were employed by the teachers.

In applied evaluations it is not always possible to obtain uniform usage of the
experimental treatment across all possible conditions in the school. Some teachers were morewilling to participate in thepresent study than others. In general, it was noted that the teachers
initially appeared resistant to change in their teaching practices and reluctant to take initiative in
finding applications of the EDAS in their own curricula. This observation is supported by
recent studies which demonstrate considerableresistance to technological innovations on the
part of teachers (Stimmel, Connor, McCaskill, & Durrett; 1981). Some of the teachers'
reluctance to participate may also have been due to the additional time and effort required topilot-test laboratories for the EDAS.

We counteracted this situation by maintaining a constant presence in the school;
providing the initiative to plan, pilot-test, and schedule labs; assuming all or most of the work
associated with setting up and testing the EDAS for each lab; verbally reinforcing with theteachers the need to conduct many experiments in each course; and offering several forms of
compensation to both the teachers and the school. The importance of thispresence cannot be
overemphasized for applied evaluations. A semester of wodc in the year prior to the actual
evaluation yielded little information when we did not maintain this presence in the school. One
might question whether thepresence actually changed the classrooms enough to distort theresults. Although no concrete evidence is available to answer this question, both the teachers
and the students reported that the presence and activities of the field manager encouraged andenabled them to participate in experiments that they would not have otherwise done, but did notactually change their behavior during the experiments. We noted that teachers' willingness toparticipate in the project improved afterfirst use and continued to improve over time, as they
found the work load to be approximately what it normally was for them.

The teachers' initial reluctance to involve themselves significantly in the project
threatened to reduce the total number ofexperiments and the scope of the evaluation. Althoughthis problem was fortunately resolved, we were also concerned with the potentially disruptive
effects of teacher negativism or enthusiasm toward the EDAS. We counteracted the possibility
of deleterious instructor effects by carefully outlining the evaluation's experimental proceduresand indicating the potential sources of systematic error to the teacher before each lab. Inaddition, if the laboratorywas a teacher demonstration, we observed while the teacher practicedwith the procedures using both the EDAS and traditional apparatus during pilot-testing, and we
indicated those aspects of the teachers' delivery which needed to be changed in order to make
the presentations equivalent. Finally, we also maintained a presence in the actual clt:sroom as
observers; we discarded the data from labs in which extraneous events caused the classroomproceedings to differ between treatments.
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One must exercise great care in dropping data. Since the goal is to obtain an accurate
picture of what is occurring, when problems during an observed class are likely to provide a
false view of events, those data must be dropped. For example, if during a class session the
traditional or CBI apparatus failed, a fire drill or other such unusual interruption occurred, or
critical comparative data were missing, then one must not included data from that session in the
analyses. On the other hand, it is crucial that datanot be discarded because it appears that the
results are not in the expected direction. The discarding of data or experiments must occur
prior to the determination of the relative outcomes from the experiment or serious bias will
destroy the validity of the evalution.

We often found ourselves presuming a degree of structure, organization, and adherence
to schedule that was not evident in the school. Some teachers were more organized than
others, and for some courses it was possible to plan all of the experiments for the year at the
beginnin# of the project. For other courses, the field manager checked in with the teachers at
monthly intervals to plan laboratories for each time period.

The planning aspect of each laboratory consisted of obtaining and camectinf the
necessary sensors, pilot-testing the actual laboratory procedures with both the experimental and
traditional apparatus, designing the experimental procedures by which to compare the two
instructional techniques, developing lab manuals and instructions where appropriate, and
scheduling the experiment. This planning was directed by the teacher with the full support of
the evaluation field manager. Although some teachers rigorously followed th sir planned
curricula, most courses were significantly behind schedule in their syllath at the end of the first
semester and at the end of the year. The teachers often cancelled laboratories and complete
sections of the course curricula in response to these delays.

It was recognized, however, that the presence of the researchers and the project itself
were secondary in importance to the presence of the teachers and students and the enterprise of
education. In all of our relations with the high school, we stressed our understanding of and
ag.zement with this hierarchy. At the same time, we emphasized the need for multiple tests of
the ERAS and for rigor and precision in experimentalprocedures. In practice, there was a
considerable degree of cooperation and flexibility maintained by both the teachers and
experimenters.

Compensation to the school

We noted previously that various forms of compensationwere offered to the teachers
and the school in exchange for their participation in the study. Compensation was an essential
feature of the evaluation, since we required use of both the personal resources of the teachers
and students and the physical plant of the high school. Although we initially expected topay
the teachers directly for extra time they spent that wouldnot have been required in the normal
course of events, that became unnecessary. The presence of the fieldmanager eliminated most
of this extra time requinnent for the teachers. Compensation to individual teachers took the
form of increased assistance for the teachers from the fieldmanager. The form of
compensation for the school involved the transfer of ownership of the EDAS to the school
upon completion of the project.

In addition, we were able to offer the science department compensation in the form of a
wealth of information about its courses. For each course we provided data on the effectiveness

35 27



CREARE PROPRETARY TN-411

Creare
of the learning materials, the instructor, and the various instructional media, on student
perceptions of and attitudes toward the course, and on charm ristics of students who enrolled
in the course. These data were obtained from surveys admini -ed to all science students three
times during the year.

The school's experiencing of the evaluation, itself, also produced other indirect gains:
(a) considerable curriculum development, planning, and structuring was associated with the
evaluation; (b) data on the relative merits of instructional approaches were collected and
analyzed; and (c) the practical experience with evaluation research prepared the school and the
students for subsequent investigations both in-house and by outside evaluators. All of these
features have survived beyond the term of the project. The science department has included in
its own budget for 1986-1987 funding for the administration and analysis of the surveys we
constructed for the present evaluation.

THE RESEARCH STRATEGY

As indicated above, the principal strategy of this applied evaluation was to mesh the
research design and procedure with the curriculum of the courses and the normal functioning of
the classrooms. In the following discussion, we describe the methodology of the study and the
tactics employed in executing this general strategy.

Experimental Design and Group Assignments

We applied a relatively novel approach to applied evaluation by designing the study to
be analyzed with meta-analytical techniques (Glass, 1976; Wolf, 1986). We conducted
nineteen individual experiments in which the EDAS was compared to traditional laboratory
science instruction. Computations of effect sizes, in additional to statistical significances, were
employed to survey the overall effectiveness ofcomputer-based science teaching ani to assay
the influence of various study featureson both attitudinal and educational outcomes. These
analyses are innovative for applied evaluations in that they are applied to data obtained in the
same setting, usin; the same subjects, and employing standardinstrumentation, design, and
procedures. We highly recommend them. These procedures offer the ability to make broad yet
accurate summaries of a huge body of data The conclusions can be stated more clearly and
simply than can the results of 19 separate experiments. Finally, the meta-analytic, quantitative
summaries are more likely to generalize accurately that would a verbal summary of the 19
different sets of results.

In an applied evaluation the choices among the three factors that differentiate between
research designs (Judd & Kenny, 1981) are fairly obvious. The first factor, how learners are
assigned to the different treatments to be tested, is typically determined by the existing class
arrangement. The second factor, whether a pre-treatment measure of the subjects is taken,
simply must be a part of an applied evaluation because of the many forces preventing random
assignment of students to treatments. The third factor, whether sll participants experience all
treatments or only some, is best handled by repeating the treatments enough times that all
participants do receive all treatments. The meta-analytic procedures described above are quite
consistent with this decision.

For the present study, two treatment groups were established for each experiment, one
using traditional apparatus and procedures andone using the computer-based EDAS approach
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in the performance of laboratory exercises. The sectional divisionsof each course were
followed in forming group assignments for the 19 experiments. We randomly assigned use of
the computer to one to three sections and use of traditional apparatus to one to three sections,
with the total number of treatment groups dependenton the number of sections in each course.
In some experiments, however, the length of the exercise prohibited use of the computer for
more than one lab group (4 to 6 students) within each section; in these instances, we randomly
assigned use of the EDAS to lab groups. This is an example of turninga rescribed condition
in an applied evaluaf ..a into a design feature. By so varying the manner in which lab groups
accessed the computer, we were able to make an additional, unplanned comparision, between
two different. realistic ways of employing the computer in class.

Because most students follow a regular course sequence in the science curriculum,
class year was a major determinant of enrollment for each course. In addition, ability level
conulbuted to course selection and to sectional placements within a course. Although the
science courses lacked a sufficient number of ability- :;elected sectio-..; to create a higher-orda
desigh (treatment by ability), we included steps in the analyses to check for the potential effects
of ability on the treatment outcomes and control for ability as a possible confound through
analysis of covariance.

Lab groupings were teacher-selected at the beginning of the year. Although method of
grouping has been shown to affect perfonname in and attitudes toward laboratory science
courses, we did not attempt to manipulate this variable in the present evaluation. The teachers
altered lab group assignments on some occasions throughout the year, but these decisions were
made without respect to the evaluation. We made no changes in the established groupings for
experimental purposes.

Student Data Measures

Our goal in collecting data was to use standard, validated questionnaires and tests
wherever possible. Table IL I presents an overview of the data that were obtained about the
students. The standardized test scores, grades and demographic profiles of the subject
population were obtained from the transcripts on file at the high school. The standardized tests
included the Metropolitan Achievement Test, PSAT, SAT Aptitude and Achievement Tests,
and a national test administered only to sophomores. Not all students took all tests.
Throughout the data analyses we never estimated missing scores, instead for any given
comparision we employed only theses students for whom we had full data.

Grades from all previous course work in English, science, and mathematics were
obtained for each student. No achievement data were available for the current year, except for
the students' semester and final grades in their science courses. This situation meant that the
only achievement data available for freshman subjects were current science course grades.

Demographic information collected for the evaluation included class year, year of birth,
birth order, family size, gender, junior high school, and number of years in attendance at the
Egh school.
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Table II.1
Variables and Data Measures

Source of the Data

school transcript

self-report inventory

daily class questionniare

observational checklist

interviews

school records

self-report inventory

interviews

teacher graded work
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standardize test scores
courses taken
previous grades

demographic information
personality
study habits
learning style
attitudes towards school

attitudes towards class
attitudes towards computers

on- and off-task activities

actions during class

course characteristics

instructor characteristics
course characteristics

instructor charlebtristics
course characteristics

lab reports
quiz scores
examination scores
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Based on previous psychometric work and extensive pilot studies, we constructed a

self-report inventory using 5-point scales to assess students' learning style, study habits,
academic and social self-esteem, and satisfaction with their school performance. A number of
the personality questions were directed towards self-efficacy, since perceived self-efficacy may
be an important aspect of school achievement (Schunk, 1984). In addition, the inventory
asked students to evaluate various aspects of their course, including instructor characteristics,
grading criteria, and overall quality. The original version of this survey was composed of 160
questions; this form was admmistered during the pilot-testing phaseprior to the actual
evaluation and factored to the current form, which consists of 69 questions. Three versions of
the inventory were established, all of which were equivalent in form and questions asked, but
which differed in terms of length and timing. One version asked students to answer according
to what they expected their science course to be like for the current year, one asked students to
answer according to what they had experienced in their science course during the firstsemester;
and one asked students to answer according to what they had experienced in the science course
during the second semester. The last two versions included 41 additional questions which
asked students to rate the various instructional media and course materials on three dimensions:
usefulness, difficulty, and integration with the rest of the course. The pilot phase of the project
before the actual year of evaluation began was of major value. We were able to local many
w,tutes of difficulty and improve many procedures before they could jeopardize the actual
evaluation.

Treatment Outcome Measures

A daily report questionnaire was constructed using 5-point scales to assess pre- and
post -class attitudes in the experimental lab sessions. On these daily reports students were
asked to rate their enjoyment of the class, their interest in the subject matter, the difficulty of the
clam their enjoyment of using computers, aid their level of comfort in using computers. In
addition, two unique questions were asked on the pre-class form to assess before-treatment
motivation to learn and to do well. Six such unique questionswere asked on the post-class
survey: the amount of knowledge learned in that day's class; students' confidence in their
abilities; the effectiveness of the methods used to learn; the students' certainty with the
procedures; the originality of their work; and the hurriedness of that class period.

An observational checklist for the assessment of teacher and student behaviors was
developed with extensive pilot work and used in the class labs. Three categories of teacher
behaviors were included in the checklist off-task to all students (e.g>, out of the room);
providing individual attention; and providing group attention to all students (e.g., lecturing, as
in a demonstratiJn). Observations of teacher behaviors were recorded at one-minute intervals.
The three categories of teacher behaviors were considered mutually exclusive; only the single
category most displayed during an observational periodwas recorded. Six types of student
behavior were included in the checklist off-tasiq group-oriented (in the performance of the
task); individually engaged with the instructor; attending in a group to the instructor, attending
to the apparatus; and note-taking. Estimates of the proportion of the class engaged in each
category of behavior were recorded after each successive minute of class time. Types of
student behavior were not considered unique; the same student who displayed two types of
behavior during a single interval was counted in the total proportion for each category. The
proportions of the class engaged in all categories in an observational period could sum to more
than one. Five fractions of class participation were used by the observers: 0, representing no
students; 1/4, representing from 1 student to 1/4 of the sample; 1/2, representing more than 1/4
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of the sample but not more than 1/2; 3/4, representing more than 1/2 of the sample but not more
than 3/4; and 1, representing more than 3/4 of the sample.

Assessment of academic performance was made by obtaining teacher-graded reports,
quizzes, and exams. No special performance measures were constructed; only the the
assignments included in the normal grading process were analyzed. Data prepared for analysis
included scores on each question of a particular exercise that related to the students' work
during the laboratory; a:oscale scores formed by summing the raw scores of all related
questions; and the total scores of each exercise. The subscale groupings were created to
classify student performance ck.mains: fact recall, use of principles, and application or
extrapolation of information to new situations. Variables such as these subscale groupings
have been labeled measures of scientific literacy (Awns, 1984).

Procedures

The field manager served as experimenter throughout the evaluation. Not only did this
;lye him full control of all procedures andensure the maintenance of good scientific methods,
it also encouraged the students to assume a more careful manner when filling out forms, as his
presence came to represent for them a thoughtful self-reporting of theirstates.

The sequence of procedures followed during the evaluation is illustrated in Figure 11.1.
The self-report inventories were administered in each course during the first two weeks of the
first semester, in the first two weeks of the second semesteror, ad in the final two weeks of the
academic year. Administrations were made in individual class meetings. For all
administrations, the experimenter read standard instruction, part of which cited examples of
how student responses were taken seriously and were making a difference in the way the
courses were taught and organized. These statements to the students have a positive effect and
can significantly improve the accuracy and validity of the self-report measures.
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Project Phase Activities
Design Pilot Study Main Study

Sept Apr Aug Sept Jan May

student t

teacher t

evaluator

t

t

t

TN-411

fill out full set of
preliminary questionnaires

t t t complete personal questionnaires

L ____I participate in classes (both
traditional and expenmentai)

establish liaison with evaluator

plan experiments with
comparisons between
treatments

i teach traditional and
experimental classes

prepare questionnaires
decide on treatments
plan treatment comparisons
select population
establish liaison with school

conduct pilot studies

redesign materials and
planned comparisons

conduct comparisons
between traditional and
experimental treatments

I Key: t single occasion L_____I continuously

Figure LI.1. The temporal sequence of activites engaged in by each of the particinants in the

applied evaluation.
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Experimental comparisons of the two laboratory instructional techniques were

conducted throughout the academicyear. These experimental labs followed the regular topical
sequences and schedules as established in the course syllabi. A standard procedure was
followed in each expozinient After attendance was taken by the teacher, the experimenter
addressed the clan, indicating thatas part of the on-going evaluation of their science course,
the students were being asked to fill out two questionnaires in that day's class,one at the
beginning and one at the end. To prevent the experimenter's presence from being strongly
associated with the EDAS, so that students expected to use the system in particularsessions,
the experimenter also evaluated class meetings in which experimental comparisons were not
being taken. In order to preventexpectancy effects from distorting the pre-class daily reports,the EDAS was present in the room during the introductions for all sections and in plain view ofall students. Once all students were finished filling out the pe-class report, the experimenter
assigned lab groups to treatments when appropriate, and then proceeded to record observations
of teacher and student behaviors. In thoseexperiments for which sectional group assignments
were made, the observers filled out checklists for each section. In those experiments for which
treatment divisions were made by lab groups, the observers alternated recording one-minute
interval observa tion! between the two treatment groups within each section. In all studies,
when the first lab group finished with the laboratory procedures, observations were terminatedand the post-clam questionnaires were handed out to each group of students as they finished.

The dual role of the fieldmanager as experimenter and guide for the teachers in the useof the EDAS posed a problem. On some occasions the apparatus developed technical problems
while the students were performing the laboratory exercises. In most cases the students or the
teacher could correct the problem. For major problems, however, the experimenter was the
only person present with sufficient knowledgeof the system to attend to them. If these
problems were easily and quickly corrected, the data from that section were retained; however,
if the problem necessitated prolongedand involved attention by the experimenter, the data from
that particular section were discarded. Though these problems were infrequent, having a
protocol prepared to deal with them was important for minimizing interference with both the
teacher's and the evaluator's goals.

Data Processing

The preparation of data for a -is involved converting each raw set of data into a
standard matrix format. We employe variety of multivariate data analysis procedures to
explore the data, using a package of software that provided a high level of interaction between
investigator and data. It is very easy to lose sight of the data in a complex evaluation due the
sheer number of numbers. The use of interactive statistical packages maintains a closer contact
with the numbers being manipulated. Our policy was to take the conservative approach.
Where multiple tests were made, we adjusted significance levels to reflect the many tests being
performed. We tested all assumptions about distributions of data that were required fcr the
various statistical tests. We graphed datafrequently to directly observe the shape of effects we
were studying. We strongly urge a similar approach for other investigators. Marge data base
and powerful analysis techniques are seductive to the evaluator; conservative procedures can
prevent analysis from becoming a fishing expelon for results. The goal must always be that
of discovering the patterns that exist in the datz, not in proving certain hoped for fmdings.

We expected that we would need to (*vary academic ability in many ofour analyses
because our outcome measures involved traditional lab reports and examinations and because
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some classes were stratified by ability. Our intent in collecting the many different standardized
tests was to find an objective measure of ability that could be used as a covariate in the analysis
of the treatment outcomes. To this end we created a single ability matrix by combining all
aptitude and achievement subscales in a single matrix. This matrix was then factor analyzed.
The resulting rotated factor pattern revealed a three-tiered hierarchy, acc minting for 70% of the
total variance. The factors were (a) general mental ability, which accounted for 50% of the
variance; (b) demonstrated achievement (15% of variance), best represented by cumulative
class rank; and (c) specific mental ability (5% of variance), in the area of mathematical
abstraction. We chose the semester grades in the science course as the best representative of
the general mental ability factor and used it as covariate in the analyses.

With the observational checklists for each category of student behavior, we counted the
total number of times each of the five possible fractions of class participation (0, 1/4, 112, 3/4,
1) occurred. We also counted the frequencies of each category of teacher behavior. This
procedure was performed on the data for each treatment group in each section of thecourse.
The data of common treatment groups were then summed across sections, producing a 2 X 5
frequency matrix for each category of student behavior (trattment by proportion), and a 2 X 3
frequency matrix of teacher behavior (teatment by category).

CONCLUSIONS

The results of the evaluation were most illuminating. As mentioned above, these
results are summaried in Chapter M.

For the present paper our goal was the understanding of the applied evaluation process,
itself. We conclude that sophisticated applied evaluations are possible in the school. The goals
of the evaluator and the goals of the educator can be met simultaneously, with little serious
compromise required for either. In fact, the educator and evaluator can oh= each others
objectives. This conclusion is borne out by the behavior of the teachers subsequentto the
evaluation. The school is actively pursuing evaluation of other aspects of the science
curriculum and other departments are inquiring about how they, too, can collect such data.
This facilitation of on-going evalution practices will also make it easier for otherresearchers to
work within the school. Thus not only can the goals of the applied evaluationbe met, but a
style of curiosity and effective evaluation can be established in the school for the future.
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CHAFFER III: RESULTS

A Meta-Analytic Experimental Comparison
of Computer-Based and Traditional

Laboratory Instruction

by G. Christian Jernstedt

Though the claims and expectations for computer-based instruction (CBI) benefits in
education have often been excessively great, it is clear that computer-based teaching can have
positive effects on students' attitudes and learning (Kulik, Bangert, & Williams, 1983).
Research that is directed at understanding the nature of the impact rather than whether it exists
or not now seems to have the most appropriate emphasis. file need to understand more fully
the impact of CBI is especially acute in science learning for a number of reasons. First, there is
little CBI research that has been directed specifically at the science learning area. Furthermore,
computers re particularly important tools in university and industry science research so there is
a great deal of pressure on science teachers to integrate computers into their curriculum. The
use of computers in science teaching also appears to be an especially promising way of
carrying out Maehr's (1983) recommendation that science instruction help students develop
independence in their learning, become confident of their abilities, and function well in
environments where they can explore on their own in ways similar to the ways that
professional scientists use. Finally, it is clear from the analyses of the National Assessment of
Educational %ogress data (Walberg, Pascarella, Haertel, bilker, & Boulanger, 1982) that
classroom morale and direct instruction fromthe teacher are the key variables in producing
positive impact in the classroom. Since CBIhas been implicated in both improving morale and
enhancing direct instruction, it is a potential tool for mproving science education that must be
more fully understood. The present study is directed t refining our understanding of
computer-based instruction in the science classroom.

The impact of CBI on educational outcome can best be conceptualized in terms of a
three element model of human behavior that ascribes instructional outcome to the joint effect of
three domains of influence, the behavior of the student in the learning siti. 'on, the cognitive
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and affective internal states that the student as a perlon brings to the classroom, and the
tnyirQuincni of the classroom itself (Bandura, 1978, Jemstedt & Chow, 1980).

In work relevant to the person domain, Ku lik, Kuhlr, and Cohen (1980) reported that
attitudes and performance were not found to be directly linked in studies of CBI. In some
studies attitudes improved while performance did not. In other studies performance improved
but dropout rates also increased. Kuhl., et al. (1983) found improvement in both performance
and attitude, but the attitude results were relatively small. The impact of CBI on attitudes
towards science is a matter of considerable importance, as attitudes determine future motivation
towards science (Tamir, Welch, & Rakow; 1985) and there is evidence that science attitudes
decrease as students in secondary schools have more exposure to science (Hofstein & Welch,
1984). Since attitudes in science courses are multidimensional, and include attitudes towards
the course and its scientific discipline, the teaching methods employed in the course, and the
actual class activities (Okebukola, 1985), the present study collected a variety of attitudinal
data.

In the behavior domain, time on task is the principal variable that seems to predict
academic achievement (Seifer & Beck, 1984). Level of task engagement has a strong impact
on achievement and is, itself, influenced by teacher behavior (Tobin, 1984). Previous work,
however, has failed to isolate the particularcomponents of laboratory behavior that are most
directly related to achievement gains. Okebukola (1985) reported that practical skills such as
manipulation of the apparatus were important in understanding higher level, more cognitive
outcomes. The present study included a set of behavioral measures of both teacher and
student. These measures were specially developed to isolate the particular aspect of the
laboratory activities that were most directly related to achievement However, the direction of
causal impact was not assumed to be from behavior to cognitive outcome. Rather, the
behavioral and the cognitive outcomes were each considered to be separate, though probably
related, components of the science learning process (Hacker, 1984).

The achievement outcomes from the science learning were also approached in the
present study as multidimensional processes. In light of previous work, the performance tests
were divided into three categories of performance: fact recall, use of principles, and application
ability (Nicolson, Bowen, & Nicolson, 1984; Tamir, 1985).

For both practical and pedagogical reasons, computers have been employed in two
different modes in science laboratory instruction. The most obvious mode is that in which
students themselves use the computer, in place of traditional apparatus, to conduct
experiments. In contrast to this mode of active student use of the computer is the instructor led
demonstration. In this mode the instructor employs the computer, in place of traditional
apparatus, to conduct a demonstration which the students observe but do not physically
participate ire. The literature on mode of apparatus use, whether the apparatus is a computer or
not, is mixed. Some investigators find no difference between the two modes of use (Bates,
1984). However, others have reported relevant data that smaller classes are associated with
higher achievement (Smith & Glass, 1980) and that the laboratory must play a central role in
science teaching (Welch, Klopfer, Aikenhead, & Robinson, 1981).

Of particular importance to the mode of use of the computer is the teacher's behavior.
Class size, per se, may be less important than the teacher's actual activities with students
during class (Rosenshine, 1979). Practically, the demonstration mode is easiest and the least
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expensive mode, since only a single computer andone trained user is required. It is likely that
this simplicity and economy may encourage teachers to adopt the demonstration mode as the
preferred. Therefore it is important to resolve the issue of whether one or the other mode is
more effective in its impact on the educational outcome. In thecurrent study, both modes were
employed and compared. Furthermore, for the treatments where students actively used the
computer, class size was systematically varied in order to separate the mode of use effects from
the class size effects.

Though not directly apparent in their results, there is a suggestion in the meta-analysis
conducted by Kulik, Kuhl, & Cohen (1980) that the novelty of computer-based instruction, in
addition to the actual instructional effect of the computer, may have influenced the quality of
learning. The issue of previous experience with computers has not been directly examined for
its possible impact on the use of CBL Yet differences in degree of experience with computers
are large across teachers as well as across students. '47hepresent study examined degree of
experience of teacher and students for its impacton the effectiveness of both traditional and
computer-based instruction.

A variable that emerged in the fieldnotes during the pilot studies that weeded the main
experiments of the present study was time of year. The behavior of the students, in terms of
attention to laboratory work and motivation for studying, dropped dramatically as the academic
year drew to a close. Teachers anticipated this by avoiding standard laboratory worknear the
end of the second semester. Since CBI influences time on task, the possibility of an interaction
between CBI effectiveness and time ofyear must be considered. Moreover, since many of the
teachers ia the current study were not highly familiar at the beginning of the year with the
computer methods that they were employing and had their students employing, the possibility
of a novelty effect existed. Ace ardingly, the effects of the CBI treatnent were separated in the
present study into two time periods: the beginning of the year when novelty and unfamiliarity
might be affecting performance, and the middle of the year, when the end ofyear decay had not
vet reared its head and the novelty of startup had diminished.

A very unfortunate and confusing feature of much of the work on the impact of CBI
has been the confrunding of the media, computers, with the mode of use. Meta-analyses of
different media have shown positive effects on educational achievement for most of the major
media techniques that have achieved popularity (Pintrich, Cross, Kozma, & McKeachie,
1986). HOWCA1/44, as Pintrich, et al. point out, a problem in this research has been that the
method and the media of instruction have been confounded, perhaps because of reporting
procedures or because it is difficult in some instances to distinguish between them. The
method nf using the computer was unconfounded from the media in the present study in two
ways. The software developed with the computer system was specifically designed to be
generic, in the sense that it did not require students or teachers to follow a fixed format or
curriculum. Rather the software presented a menu of tools that could be employed in any way
the user desired, so that the user, not the computer, determined the methods. Secondly,
teachers and students used both traditional apparatus and computer-based apparatus in
conducting their work. Each participant experiencednumerous occasions of using each media.
This combining of all subjects with au treatments was a major feature of the design and
something that has been missing in too much t2f the previous work on CBL The goal of
separating the computer, as media, from the methods by which it was used appeared to be
accomplished; in the laboratory, students were observed to be using, at one time or another, all
four of the classifications of type ofcomputer use that Rushby (1979) has made: instructional,
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revelatory, conjectural, and emancipatory. It should be noted that theone methodology feature
that was built into the computer system was to make it visually based, both because of the
value of visual-based instruction (Cohen, Ebeling, & Kulik, 1981) and because the automatic
graphing of data by the computer seems to be a major use and value of computers in the science
classroom.

Previous work on CBI has focused far more on the computer's impact on the students'
behaviors than it has attended to the teachers' behaviors. However, many classroom variables
related to teacher behavior influence science achievement as much as student ability (Tamir,
Welch, & Rakow, 1985). Some work indicates that CBI is effective because it allows the
teacher to provide more individual attention to students (Evans, Mickelson, & Smith, 1984).
One must be careful, though, not to ascribe a unidirectional impact of teacher behavior on
student behavior; the impact of student and teacher behavior to be bidirectional (Doyle,
1979). In the present study both teacher and student behaviors were examined for their mutual
impact on the educational outcome.

The goal throughout the design of the present study was to cast a wide net in an effort
to detect the full richness of the processes influencing the impact of the computer on science
learning. Coupled with the wide net was a conservative statistical approach to guard against
overgeneralization and the quick but unreliable or invalid answer.

METHOD

Subjects

Four hundred sixty one students (209 females and 252 males) enrolled in six laboratory
science courses at a regional high school participated in the study. Students in grades nine
through twin were approximately equally represented in the sample.

Treatments and Conditions

because most students follow a regular course sequence in the science curriculum,
class year was a major determinant of enrollment for each course. In addition, ability level
contributed to course selection ruld to sectional placements within a course. The high school
science department offers six courses in four basic areas: /) a general introductory course in
physical science; 2) two courses in chemistry, one general and one advanced; 3) two courses in
biology, one general and one advanced; and 4) one course in physics with three levels of
difficulty.

The study employed two different types of laboratory apparatus: the largely mechanical
apparatus traditionally used in the classes and a computer-based educational data acquisition
system. Both the computer-based and the traditional apparatus were employed in two different
modes of class meetings. In 11 of the laboratories the teacher was the user of the system,
giving a demonstration to the assembled class. In the other 8 laboratory sessions the students
employed the computer-based system directly. For both different =ties of use, the sectional
division:, of each course were followed in forming group assignments fur the experiments. We
randomly assigned use of the computer to one to three sections and use of the traditional
apparatus to one to three sections, with the total number of treatment groups dependent on the
number of sections in each course. In 5 experiments, however, the length of the exercise
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prohibited use of the computer for more thm one lab group (4-6 students) within each section;
in these instances, we randomly assigned use of the computer system to malt lab groups rather
than to the whole section.

The degree to which computers were used in other ways during in each course was
recorded and converted to a variable indicating the combined instructor and student degree of
experience with computers. Time of year was also cooed, either as the beginning of the year,
when teacher and students were becoming familiar with procedures and each other, or as the
middle of the year when procedures had become familiar and regular but the end of year
malaise and loss of attention had not yet occurred. The start of year period corresponded
roughly with the first half of the first semester, while the middle of the year corresponded
roughly to the second half of the first semester and first third of the second semester.

Apparatus

The computer-based educational data acquisition system (EDAS) that was used in this
study is a laboratory computer system developed with funding from the U.S. Department of
Education by Creme, Inc. The EDAS consists of several components, including an IBM PC
dual drive computer, a Burr-Brown Data Acquisition System, and a special' constructed
software package. A variety of physical sensors (pH probe, conductivity meter, pressure
transducer, thermocouple, accelerometer, optical density sensor, and light source) connect to
the system. The dependent variable measured by the sensor is graphed against time, with the
rate and total time of sampling positioned along the x-axis of the video display. The system is
modular, new sensors can be integrated by inputting the conversion ratio and other
specifications of the sensor. User input is by single-character key board commands during data
collection. The entire system is menu-driven, using directional keys that control a movable
highlight.

Measurement Instruments

The organization of the measurement instruments used to obtain data about the
participants in the experiments is indicated in Table 111.1. Basedon previous psychometric
work and extensive pilot studies, a self-report inventory was constructed using 5-point scales
to assess students' learning style, study habits, school activities and attitudes, personality
(including motivation, self-esteem, and social behavior). The inventory also collected other
demographic information. In addition, the inventory asked students to evaluate their course on
a number of dimensions, including instructor characteristics, particle features of the course
(e.g., lectures, labs, audio-visual instruction, computers used in lab and overall quality.
The original version of this survey was composed of 160 questions; this form was
administered during the pilot-testing phase (the spring semester preceding the 85-86 academic
year) and factored to the current form, which consists of 110 questions. Three versions of the
inventory were established, all of which were equivalent in form, length, and questions asked,
but which differed in terms of timing. Om version asked students to answer according to what
they expected their science course to be like for the current year; one asked students to answer
according to what they had experienced in the science course during the first semester, and one
asked students to answer according to what they had experiencedin the science course during
the second semester.
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Person
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Source Interval of Variable being
of information measurement measured

Student Semester Learning style
Study habits
School activities
School attitudes
Personality
Demographics

Student Laboratory Attitudes towards class
Enjoyment
Difficulty
Interest

Attitudes towards computers
Enjoyment
Comfort with

Motivation
To learn
To do well in course

Attitudes towards lab
Knowledge gained
Confidence in abilities
Effectiveness of methods
Know what are doing
Independence
Rushed

Person School Year Courses taken
Grades in courses
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Table 111.1 (continued)

Domain
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Source Interval of Variable being
of information measurement measured

Behavior Observer Laboratory Off-task
Group involvement
Individual attention from teacher
Attention to teacher by group
Attention to the apparatus
Writing / note taking

Behavior Teacher Laboratory Lab report
Fact recall
Graphing ability
Use of principles
Application ability
Total score

Examination
Fact recall
Use of principles
Application ability
Total lab question score
Total exam score
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Table La. I (continued)

Domain Source Interval of Variable being
of information measurement measured

Environment School Year Demographics

Environment Teacher Year Course characteristics

Environment Student Year Student expectations
for the course

Environment Student Semester Course characteristics
Instructor characteristics

Environment Experimenter Laboratory Science discipline
Degree of computer experience
Time of year
Mode of use

student active use
instructor led demonstration
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A daily report questionnaire was also constructed to assess pre- and post-class attitudes
in the laboratory sessions. As with the inventory, dies: daily teports employed 5-point scales,
where one extreme represented full agreement and the other extreme represented no agreement.
On these daily reports, students were asked torate their enjoyment of the class, their interest in
the subject matter, the difficulty of the class, their enjoyment of using computers and their
degree of comfort with using computers. In addition, two unique questions were asked on the
pre-class form to assess before-treatment motivation to learn the material and to do well in
class. Six such unique questions were asked on the post-class survey: the amount of
knowledge students felt they had learned in the class; the students' degree of confidence in their
abilities during class; the effectiveness of the methods used to learn in class; the degree to
which students' felt they knew what they were doing in class; the degree to which students
followed directions or worked ind a dently; and the extent to which students felt rushed
during the class period. Teachers out a similar form after the class meeting reporting on
what they thought class was like for the students.

An observational checklist for the assessment of teacher and student behaviors was
develcped with extensive pilot work and used in the individual laboratory sessions. Three
categories of teacher behaviors were included in the checklist off -task to el students (e.g.,out
of room); providing individual attention to students; and providing attention to groups of
students (e.g., lecturing). Observations of teacher behaviors were recorded at one-minute
intervals. The three categories of teacher behaviors were considered mutually exclusive; only
the single category most displartl during an observational period was recorded. Six types of
student behavior were included in the checklist: off-task; on-task group involvement in
laboratory activities; receiving individual attention from the instructor, attending as a group to
the instructor, attending to the apparatus; and note-taking or other forms of writing. Estimates
of the proportion of students engaged in each category of behavior wt-, recorded after each
successive minute of class time. Types of student behavior were not considered unique; the
nine student who ingaged in two types of behavior during a single interval was counted in the
total proportion of each category. In other words, the proportions of students engaged in all
categories of behaviors did not sum to one. There was considerable overlap between
categories. Per instance, students who were receiving individual attention from the instructor
were sometimes writing at the same time. However, when the instructor was on -task to the
entire class, as during a lecture, no students were construed to be individually engaged with
their teacher. Five proportions of class participation were used by the observers: 0,
representing no students; 0.25, representing from 1 student to 1/4 of the sample; 0.5,
representing more than 1/4 of the sample but notmore than 1/2; 0.75, representing more than
1/2 of the sample but not more than 3/4; and 1, representing more than 3/4 of the sararle. One
highly trained experimenter recorded all behavioralobservations.

Assessment of academic performance was made by obtaining teacher-graded reports,
quizzes, and examinations. No special performance measures were constructed; only the
assignments included in the normal grading process were analyzed. Data prepared for analysis
inc.uded scores on each question of a particular exercise that related to the students' work
during the experimental lab sessions, categorized intofact recall, use of principles, or
applications of material to new situations. Subscales formed by summing the scores on all
laboratory related questions and by summing all scores Gil the total exam were also created for
each exercise.
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Experiments were conducted over the full academic year 1985-86. The self-report
inventories were administered in each course during the first two weeks of the first semester, in
the first two weeks of the second semester, and in the final two weeks of the academic year.
These inventories were administered in individual class meetings rather than in large group
meetings of all sections of the course. For all administrations the experimenter read standard
instructions, part of which cited concrete examples of how student responses were being taken
seriously and were making a difference in the way the courses were taught and organized.

Experimental comparisons of the two laboratory instructional techniques were
conducted throughout the academic year. The regular topical sequences of eachcourse and
experiments were followed and experimental comparisons were conducted only with regularly
scheduled laboratory exercises. To avoid detrimental novelty effects due to teacher
unfamiliarity with the computer system, we worked in conjunction with the teachers in
planning and pilot-testing those laboratories in which use of the computer was pc.,nible. The
computer was only employed for laboratories in which three criteria were met (a) the system
could sense the process in question, (b) the variables involved could be graphed against time,
and (c) the system could be used in a way analogous to the way the traditional apparatus wasused in demonstrating the process or principle in question.

The computer -based systemwas compared to the traditional apparatus in 19
laboratories during the course of the year. A standard procedure was followed in each
experiment. After attendancewas taken by the teacher, the experimenter addressed the class,
indicating that as part of the on-going evaluation of their science course, the students were
being asked to fill out two questionnaires in that day's class, one at the beginning and one atthe end. Since the experimenter's presence may have been associated with the computer,
students may have expected to use the system in the test particular sessions. In order to
prevent expectancy effects from distorting the pre-class daily report, the computer was present
in the room during the introductions for all sections and in plain vim of all students. To
further minimize expectancy effects among the students, during the year the experimenter also
administered the questionnaires in class meetings in which there were no experimental
comparisons being conducted. Once all students were finished with the pre-class report, the
experimenter assigned students to their lab group, and then procceied to record observations of
teacher and student behaviors. In those labs in which both instructional media were present,
the experimenter alternated recording observations for minute-long periods between the
computer group and the control group. When the first lab group finished the procedures,
observations were terminated and the post-class questionnaires were handed out tr each groupas they finished.

Design and Data An.:lyses

The evaluation was structured as a series of 19 independent experiments, each with two
treatments: the experimental (EDAS computer-based) and the control (traditional apparatus).
Variables were clustered in three predictordomains and one criterion domain as indicated in
Figure 111.1.

Each experiment was first analyzed separately with a complete multivariate analyses.
All Person, Environment, and Outcome variables were tested with a multivariate analysis of
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variance. Then each member of the domain was examined with univariate analyses of
covariance. using a general linear model. Factor analyses and regression analyses during the
pilot phase of the evaluation indicated that a student's grade in the science course being studied
was the most appropriate indicator of ability, thus it was usedas the covariate. Early in the
year recent grades in the science course served as covariate. Once a quarter course grade was
available it served as covariate. When semester grades became available, they were used as the
covariate. When the analysis of covariance showed no significance for the covariate, univariate
analyses of variance were employed.
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Figure IILl. The domains of the variables and the sets of variables that were examined during
the experiments for their impact on the educational outcome.
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The behavioral data were obtk."oed as frequency of occurrence for each of the six

categories of student behavior and three categoriesof instructor behavior. These data were
analyzed with chi-square. When there were cells that had too few observations to meet
stringent chi-square criteria, fir Narks were colk ised across cells.

After all 19 experiments nad been analyzedindependently with the multivariate
procedures, meta analysis techniques were employed to examine the data from all experiments
simultaneously. For all variables but the behavioral, effect sizes were computed directly from
the raw data in each experiment For the behavioral variables, the effect sizes were computed
from the chi-squaw results. To detect possible interactions between treatments under different
conditions, the meta-analyses employedcoding, or indicator, variables. The major
environmental variables that served as indicators were: (a) mode of use of the apparatus,
whether actively by the students or in an im rector led demonstrations, (b) degree of
experience with computers, which varied from courses where the EDAS was the only
computer in use to courses where a variety ofcomputers were used for a variety of different
purposes by both students and instructor, and (c) time ofyear, varying between the start of the
year when novelty effects could still be occurring and the middle of the year when attention to
school work was maximal for both instructor and student and all procedures and apparatus was
familiar. Pearson product moment correlationcoefficients were obtained between each
indicator and the effect sizes for each variable. Where interactions between indicators werepossible, the conetations were obtained by examining each '.evel of each indicator, in tura, and
computing a correlation matrix between the other incucators and the variable effect sizes.

RESULTS

The computer-based treatment differed from the traditional in its effect on variables in
all of the domains. The meta-analyses indicated that these effects showed regularity across the
different experiments. Each of the indicator variables was associated with significant
differences in the effect of the two treatments.

Both the huge amount of data to be summarized and the coherence of the picture that
emerges from the analyses make a tabular presentation of the results most effective.
Accordingly, Tables 11L2 through 1113 summarize the findings. With effect size computations
in meta-analyses, reporting the actual means averaged across experiments can be misleacimg
and invalid, as the difference between averages of means is not directly proportional to the
effect size and may noteven have the same sign. Therefore, only representative means and
variance analyses will be reported inTable 1113. Tables 11L2 through 111.4 present the meta-
analysis findings, containing both the correlation coeffrients (r) between the indicators and the
effect sizes and the effect sizes (d), themselves, for all significant meta-analytic results.

In Table 11L2 the meta-analysis results are piesented for each of the indicators
considered separately. For the indicator, time of year, the computer group changed from
reporting more comfort with computers to reporting less comfort than the traditionalgroup.
With enjoyment of computers thecomputer group reported less enjoyment than the traditionalat mid year. Off task behavior for the computer group changed from more than that for the
traditional at the start fo the year to less than the traditional by mid year. Attention to the
apparatus showed an opposite effect Amount of writing became lower for the computer groupthan the traditional by midyear. Lab report scores, which were higher for the computer groupsat the start of the year, showed no difference across groups at midyear.
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For the indicator, mode of use, the computer students in the active use groups reported
less interest in the course, a less difficult class, and a less rushed class than did the traditional.
Writing behavior was less for the computer students than for the vaditionzi in the active use
classes. but exam application scores were higher.

For the degree of experience indicator, when experience was high the computer UV-TS
reported less confidence in their abilities than did the traditionaL The behavior of the computer
groups showed mac off task activities than that for the traditional. Exam performance on both
principle and application questions, as well as on the sum of all laboratory-relevant questions
was higher for the computer groups than for the traditional.
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Table III.2

Global Meta-Analysis Results For Each Indicator

Time of Year (1= start, 2 = middle)

D Variable ri 12 £2 12 Ell d2 X

P Comfort with computers .48 <.05 -.76 <.001 .28 -.34 19

P Enjoyment of computers -.69 <.001 .30 -.42 19

B (task behavior .56 .01 -.57 .01 .33 -.55 19

B t.,.:ention to apparatus -.53 <.05 .56 .01 -.28 .45 19

B Wring -.56 .01 -.14 -.92 19

0 Lab report: total score .85 <.10 1.04 .00 19

Mode of Use (1 = student, 2 = demonstration)

D Variable £12 2 di d2 N.

P Interest in course -.44 <.06 -.21 .07 19

P Difficulty of class 63 <.01 -.47 .09 19

P Rushed class -.61 <.01 -.44 .37 19

B Writing -.65 <.01 -.88 -.03 19

0 Exam: applications .67 .001 .39 -.22 19
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Table 111.2 (continued)

Degree of Experience (1 = inexperienced, 2 = experienced)

D Variable r12 12 d1 d2 X

P Confidence in ability -.47 <.05 .17 -.25 19

B Off task behavior .4f <.05 -.27 .25 19

0 Exam: lab questions .60 <.01 -.04 .28 19

0 Exam principle questions .50 <.10 -.02 .32 19

0 Exam: application questions .68 .001 -.22 .39 19

Imo. D is the domain from which the variables are sampled: where P is the person, B is the
behavior, E is the environment, and 0 is the outcome dome;. The number of experiments that
di and d2 are each based upon is indicated by li. When a correlation is not significant, it is
omitted from the table and the corresponding effect size is obtained from the correlation for the
opposite level of the indicator.
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The effects of the mode of use also differed across levels of the other indicator
variable;;, as presented in Table 1113. Consider the mode of active student use first. When the
laboratory apparatus was employed by small lab groups rather than by the whole lab section,
computer groups reported more motivation for class and experienced less time receiving
individual attention from the teacher than did traditional sections. The time of year indicator
revealed similar effects as it didacross all modes of instruction with the exception that group
attention from the teacher was less by midyear for the computer groups than for the traditional.
Comparing courses with high computer experience to those with little computer experience
revealed student reports for the experienced computer users of lower interest in class, less
confidence in their ability, and less sense of knowing what they were doing, and observer
reports or more group attention from the teacher than was found with the traditional apparatus
users
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Indicator D

P

Student active use

Variable

<.05Size of lab group Motivation for class .75

Time of year

P Individual attention

see Table 2 also

-.71 <.05

B Attention to teacher -.68 <.10

Degree of experience P Interest in class -.71 >.05

P Confidence in ability -.69 <.10

P Know what doing -.75 <.05

B Attention to teacher .68 <. r

Instructor led demonstration

Indicator D Variable I S2

Time of year Fee Table 2 also

P Confidence in ability -.74 <.01

P Know what doing -.62 <.05

B Attention to teacher .54 <.10

B Writing not significant

O Exam: applications .57 <.10

O Exam: total cZ <.10
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-.27 .73 8

.47 -.17 8

.29 -.23 8

.19 -.53 8

.41 -.34 8

.37 -.34 8

-.23 .29 8

di d2

.40 -.10 11

.32 -.18 11

-.41 .08 11

-.31 -.05 11

-.04 .40 11
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Table 11.3 (continued)

Instructor led demonstration

indicator D Variable 1 si di d2 Ig

Degree of experience P Motivation for course .53 <.10 -.02 .54 11

P Interest in class .55 <.10 -.15 .33 11

P Learned in class .61 <.10 -.01 .53 11

P Difficulty of class .60 <.10 -.20 .57 11

B Off task behavior .77 <.01 -.20 .71 11

B Group involvement .64 <.05 -.05 .23 11

B Attention to teacher -.79 <.01 .10 -.73 11

B Attentioa to apparatus -.78 <.01 .10 -.73 11

0 Exam: lab questions .67 <.05 -.07 .34 11

0 Exam: principles .63 <.05 -.01 .34 11

Nolo. The indicator is the coding characteristic of the laboratory class meeting that is
employed in the analysis to create two categories for comparison. These indicator paired-
comparisons are (a) size of lab group: whole class vs small groups, (b) time of year: start vs
middle, and (c) degree ofexperience with computers: little vs much. D is the domain from
which the variables are sampled: P = person, B = behavior, E = environment, and 0 =
outcome. The effect size for the first named member of the paired comparisons is di and for
the second named member of the pair, d2. The number of experiments that d1 is based upon is
indicated by N. The sum of the two N's for iii and d2 is 19. For time of year, the statistics
arc, whenever available, averages of those for the separate analyses of start vs rest of year and
middle versus rest of year.
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Consider next the effects obtained when teachers led demonstrations with the laboratory

apparatus. The effects of time of year were similar to those across all modes of use with a few
additions. By midyear the increased confidence and knowing what they were doing, relative to
the traditional groups, was lost for the students in the computer groups. The computer groups
received more group attention from the teacher than the traditional by midyear. Finally, the
application questions on the exams became equal across conditions by midyear, while the total
exam score for the computer groups rose above that for the traditional at midyear. In courses
with high computer experience demonstrations resulted in the following changes for the
computer groups when compared to the traditional. The computer groups showed more
motivation, more interest in class, and reported that they learned more, though the class was
more difficult than for the traditional groups. Off task and group involvement behaviors
increased for the computer groups when compared to the traditional, while attention to the
teacher and the apparatus greased relative to the traditional. Exam scores on both the
principle questions and the sum of all questions directly relevant to the laboratory exercises
rote for the computer groups compared to those for the traditional.

The impact of the degree of experience with computers for teacher and students varied
across levels of the other indicator variables, as well, and is presented in Table 111.4. Consider
the courses with experienced users first. The time of year effect was similar to that previously
reported with a few additions. By midyear the difficulty of the course increased and the
independence of the laboratory activities decreased for the computer groups when compared to
the traditional. On the exams both the principle and the application question scores were higher
for the computer than for the traditional at midyear.
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Meta-Analysis Results For Indicator Degree of Computer Experience

Experienced with computers

Indicator D Variable r u ds dm a
Time of year see Table 2 also

P Difficulty of course .75 <.10 .00 .84 6

P Independence in lab

B Off task behavior

B Attention to apparatus

-.91 <.01

not significant

not significant

-.05 -2.18 6

0 Exam: principles .82 <.05 .19 1.00 6

0 Exam: applications .98 <.001 .03 1.00 6
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Table III.4 (continued)
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Inexperienced with computers

Indicator D Variable r 12 d gIM 11

Time of year see Table 2 also

P Enjoyment of course not significant

P Lear in class .53 <.10

B Off task behavior not significant

O Lab report: total not significant

0 Ex.m: total .61 <.05

0 Exam: applications .59 <.05

-.55 -.04 13

-.04 .38 13

-.31 -.04 13

Mae. The indicator is the coding characteristic of the laboratory class meeting that is
employed in the analysis to create two categories for comparison. For time of year the two
categories are start vs middle of year. D is the domain fromwhich the variables are sampled: P
= person, B = behavior, E = environment, and 0 = outcome. Thr effect size for the start of the
year is its and for the middle, dm. Mc number of observations that gts is based upon is
indicated by N.. The sum of the two NS for Lis and dM is 19. The statistics are, whenever
available, averages of those for the separate analyses of start vs rest of year and middle versus
rest of year.
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Earlir results can be restated for experienced users with demonstrations as follows.

The computer users, when compared with traditional apparatus users, reported for
demonstrations more interest in the course and in class meetings, more sense of learning, but
greater difficulty, and show less attention to _le teacher than they reported k'l.d showed when
they were in active use of the apparatus.

Next consider the users with less experience. Time of year effects were, again, similar
to the overall results of time of year with a few exceptions. The differences in enjoyment of
computers, off task behavior, and lab report scores were not present. Changes not revealed in
the overall analysis included for the computer groups less sense of learning in class at the start
of the year 1!...an was kit by the traditional groups. In addition, the computer groups performed
worse on the total exam at the beginning of the year but better by midyear than did their
traditional counterparts. A low exam application score for the computer groups at tile start of
the year disappeared by midyear when both computer and traditional groups were equal on thismeasure.

Earlier results can be restated for inexperiencedusers with demonstrations as follows.
With demonstrat ,tars rather than acti%re student use the computer groups reported less interest,
confidence in their ability, feelings that the methods used were not effective, and sense of
knowing what they were doing, while reportingmore difficulty and sense of being rushed than
the traditional group members reported. Group involvement and attention to the apparatus
were also less, while attentic.. to the teacher and writing were greater for theft computer users
than for the traditional apparatus users.
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Table 1:11.5

Representative Means and Analysis Results

Person domain

TN-411

Variable Time
Period

Means
Computer Traditional

E 4f R

Difficulty of class pre + post 2.60 2.10 3.98 1,28 .05

Enjoyment of pre x post 2.34 3.29
computers 3.16 3.21 12.13 1,42 .001

Comfort with
computers

pre + post 4.08 4.42 6.41 1,57 .01

Confidence in
ability

post 3.65 5.35 5.74 1,22 .02

Know what doing post 3.36 4.10 6.32 1,32 .02

Motivated pre 3.33 2.60 5.96 1,28 .02

Interest in pre + post 2.43 2.59
class 3.00 2.68 6.16 1,34 .02

Amount learned post 3.53 3.15 4.65 1,62 .02

Rushed post 2.15 1.59 4.58 1,58 .03

Effectiveness of
methods

post 2.79 3.50 4.03 1,32 .G5

Independence post 3.53 4.14 4.05 1,22 .05
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Table II15 (continued)

Variable Sign of
g

Behavior domain

Means
Computer Traditional

x2 cif 2

C ff task + .292 .116 59.74 1 <.0001
.119 .196 13.84 1 .0003

Group involvement + .72 .65 8.56 2 .01
.546 .597 4.14 1 .04

Individual attention .120 .161 8.39 2 .02

Attention to teacher + .222 .139 26.44 2 <.0001
.155 .216 9.67 2 .008

Attention to apparatus + .960 .897 13.01 2 .00?
.642 .748 14.04 1 .0003

Writin 1- .126 .064 12.14 2 .001
.253 .352 8.57 1 .004
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Table 111.5 (continued)

Variable Time
Period

Lab report: tottl post

Exam: total post

Exam lab questions post

Exam: principles post

Exam: applications post

CREARE PROPRIETARY TN-411

Outcome domain

Means
Computer Traditional

E lz

10.00 7.17 12.98 1,30 .001

10.00 8.77 4.06 1,57 .05

10.00 7.59 4.85 1,57 .03

10.00 3.11 6.55 1,57 .01

Note. For each row of the table with the person and outcome variables an analysis of
covariance or variance is reported thatrepresents the difference score results r)f the earlier metanalyses. The time period indicates whether the variable was measured just before (pre) or atthe end (post) of class. When only one period is presented, or.:y that period was significant.
When both periods are summed, only the main effect of treatment was significant. What the
two periods are multiplied, the interaction over time was significant and is presented in the table
next to the post scores. All attitude scales range from a low score of 1 to a high or 5. Outcome
measures have been standardized so that the experimental group score is set at 10. For the
behavior variables a chi-square analysis is reported that represents the difference score resultsof the earlier meta-analyses. Behavioral scales are proportions of time in which the class was
observed to be engaged in that behavior. The sign of d column reports whether the effect size
indicated difference in favor of the c :mputer groups (+) or the traditional group; (-). Where
they existed, results for both directions of effect sizes are reported.
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DISCUSSION

A complex though comprehensible picture emerged of the multidimensional and
multidomain nature of educational outcome from CBI in science teaching. The conflicting
changes in behavior and attitude found by Kuhl, Ku lik, & Cohen (1980) and the small attitude
effects reported by Ku lik, et al. (1983) are understandable in light of the present results. Most
interesting were the differences between attitudes and performance. In some cases, such as for
courses with a high degree of computer experience where the demonstration mode was used,
improved attitudes were directly proportional to increased achievement Yet when
demonstrations were compared with active student use of the computer, the demonstration
mode resulted in improved attitudes butdecreased achievement. Our knowledge has advancedto the stage where research on CBI mu% with for the confounding variables and seek to
understand the comrlexity of the =de/lying process rather than simply demonstrate adu fence in scores.

The particular variables isolated in the design of the study Awe found to play important
roles in determining the imract of the CBL Time of year, degree of computerexperience, andmode of use each produce main effects on outcome and interact with other variables in
significant ways. No single condition is optimal. Instructors must choose tools and
approaches basis of their goals; they cannot, unfortunately, simple choose the
universally best treamre:t.

One rather general effect was the change in attitudes towards comput=s, the course,and themselves that students reported with increased exposure to computers. When computer
exposure increased, whether through passage of time during the academic year, by being in aclass with extensive computer use, or by using the computer actively rather than observing a
demonstration, students reported less lilting of and comfort with computers. Often under these
same conditions students also reported less confidence in their own abilities and a din-hrished
sense of knowing what they were ding and thinking that the methods be.ng used in class wereeffective. It is important to remcmue- that these decreases were not from positive to negative
feelings, but were frnm very positive to somewhat less positive (from 4.4 to 4.0 on a 5 point
scale, for example). Field observations suggested two related reasons for this change. With
more computer experience students became more realistic in their exnectations of what could be
done with the computes. Initially many thought that the introduction of the conouter would
dramatic-11y simplify their task in lab. As the year progressed they discovered that, while theclerical work was decreased, there sis X11 was plenty to do in lab. Furthermore, both studentsand teachers found that the use of the computer did not make learning simpler in a eopitive
sense. In fact, both found the: the computer nr.de learning seem more complex in many ways.By eliminating much of the v irking and othr clerical tasks, the computer freed suidents andteacher to think more abo...L Me content of what they were doing. The ease and speed of
collecting data moat that there was more time to explore more questions in lab. Both the
teachers and students found this inerease in cognitive responsibility to be harder andmorechallenging. In con:, --tt 1:7-, the sir .plc, almost rote activities of earlier lab experiences students
found science to be hard work, especially when the new tool clearly removed the rote activities.
This suggests that ,he computer accelerated the contrast between simple and more professionalscience that has been reported by Hofstein and Welch (1984) as occurring between junior highschool and high schoo:.
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Concurrent with this decrease in attitudes was an increase in performance. Later in the

academic year CBI students engaged in less time off task during the laboratory and shifted theirtime from writing down data to attending to the apparatus. This improvement in behavior wasnot directly linked to an improvement in their laboratory reports; the computer groups initially
wrote better reports than the oho.% but this difference disappeared by the middle of the year.For classes with high computer experience there also emerged an improvement in examinationperformance by mid year, but this improvement did not occur as clearly for the classes withless teacher and student experience. Future work must carefully distinguish between
experienced Rad inexperienced classes when examining CBL

The mode in which the computer was use,' significantly influenced the impact of thecomputer on students. One of the contrasts between the modes ofuse was that between
experienced and inexperienced classes. The results indicate that in the inexperienced classesthe demonstration mode was k Is successful than the active student use mode. Field
observations suggested that this effectwas due to the experience of the teacher more than thatof the 3P-dents. Teacher resistance to CBI has been documented by previous work (Stimmel,Connor, a4cCaskill, & Durrett, 1981). The behavior of the teachercan also influence the levelof cognitive activity thatoccurs in the science classroom (Hacker, 1984). When using the
c,-.4nputer in a demonstration mode the teachers attitudes and experience are most exposed tothe students. Inexperienced teachers were less confident and more confused in demonstrationsthan were the experience, teachers. The attitudes and behaviors of the students seemed tr,
reflect these differences, though thestudents' performance on examinations was not Iffected.

At um beginning of the year students expected a great Gear from their computerdemonstrations, bu`.. this expectation was lost by midyear. The behavioral and outc,me data donot correspond to this change in attitudes, especially for classes with computer exprience. Infact, the behavioral data appear at first to be confusing for these classes. While motivation andinterest was higher, there was more off task behavior and less attention to the teacher and the
apparatus. This anomaly can be understPocl byexamining the group involvement behavior,which increased with experience. Classroom observation revealed this increase as resulting
from greater student discussion aboutthe process being dnonstrated. While the discussionwas associated with less traditionally expected measures m task behavior, it, nevertheles3,
was related to improved ability to remember the relevant principles and apply them to newsituations.

High school science laboratory exercises are traditionally used both to familiarizestudents with the methods and apparatus of science and to provide immediate examples ofphysical principles and relationships. In the first of these purposes the science lab exercise
may very well succeed to the extent that precision is maintained in the procedures. In itssecond purpose, the sciesiz lab may not be serving directly and immediately to add much to thelearning of facts and concepts. Data taken during c1 -s remains in tabular form until students
are required to produce a graph as a homework exel.,-se. While those with steady study habitsmay be prompt in completing such exercises, formost the principle or rdationship which the
data conveys remains hidden until the lab is discussed in a later class period. It is only when
the data take on a specifically meaningful form that they begin to be organized in easily
recallable fashion. It therefore stands to mason t..4t the more the data assume the necessary
form to convey the lab principle at the time of collection, the longer the students have to
practice with this form of the data.
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)ne might expect, then, that the active student labs would be more effective than the

demonstrations. The actual picture is not quite that simple. Student labs were seen as less
interesting than demonstrations, but were also reported to easier and less rushc..d. Writing
behavior was also less for student labs. Apparently the use of the computer did eliminatesome
of the clerical work load. Key to understanding the student labs an. lit examination data.
Application ability improved for students when they actively 'used the computer in class. There
is some indication that the learning strategies differed in the active student labs (see Weinstein
& Mayer, 1986, on strategies), and this resulted in an increased ability to use more broadly
what was learned. It is invortant to note that active student use of the computer was not
generally effxtive for all types of examination performance; its effect was focused on theability to apply.

The results of the 19 experiments do have one common pattern to them. Technology
can provide tools for learning, but it is what people do with the tools that determines their
effect. As argued by White and 'Fisher (1986), curriculum is a matter of people. The present
data have confirmed that what comput ;s do is provide a potential technique forhelping
students develop abstract reasoning skills and an enhanced understanding of science (Arons,1984). The results further suggest how this potential is converted into reality.
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