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Note: Parts in italics have been added since Mar. 17.

The Original Goal(s)

To provide a tutorial that would show teachers how to perform the task of candling a fresh egg without further assistance.

· This remains my primary goal so it is the one I will evaluate: Did I succeed in creating something that helps teachers be able to candle fresh eggs?

The Question(s)

Is it good enough to allow them to ‘go it alone’?

Usability:

Can people find what they need easily enough?

My main focus in the questionnaire is on areas of need, rather than accolades.

I will keep track of positive comments as well, such as: “This is the best description I’ve found”. I have already received numerous compliments by email.

Effectiveness of content:

Is it thorough, or at least good enough?

Perfection is an unreasonable goal in this context. I am looking for “good enough”. One way of quantifying this would be to create a measure of the % change implied by the listed problem or suggested improvement. 

I have added a question that asks the user to rate the unit. This value can be used as a starting point:

Overall, how would you rate this tutorial?

 [image: image1.wmf]The Best I've seen [image: image2.wmf]Excellent [image: image3.wmf]Good

 [image: image4.wmf]Fair [image: image5.wmf]Unhelpful [image: image6.wmf]A waste of time

Key Issue(s)

 I hate questionnaires.

I am more likely to do one if:

I want to help the author

It is short

It is easy

It is fast

I can choose between options rather than type something.

Note: I’ve decided to provide both clickable options and comment boxes. I will collect and tabulate all the data and see if I have sufficient numbers to do quantitative as well as qualitative analysis. If not, the analysis will be qualitative only.

What’s already been done:

Face validity – supplied by family, informal feedback from several (3-5?) teachers.

Content validity – supplied by two members of Dom-Bird mailing list (SME) – further validation will be sought.

Further, formal validity measures (construct, test item, predictive, inter-rater) will not be sought at this time.

(Lee & Owens pp196-197)

Research Methods

· On-line feedback [the unit includes an on-line feedback form]

· Informal testing [the unit includes a self-test, which I am categorizing as informal as it is entirely unsupervised, voluntary and anonymous]

· Direct (but informal) Questioning

· Examination of unsolicited (and solicited) emails.

Do not anticipate sufficient data to permit valid statistical analysis.

· Note: I intend to tabulate and classify the data and perform simple frequencies counts wherever possible. However, further statistical analyses require higher numbers of respondents to be valid. I can conduct frequencies counts (including values for: high, low, range, mean, median, mode), but calculating standard deviations, 3rd moments, tests of statistical significance, etc. normally require more responses than I am expecting. In the given time frame, I expect between 20-100 responses.

Note: Many of the questions involve descriptive answers, so statistical analyses are inappropriate here anyway.

Format

Questionnaire had just a few open questions. 

Needs to be SHORT or else people won’t do it.

Change: create check-boxes for everything; leave space for “other”.


This was completed Mar 18, and the new version of the questionnaire became available Mar 19, before the request for feedback went out to Dom-Bird. The initial demographic data was altered to allow the user to check the appropriate boxes rather than having to fill in a ‘blank’, although space was left for this option as well. (I never know what to do when a form has several options and I don’t really fit any of them but there is no place for me to explain.) The text boxes were resized to allow unlimited space as well as placing all in he position relative to the question. It is hoped this will make the questionnaire easier to navigate.


There are NO required fields. Data collected is written into a file along with a time-stamp.

Change: make format linear – provide user with info on how much is left to do.


The format was also changed and made available Mar. 19

Suggestions for self-test?


The initial demographic questions were adjusted to match the questionnaire in type and form. 


After a brief examination of the test responses to date [there were 4] it was decided to replace two of the images for question 1 & 2 with images that were clearer. [Image quality and clarity is an issue that will be hard to rule out.] It was also decided that question 8 would be replaced with am image that had a fairly obvious problem, which could possibly serve as a ‘control’. If they didn’t get this right, then it’s unlikely they’ll get the rest.


A text box for general comments was added to the end of the test, and the responses the user gets were varied depending on score. It was decided that rather than suggesting the user look at the tutorial again (“blame the user”), the response would request feedback (“assume author failed to meet her goal for this user”). It was also felt that a request for information might be friendlier than “Gee, you didn’t do so hot.”

NOTE ALSO: Some changes to the unit as a whole, including the navigation across the top was made Mar 19-21 as well. I began to prepare for the following units (incubation candling) and realized I needed to re-organize the sub-site. It contains hundreds of pictures already and there will be hundreds more to come. I changed the unit’s navigation partially in reaction to one of the respondents from Dom-Bird, and partially because I was unhappy with the order of the links. They are now numbered and progress down the columns and then across the rows. It was changed to this approach so the last three links would follow better. The last three links (feedback, self-test, next unit) were also changed to be in italics so they would stand out from the unit links.

Chosen Variables

On the “demographic data”

If I get enough responses, I can use these to categorize them (nice to have options)

Responses are un-verified: 

- means that I can claim no real confidence in the results

- OTOH respondents have no motivation to mislead – they are anonymous.

A general ‘rating’ question was added for the Mar. 19 release. It was decided to use descriptive words rather than a numerical rating. There is plenty of room for typed comments so it is hoped people will comment if they had issues with the rating scheme.

Questionnaire serves two purposes:

1. Tells me who is viewing this tutorial.

2. Provides suggestions for improvements.

Self-Test serves other purposes:

1. Tells me if people perceive the tutorial is helpful. (speaks to satisfaction; attraction)

2. Tells me if respondents are able to perform the task.

3. With enough respondents I might also be able to use the self-test to find areas of difficulty. If no-one gets a particular question right, then

a. It’s a bad question. (check with other ‘experts’)

b. The tutorial isn’t helping.

Analysis Plan

· Perform simple Frequencies on demographics and self-test [including all discrete data].

· Examine open questions – see if answers can be grouped.

· Rank grouped answers.

Questionnaire - content

Contains 5 demographic questions and 10 content/usability questions.

Users are informed of the format at the start and are told how the collected data will be used.
General Background:

Who are you (teacher; hobyist;…)?

Where are you from?

Why are you interested?

Accident, searching, teacher; hobbyist…

How long did you spend on the tutorial?
What frustrated you?

What would you like added?

Something you couldn’t find?

Would you recommend this to others?

Other comments.

Self-Test

Contains 8 ‘demographic questions’. The first 5 are identical to those on the questionnaire and the other 3 relate to past experience with the task and ‘satisfaction’.

Contains questions pertaining to:

Classification (shell-examination & candling):



Eggs for hatching



Eggs for eating

Use of Candler

Identification:



What’s wrong with this egg?

Egg ‘age’ related to hatching viability.

Egg “anatomy”.
Solicitation of feedback:

Dom-Bird [request was sent out Mar 19]

Local teachers whose emails I have [request to be sent out Mar 24-26]

Teachers that are booking with me [I’ve been asking them as they book]

I won’t actually have any pick-ups before this assignment is due

Could I submit addendum? [I currently have 3 pick-ups scheduled for April 11, and another 5 April 18]
I’d be thrilled to have the class evaluate this and provide feedback as well…..
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