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Abstract

The purpose of this study is to review existing evaluation tools for educational software and to
provide insight and guidance for future projects in this context. In total, 42 studies have been
taken into consideration as a result of conducting searches using keywords such as
“Educational software evaluation”, Software evaluation”, “Educational software evaluation
forms/scales” in the following databases: “Education Resources Information Centre (ERIC)”,
“Marmara University e-Library”, “Science Direct”. Whereas, a set of criteria has been
determined for the selection of evaluation tools to be included within the scope of the study
and 29 of the initial 42 items have been selected for review. There is an increase in the
number of evaluation tools between the years 2006 and 2010. However, there is no sufficient
number of evaluation tools targeting “educational games” and this is a remarkable result. It
was concluded that reliability and validity studies are a very important part of developing
educational software evaluation tools and this is a matter that should be considered in future
studies.
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Introduction

Computer software that is prepared for educational purposes is called “Educational
Software”(Kelleci, 2010). Computer-based learning environments and educational software
has been used in primary, secondary and high school levels, in addition to institutions that
offer distance education (Ates, 2011). Educational software should be developed in
accordance with standards based on teaching-learning principles; in addition the requirements
of the target educational program where it will be implemented (Giizeller & Korkmaz, 2007).
Kara (2009) has stated that should not be expected any positive results from teaching
activities which had been done with low-level software.

The software prepared without considering the elements required for the development of
educational software may show negative results against teaching process, students, teachers
and teaching purposes (Tankut, 2008). Considering potential negative consequences, we
against necessity that particularly in educational software be evaluated as very broad and
comprehensive and be considered that evaluations before using this software (Gill &
Yesilyurt, 2011).

Educational software evaluation is to examine effectiveness of the learning software
opportunities giving students (Kelly, 2008). But Celikz and Erisen (2010) is defined



educational software evaluation as to determine that relationship between software current
level and expected level in particular quality. Based on these statements, educational software
to satisfy the learning needs of students, to provide experience in accordance with the defined
learning objectives and to achieve these so effectively are thought to be very important on
evaluation (Ates, 2011).

Cohen (1983) stated that on the literature had not been yet common decision about evaluation
of educational software. Accordingly many studies has been emphasized in with different
elements and it has been made evaluation on these elements. Simsek (1998) is arranged
evaluation criteria in his book as sophistication, resolving, objectivity, flexibility, sensitivity
and compliance with conditions. Celik6z and Erisen (2010) said that compatibility,
interoperability, effectiveness and efficiency is a quality indicator in educational software.
Aslan (2006) has been concluded that in his thesis, educational software collected in two main
areas is called “Design Review” and “Evaluation of Wholeness”.

It has been seen that evaluation forms or scales based on different criteria as in the evaluation
stage in many different studies. When Ates (2011) considering the educational software
evaluation forms scope of they had created six dimensions, Giilbahar and Tinmaz (2006) have
created their evaluation forms scope of four dimensions. In the literature it is possible to reach
many different size and scope of the established educational software evaluation forms. Due
to the lack of a research study on to examine this evaluation forms, it has been seen as an
issue that to examine this evaluations forms can be accessed on literature.

Purpose

Under the light of the literature review and in consideration of the aforementioned problems,
the purpose of study has been defined as “Review of educational software evaluation tools in
Turkey”. In accordance with this main purpose, the following questions have been
formulated;

1. How is the distribution of educational software evaluation tools in accordance with
their respective year of development?

2. What types of educational software evaluation tools exist?
3. How are the development processes of educational software evaluation tools?

4. How is the status of development work on educational software evaluation tools in
terms of relevant validity and reliability studies conducted?

5. What kind of scoring systems do educational software evaluation tools use?

6. From a technical standpoint, what types of software tools have been employed for the
development of software evaluation tools?

7. What kind of practitioner groups have been considered as users in the existing
educational software evaluation tools?

8. How are the number of dimensions distributed in the existing educational software
evaluation tools?



9. How are the number of items distributed in the existing educational software
evaluation tools?

Method
Research Model

In this study, content analysis method was used for the purpose of reviewing educational
software evaluation tools and to provide insight and guidance for future projects through
recommendations. Content analysis method is a scientific approach where oral, written and
other materials are evaluated objectively and handled through systematic review (Sert,
Kurtoglu, Akinci, & Seferoglu, 2012). In the content analysis method, there are four main
phases as follows: the processing of qualitative research data obtained from collections of
resources, coding of said data, detection of themes and the organization and interpretation of
results (Yildinm & Simsek, 2006). This here study is based on the fundamentals of the
content analysis method and results have been achieved in this manner.

Survey and Selection Criteria

Some criteria have been determined for the selection of the evaluation tools to be used within
the scope of the study. Accordingly, a survey has been conducted using keywords such as
“Educational software evaluation”, “Web based software evaluation”, Software evaluation”,
“Educational software evaluation forms/scales” in the following databases: “Education
Resources Information Centre (ERIC)”, “Marmara University e-Library”, “Science Direct”,
“Google Scholar” and “National Thesis Centre”.

Studies collected individually by the authors according to specified search criteria were
reviewed collaboratively. As a result of this review some studies were eliminated due to
repetitions. In total, 42 studies have been reached as a result of this process. Out of the 42
studies, 11 have been left out of the scope of the study due to the reason of not originally
including the evaluation form itself, whereas 2 have been left out for not having been
developed in the Turkish language. As a results of the examination, it has been determined
that five evaluation tools were actually based on secondary sources. But these five evaluation
tools were still taken into review because the primary sources themselves could not be
accessed by the authors. 29 educational evaluation tools have therefore been selected for this
study. Evaluation processes followed certain criteria in an effort to maintain reliability and
validity throughout the study.

Findings

The distribution of years of 29 studies included in the review was found to be as follows: one
study in 1996, two in 1998, one in 1999, one in 2002, two in 2004, two in 2005, one in 2006,
four in 2007, four in 2008, four in 2010, one in 2011, three in 2013 and in 2014. Whereas 13.8
% of studies were conducted between 1996 and 2000, 20.7 % of them were conducted
between 2001 and 2005, 44.8 % of them conducted between 2006 and 2010 and 20.7 % of
them were conducted 2011 and 2015.



Two evaluation tools were defined as “Surveys” (6.9 %), sixteen evaluation tools were
defined as “Forms” (55.1 %), four evaluation tools were defined as “Criteria Lists” (13.8 %)
and evaluation tools were defined as “Scales” (24.2 %) by the authors in 29 studies.

In 29 evaluation tools, one of them (3.5 %) were prepared for “Educational Games”, eighteen
of them (62.0 %) were prepared for “Educational Software” and ten of them (34.5 %) were
prepared for “Web Based Educational Software”.

Due to the lack of a specific description, 17.2 % of evaluation tools (5) were defined as
“Unspecified”. “Secondary Source” was used to define five evaluation tools (17.2 %), which
had no description about the processes of preparation for the fact that the main sources
included in these studies could not be reached. Ten of them (34.5 %) was prepared on the
basis of sheer literature reviews. And also 17.2% of evaluation tools (5) were prepared on the
basis of both literature reviews and expert opinion. Four evaluation tools (13.9 %) were
created by authors according to their own study purposes and these tools were defined by
authors as “Adaptation” types of tools.

Four of 29 evaluation tools (13,8 %) display “3-Point Likert” rating type, nineteen of them
(65.5%) have “5-Point Likert” rating type and one of them (3.5 %) has “7-Point Likert” rating
type. 10.3 % of evaluation tools (3) have two different rating types so they were defined as
“Mixed” type. In addition to this two of them (6.9 %) have “Positive / Negative” rating types.
Positive / Negative include in “Yes/No” and “Agree / Disagree” rating types.

Educational software evaluation form should be prepare for certain intended user groups. In
our research we determined that 13.8 % of evaluation tools (4) had no target groups and we
defined this situation as “Unspecified”. Five of them (17.2 %) were prepared on the basis of
“Primary and Secondary Class Students”. Besides, 37.9 % of them had intended users groups
of “Experts”, i.e. people who are either teachers or academics. As for tools intended for use
with “University Students”, eight of them (27.6 %) were prepared by experts. One of the tools
(3.5 %) was prepared for primary and secondary students, teachers, academics and experts
therefore that evaluation tool was defined as “Mixed”.

From the perspective of reliability and validity, we determined that two tools (6.9 %) had no
reports regarding reliability and validity concerns. Two of them (6.9 %) were concerned with
only validity practices while six of them (20.8 %) had only reliability practices. In addition to
this, six of them (20.8 %) displayed both reliability and validity practices, however, thirteen
of them (44.6 %) stated that reliability and validity practices were omitted from the study.

Nine evaluation tools (31.1 %) had three dimensions while six evaluation tools (20.7 %) had
four dimensions. 10.3 % of evaluation tools (3) were separated into five dimensions by
authors. In addition, five of them (17.2 %) displayed six or more dimensions. Whereas, 20.7
% of them (6) did not display any dimension over their respective items.

From the perspective of number of items in evaluation tools, we determined that eleven of
them (37.9 %) included 0 to 25 items. Similarly eleven of them (37.9 %) of them included 26
to 50 items. Two of them (6.9 %) included 51 to 75 items. In addition to this, 6.9% of them
(2) included 76 to 100 items. Three (10.4 %) included 100 or more items in their evaluation
forms.



Results and Discussion

From the review of literature accessible by the authors, it has been observed that educational
software evaluation tools in Turkish language are being developed since 1992. The "Software
Evaluation Form" developed by Numanoglu (1992) in this manner is the first example of
secondary sources about educational software evaluation tools. The lack of research on the
educational evaluation is so remarkable in the early 2000s. The tools used for educational
software in these years seem to be either adapted or borrowed from other contexts. Between
2006 and 2010, educational software and educational software evaluation studies seem to
have increased intensely and efforts on developing new educational software evaluation tools
grown. It is believed that the statement made by Sim, Macfarlane, and Read (2006) regarding
how there are insufficient methods on development of educational software evaluation could
be main reason that triggered the popularity in this field. However, between the years 2011
and 2015, there was a decrease in developing educational software evaluation tools although
technology and computer usage in education kept on increasing.

With the development of Web services, educational environments like object repositories, or
concepts such as web-based learning and open courseware are become more and more
widespread (Yigit, Biitiiner, & Dertlioglu, 2008). Due to this situation, it has been observed
that web-based educational software evaluation tools comprise 34.5 % of all the reviewed
evaluation tools. Ates (2011) has stated that educational games increase student motivation
towards lessons. However, it has been found that there is only one evaluation form regarding
educational games. This situation may point towards a lack of educational game area.
Evaluation of the quality and content of these educational environment should help to
improve these tools effectiveness.

Considering the development processes of educational software evaluation tools, it has been
observed that most of them were developed after an initial review of scientific literature. In
order to address concerns regarding validity and reliability, it has been observed that authors
generally used methods such as consulting expert opinion, conducting statistical factor
analyses, or ask a linguist to review the evaluation forms. Educational software evaluation
tools show similarity to one another in terms of number of items and number of dimensions.
This causes redundancy in items and dimensions of different evaluation tools. On the other
hand, it has been seen that there is a general lack of common methods or opinions in the
creation of evaluation tools because there are also many different item themes and dimensions
present. Another problem is that, there is no common method for establishing reliability and
validity in studies.

Future studies performed in the field of educational software evaluation could be helpful for
developing tools assessing reliability and validity of the said tools. Also, it is necessary to
make up for the lack of evaluation tools targeting educational games. Considering the last 2 or
3 years, there seems to be a decrease in the number of educational evaluation tools developed.
However, it is believed that having evaluation and assessment tools that are up to date and
that follow new technology closely, this could prove very effective in terms of enhancing
teaching and learning processes.
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