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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study is to analyze the teachers’ perceptions about the various evaluation methods used in
SW education and to find ways to improve the usefulness of the field. To do this, we surveyed the teachers who
were educated about SW education evaluation. As a result of the study, it was recognized that the use of output,
portfolio, and observation evaluation in SW education class is suitable for evaluating Computational Thinking(CT)
and useful for field application. On the other hand, paper and self-evaluation are useful for field application, but
they are relatively inadequate to evaluate CT. Portfolio, design, and interview evaluations are good for measuring
CT, but they are difficult to apply to the field. Also, evaluation criteria, evaluation factors, and strategies were
found to be difficult to apply. Therefore, we suggest the necessary measures to apply SW education evaluation
method more effectively.
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Percentage
79.5
20.5
100.0
36.1
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24.1
100.0

z

Frequency
66
17
83
30
33
20
83

Male
Female
Total

Total
0~ 1 year

1~ 3 year

More 3 year
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<Table 1> Demographics of the Teachers
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<Table 3> Distribution of Experience Applying Evaluation Methods in Class (Multiple Answers)
Total Paper and Pencil  Practical Observation Self Peer Other Do not try
~ 1 year 70 5 (7.1%) 23 (32.9%) 19 (27.1%) 7(10.0%) 5(7.1%) 3(4.3%)  8(11.4%)
~ 3 years 90 9 (10.0%) 9 (32.2%) 29 (32.2%) 10(11.1%) 12(13.3%) 1(1.1%) 0(0.0%)
more 3 years 64 7 (10.9%) 17 (26.6%) 18 (28.1%) 10(156%) 11(17.2%) 1(1.6%) 0(0.0%)
Total 224 21 (9.4%) 9 (30.8%) 66 (295%) 27(121%) 28(125%) 5(2.2%) 8(3.6%)
9k 10.0%, 1~3d w9k 11.1%, 31d ©|A 15.6%) 18|, <Table 5> Difference of Usefulness According to
297H1d 1 7.1%, 1~39 ulgk 13.3%, 39 o] A4 Experience(ANOVA)
17. 2/0)“ AEo]l BE&TE AR dlFo] sojunh 5, Methods  Experience M SD F  p Sheffe
SW w&o fjdt Ago] Be&42 1) thokst 37 1 less 1 353 1.13
- I Paper and ~ 3 354 122 0.001 999 -
HE AEE e S & 5 drh
" 1dl Ees A = A Pencil more 3 355 1.39
Average 354 122
4.2 CT HoI dgdl 88 R84 o4 E4o less 1 430 .70
~3 430 76 034 966 -
) Product— e 3 4% &7
4.21 CT &7 Hgd oA &4 Prac Average 431 71
tical less 1 430 74
S e] CTE WAha o] Hare wne] da wAl Port ~3 436 65 3.42.037* (2,3)
folio more 3 380 1.05
S59] 912 =5 <Table 4>¢} 7L°] [Ba= =y Average 490 &
AA, 47 o] W AEE HI7HM: 434, SD: less 1 403 92
067), ZEZ S B7HM: 434, SD: 0.70), EH B7 Opservation —— 33 j‘l)g 19087 106900 -
more . .
. I ARyE| .
(4.04, SD: 0.81), 18]a1 & 7H4.03, SD: 0.86)Z Average 40690
E}tTh less 1 360 1.03

)

S, A 9 e g2 Ao £4 A EA47 St ~3 350 %0 891 44 -

R fould A5 HolA = kst more 3 390 .7

rlr

Average 366 91

less 1 380 1.06
<Table 4> Suitability of Evaluation Methods P ~ 3 360 93 500 609 -
eer
more 3 38 87

Evaluation Methods Average SD Average 373 96
Paper and Pencil 3.28 1.00 loss 1 356 67
Practical Product(Ogtput) 4.34 67 Design ~ 3 369 101 184 /33 -
Portfolio 4.34 70 Journal _more 3 365 81
Observation 4.03 36 Average 363 84
Self 3.36 87 Other less 1 350 97
Peer 363 94 Inter  ~ 3 363 99 857 48 -
Other Design J F)urnal 3.89 97 view more 3 325 1.20
Interview 4.04 81 Average 349 104
*p<0.05
422 B% R84 914 24

AA, 44 oo yehd WWe AEE H7HM:

st Ao A HLslr)o 88 Byt e ot 431, SD: 0.71), XEZ2] 2 H7HM: 4.20, SD: 0.82), #
B4 A= <Table 5>9 21t ZH7HM: 4.06, SD:0.99)E A71H7} I 2o nALe
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<Table 6> Analysis of Difference Between Suitability and

Usefulness
Method Category M SD t D
CT Evaluation =5 o0 4 )
Paper and (Suitability)
. - — 257 012
Pencil Field Application
354 122
(Usefuleness)
Product CT Evaluation 4.34 .67 118 677
Prac (Output) Field Application 431 .71 :
tical Portfolio (_DT Evalqat1gn 4.49 70 979 007w

Field Application 4.20 .82

— CT Evaluation 403 8
Observation 0 770 lication 406 99 = 801

CT Evaluation 3.36 .87
Self Fald Application 366 01 o2 002+

CT Evaluation 363 .94
Peer  Tad Application 373 96 % ¥

Design (?T Evalu.atu?n 389 97 940 019%
other Journal Field Application 3.63 .84
Interview CT Evaluation 4.04 .81 490 000%

Field Application 3.49 1.04

#p<0.05 #xp<0.01
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(Fig. 1) Difficulties Using Evaluation Methods
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