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Introduction:


The purpose of this assignment was to evaluate ADAM using two different testing methods and one inquiry method.  One of the main characteristics of this system is that it uses different human-like personas to make users feel more comfortable.  The main purpose of this system is to act as a tutor to beginning computer science students.  It instructs users in programming concepts using C as a base language.  A synthetic voice reads prepared lessons that are shown in an adjoined frame in HTML.  After a tutorial on a specific programming concept has concluded, a user takes a quiz to test the retention of the information conveyed.  This study will investigate how users interacted with the system, as well as the opinions they expressed regarding the system interface.

Objective:


The objective of this assignment was to evaluate the ADAM interface by allowing test subjects to interact with the system, and observe this interaction for possible feedback on things that could be improved on the interface.

We had the following objectives for the experiment:

· That the subjects choose a tutor suitable to his/her personality

· That the subjects complete the first lesson and the quiz (pass or fail).

· That there be a minimum of distractions in the testing environment

· To correlate the subject performance with the ability to understand the concepts.

The reasons we chose such objectives were as follows:

· The idea of picking the personality was to provide the users with the feeling that they were in control, but also to give them a chance to pick a face with which they felt most comfortable.

· We feared that some non-technical users might become frustrated with the fact that they could not answer some of the questions. 

· We also feared that they would become overwhelmed with the amount of knowledge being covered in the presentation and prematurely abandon the experiment.

· We wanted to give the users total and complete concentration while listening to the concepts and taking the quiz. 

· We hoped that there would be some correlation between the way in which subjects interacted with the interface and how well they did on the quiz at the end of the lessons.

Methodology:


For our evaluation we used two testing techniques: thinking-aloud protocol, and question-asking protocol.  For our inquiry method, we used a questionnaire.


Our hypothesis was that average users would be able to sufficiently learn the concepts and be able to perform well on the quizzes based on the lecture.

Subject Selection:


For our subject selection, we picked some of our friends and acquaintances.  We divided them into two separate groups.  We tested the first using the thinking-aloud protocol, and the second using question-asking protocol.  We further divided the groups based on the technical knowledge of the users.  Half of each group had a basic point-and-click understanding of computers and interfaces in general whereas the other half had actual experience with programming languages.  

The purpose behind using these test groups were as follows:

· We were trying to see if the interface was harmful or helpful to users.  Users with programming experience were expected to do better regardless of the interface, while those who had no programming experience were expected to possibly grasp some of the concepts.

· We hoped to use the programming savvy users as the control and the non-technical users as the variable group.

Experiment Setup:

We felt that the best approach in experimentation would be to create an environment in which the user would be most comfortable.  For this reason, we opted to test the system with subjects in an on campus lab, a user’s workplace, or with a powerful laptop in a user’s home.  They had the familiar monitor, keyboard, and mouse. We were trying to collect the maximum amount of data we could based on the interface, and if the user felt uncomfortable with the surroundings, they might be reluctant to give adequate data.  The more data we could collect, the better off we were to produce results.


The experiment was structured as follows, we gave the users a list of tasks to do.  

The tasks entailed :

· Signing the consent form

· Choosing the personality with which the user would be most comfortable.

· Listening to the information given in lesson one

· Taking the quiz at the end of the lesson.

We logged in to the systems ourselves, so as not to entangle the users in tedium.  The users were first introduced to the personality selection page.  From there they went to lesson one.  Other than the task list, we gave the users no instruction as to what they were supposed to do.  The users were to go through the lesson and then take the quiz at the end.  We provided the users with no prior information about the interface, and we kept participants from conversing with each other about the interface.  We also did the testing on an individual basis rather than in tandem, in order to keep participants from influencing each by their dialogs.  Rather than force our users to continue until they completed the quiz, we allowed the users to go through the quiz once.  We felt this was a good decision, as some users became hostile when they did not pass the quiz and thought they had to go through it again.  One user even went so far as to give an obscene gesture to the talking head after being informed of this.

We instructed half of the users to think aloud as they interacted with the interface; however, since there was not much interaction to be done, all of the subjects passively listened to the instructor.  It was also somewhat hard for the users to think aloud, due to the auditory nature of the information the interface relayed.

For the second half of the users, we made notes of how they interacted with the interface, while they were going through the lesson.  We waited until after the users had completed the lecture, and the quiz, as well as the survey described below, and then proceeded to ask questions regarding these interactions.

All users were asked to complete a survey, which contained minimal background information, Likert scale questions, and short-answer opinion questions.  A copy of the survey is included in this report.  

Results of Data:


From the data collected we were able to draw a few conclusions.  We were able to narrow down the most common likes and dislikes of the interface.  Users also gave a few correlated suggestions on how the page could be changed for the better.  


The layout received the highest marks from the users.  Followed by the navigation and color scheme.  Below is a graph demonstrating the results pulled from the Likert scale questions of our surveys.  
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From the short-answer opinion questions, we compiled the following likes and dislikes of users.

Likes:

· The layout and the talking head

Dislikes :

· The speaker spoke too quickly for users to keep up.

· The questions in the quiz are not entirely drawn from the instructed material; therefore the user needed prior knowledge of C to answer the questions.  

Things we, the researchers, found while conducting the experiment:

· Not being able to see a user’s score was a drawback, which made us unable to figure out which questions or topics were not covered thoroughly.  

· Most users were not aware, or ignored the pause button, despite the fact that they commented the lecture was paced too rapidly.  Others commented that the navigation buttons were more or less “useless.”

· Users that had no prior knowledge of C could not pick up the syntax of the language.  Things like variable types (float, double, etc.) confused these users, as well as the looping structures.  Other users were not even aware that the language being used was C, despite the fact that the lecture repeatedly said this.

· We also found that among non-programming literate users the talking head was distracting them from following the lesson.  Others stated that the gestures and movements of the head were distracting while they tried to take the quiz.

Conclusions:

From some of the information that was harvested from the recordings of the thinking aloud sessions and the questioning session, we were able to make a few conclusions. In most cases, the subjects never felt a necessity for the buttons. They became passive and let the talking head control the presentation’s progression through the lesson. In some cases they allowed the tempo of the instructor to distract them, confuse them, or create a reluctance to interrupt the progression of the presentation. Another issue that was brought to our attention by users was the lack of knowledge of specific number types in computer languages. 

Some things were fairly obvious to users, as all users soon figured out the need to click play to begin.  Others were not so obvious, as some users did not understand the necessity for some of the other buttons to be on the interface.  Other uses of the buttons themselves had unexpected actions.  One user wished to gain help on the quiz, and pressed the play button, which resulted in this user’s quiz being reset.  The said user was quite upset at this.

The results of our experiment with regards to the number of people who passed was inconclusive.  Of all of our participants, only two passed the quiz at the end, and only one of these users had prior programming language knowledge.
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A possible interface issue, if trying to give the interface a human look, is the occasional glitch that causes the talking head to look like a raving mad lunatic. This really did happen (refer to the included image).  We found this glitch so amusing, that we had to get screenshots.
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