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An Evaluative Study for Implementing the Experiment of E-math on Ministry of Education

Discovery Schools from Teachers and Students Point of View

Younes M. Alyounes, Eman R. Abed, Ismael S. Alborsan *

ABSTRACT

This study aimed at investigating the implementation of E-math on theMinistry of Education discovery
schools from teachers and students point of view. A sample of 56 teachers and 97 students from discovery
schools were randomly selected, and asked to fill a structured questionnaire and respond to a set of open
questions. Evidence of reliability and validity for the instruments were established before collecting the data.
Frequencies, percentages, means, standard deviations, and F-Test were calculated. F-Test was found
significant, so it followed by post hoc comparison test (Tukey).
From teachers point of view, the most important results were the degree of their satisfaction which was the
highest on the multimedia, followed by the subject matter, then the worksheets. Moreover, the results
showed: the most important prerequisites to teach e-math, the most important obstacles that encountered
teachers during teaching math, the main things that teachers expected to change in their instruction, the
most thing that affected students during learning e-math, the most positive thing on e-math. However, from
students point of view, the main results were: the degree of their satisfaction about the contribution of e-
math in improving their achievement was great, and their satisfaction, in general, was in the lower classes
higher than in the upper classes. It also showed that the most important things that impressed them on e-
math, and the most obstacles that faced most of them while they: learning it. Some recommendations were
suggested.

Keywords: Educational Evaluation, E- learning and Teaching, Math Teaching.

* Faculty of Educational Sciences, The University of Jordan; Faculty of Educational Sciences/UNRWA/,. The Ministry of
Education. Received on 23/12/2007 and Accepted for Publication on 23/3/2009.

- 156 -



