Research Questions

@
Are the Evidence Games usable and feasible in a middle school educational setting? Context of Work
- Is the game easy and enjoyable for students to use? Y
- Are teachers and students satisfied with the game experience and outcomes?
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Are teachers able to use the Evidence Games with fidelity?
- Do teachers use the Evidence Games to support science instruction?

- Do teachers support the social component of scientific discourse through the CO”abOrative Online VideO GameS Engaging M|dd|e SChOOI StUdentS
in the Evaluation of Scientific Evidence
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Do teachers who use the Evidence Games understand scientific claims and qualifiers;
difference between fact, opinion, data, theory; components of logic; and
counterarguments?

Do students who use the Evidence Games understand scientific claims and qualifiers;
difference between fact, opinion, data, theory; components of logic; and
counterarguments?

The Evidence Games will be
designed for middle school
science students and their
teachers. Development of the
games will occur with the help
of middle school science
students and teachers at
Argentine Middle School in

Based on Toulmin, S. (2003). The uses of argument. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge Kansas City, Kansas.
University Press.

Are teachers who use the Evidence Games more successful in the use of an analysis of
evidence and scientific argumentation as part of science instruction?

Are students who play the Evidence Games more successful in assessing scientific
claims and making judgments about evidence?

Development Products

Our current production includes initial prototype development and the first iteration in wire proto-
types that are being tested with target science students and teachers.
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Game Format:

Recognizing that there is not a whole lot “fun”about the challenge of making deci-
sions about scientific claims and evidence, the proof-of-concept has to do with
whether the target game features incorporated into the design of the Evidence
Game will maintain engagement and make the game fun. These features include fo-
cused goals, ease of learning, rapid and frequent responding, multiplayer competi-
tive play, various achievement levels for individual players and teams, choice and
autonomy, and increasingly challenging tasks.
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