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Abstract

The purpose of this study is to suggest a plan to improve the development of Al educational contents
through the usability test of Al educational contents. Among the seven factors of the Al education content
usability test result, the ‘content readability’ factor was the lowest, suggesting that correction and
supplementation are required first for usability improvement. Second, there is a difference in the average of
Al education contents according to gender, so it is necessary to develop a balanced content Ul considering
gender. It was confirmed that the high average of female students compared to male students was not a
specific test index, but rather high overall. Third, Al education contents showed a difference in average
according to school level. The average of high school showed lower usability compared to elementary and
middle school, and above all, the responses that the contents of high school contents were difficult to
understand and were not remembered were high. In conclusion, the overall readability of the content
should be corrected, but above all, the overall correction and supplementation including the readability of
the content for high school is the most necessary.

Key words : Al educational contents, Usability test, Learner’s cognition
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<Table 1> General Status of Respondents 8540130t} o] FH T IHARR stoiF
S FHY=E AL H T AL E
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VIsIo (cases) (%) aff 1o =zd gl dhall A gl A
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<Table 2> Usability Test Index for Students(Heo,
2022)
Test .
An Test Indicators  Contents of Test Factors
ea
(Indicator 1)
Convenience of Learning content is
Content convenient to use.
Manipulation
(Indicator 2) I can easily find the
Ease of Accessing desired learning content
Learning Content and materials.
(Indicator 3) The learning content is
Design based on designed to be easy to
the Message understand and
Design Principle memorable.
(Indicator 4) The pictures and letters
Readability of the are concise and highly
Content readable
The menu is
Ul systematically structured.
I can know my current
location in the content.
(Indicator 5) The stmctgre of the
Structured Menu Menu is simple, so I can
easily find the content I
want.
The structure of the
menu is visually
convenient.
(Indicator 6) The menu is consistently
Consistency of  organized across the
Menu entire content.
(lndlca}t(.)r 7 Menu names are
Intuitive intuitively easy to
Understanding of un derstar?ld Y
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<Table 3> Technical Result
by 7 Indicators
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<Table 5> I can easily find the desired learning
content and materials.

Test Indicators

SD

(Indicator 1
Convenience of Content
Manipulation

4.41 0.77

(Indicator 2)
Ease of Accessing
Learning Content

4.28 0.80

(Indicator 3)
Design based on the
Message Design Principle

4.14 0.95

(Indicator 4)
Readability of the Content

3.87 1.03

(Indicator 5)
Structured Menu

422 0.60

(Indicator 6)
Consistency of Menu

4.34 0.72

(Indicator 7)
Intuitive Understanding of
the Menu Name

4.29 0.82

<Table 4> Learning content is convenient to use
Division F r&‘;‘;:)cy Ratio (%)
very negative 1 1.0
negative 1 1.0
neutral 8 8.2
positive 34 35.1
very positive 53 54.6
sum 97 100.0
FAAA SHE 20%E et sty Zdx
= SpEe) ABSIolE ul% ALge) st
A ARE e & A
Zel= urel glol WA s g A
golde B BFA “dshs A% UE 2 &
22 47 22 Yrkreks SR Agke e
TETH44.3%), T1HTH433%) 2 FHA] SH
o] 87.6%3 <Table 5>%} #o] LERRL

F
Division requency Ratio (%)
(cases)
very negative 1 1.0
negative 2 2.1
neutral 9 9.3
positive 42 433
very positive 43 443
sum 97 100.0
FAAL SHE 31%E vER, dstE Sy
e % ARE AN V15 B A4 RS 5
93, B4 g Bl 482 AT 5 vk
ZHl= ulel lof AvAde wAA A
of WE RS BE B < gl o
stk i, 7196 2 JEF tiARlE gt
g S Aye vl 29vh433%)y, <1Eth
(37.1%) = 5 H 41 Ho] 80.4%=E <Table 6>}

ol b,

<Table 6> The learning content is designed to be
easy to understand and memorable

Division Frequency Ratio (%)
(cases)

very negative 1 1.0

negative 7 7.2
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<Table 9> 7 Indicators’ Usability Analysis by Gender

Test Indicators Male Female Average

(Indicator 1)
Convenience of Content 4.39 4.45 4.42
Manipulation

(Indicator 2)
Ease of Accessing 4.18 448 433
Learning Content

(Indicator 3)
Design based on the 3.97 4.52 424
Message Design Principle

(Indicator 4)

Readability of the Content 373 416 394

(Indicator 5)

Structured Menu 415 4.36 4.25

(Indicator 6)
Consistency of Menu 4.03 4.45 425

(Indicator 7)
Intuitive Understanding of  4.02 448 425
the Menu Name
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<Table 10> Usability Analysis by Grade

Division n M SD F scheffe
elementary® 47 427 0.50
>
middie® 23 446 045 7.089" &€
b>c
high® 27 391 0.63
rap< 001

TAHO R, 258w HdS 427(M=0.50), T
1 4.46(M=0.45), 1531 3.91(M=0.63)% L}E}
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<Table 11> Usability Analysis by Grade

Factor 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

elementary” 4.47 428 430 4.13 424 436 428

middle® 448 452 439 430 442 457 3.70

high® 426 4.07 3.67 3.04 401 411 3.96

M 441 428 414 387 422 434 429

(Indicator 1) Convenience of Content Manipulation
(Indicator 2) Ease of Accessing Learning Content

(Indicator 3) Design based on the Message Design Principle
(Indicator 4) Readability of the Content

(Indicator 5) Structured Menu

(Indicator 6) Consistency of Menu

(Indicator 7) Intuitive Understanding of the Menu Name
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<Table 12> Gender and Grade Chi-square Test Result

o Ratio (%)
Division - PR —
elementary® middle high® total
Male 25 23 18 66
(25.8%)  (23.7%) (18.6%) (68.0%)
Female 22 0 9 31
(22.7%) (0%) 9.3%)  (32.0%)
X(p) 15.593(.000)
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