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ABSTRACT

Since the evaluation of students’ computer artwork is usually subject to personal preferences, students, their parents or teachers

often raise questions about its objectivity and fairness. The methods and criteria of evaluating artwork are very different from those

of standardized tests or multiple choice questions which have correct answers. In standardized tests which mainly test students’

knowledge of facts, how the questions are made is more likely to be people’s major concern instead of evaluators’ judgments. In

evaluating computer artwork, it’s hard to be objective. Therefore, grades that different evaluators give to a certain piece of

computer artwork may vary greatly. This thesis studies how the evaluation of computer artwork is done at some elementary schools

at present. It also presents a new online system for evaluating computer artwork in hopes of helping with the current evaluation

problems such as the lack of objectivity and too much artwork to evaluate for teachers because the class size is too big. To make

evaluations more objective, analytic hierarchy process (AHP) and fuzzy theory are applied to the new system. This online system

makes it possible for teachers to do the evaluation in a more objective way. While analytic hierarchy process helps teachers decide

the percentage of a certain criterion, expressions commonly used in fuzzy theory enable them to use five categories such as 

“excellent” and “good” to evaluate a piece of artwork instead of just giving them a grade. Because evaluating artistic work is

often subject to individual preferences, it is better to make sure the criteria are shared by evaluators and used in a consistent manner.

Kendall’s coefficient of concordance is used to examine the consistency of different evaluators’ work. The result is significant,

which shows the fact that by using the new system the differences among evaluators’ work are greatly reduced. According to our

interviews, the teachers who participated in the project are satisfied with the new system because it enables them to do evaluation on

the computer more efficiently and objectively. They also express their willingness to keep using it in evaluating computer artwork in

the future.
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