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Abstract
Current research on the use of digital technology in education has overgrown. It is 
becoming clear that technology will not unfold its pedagogical potential outlined in 
the literature on its own. To harness its full benefits, it is paramount to thoroughly 
understand the educational context and underlying pedagogical principles. This 
research reports how an educational technology can support students’ knowledge 
development from homework mathematics learning practices for 11 to 14 year-old 
students. The article describes the shift learning goals from producing the correct 
answer to understanding how to address current and future mathematical challenges 
as an important interaction between educational technology, teaching practices 
and student learning activities. The study revealed specific features of technology 
integration with mathematics teaching and learning practices. The findings 
highlighted the effectiveness of digital support for homework activities, indicating 
that there were benefits only when students and teachers used the full range of 
features and engaged in the process. Finally, the report provides practical tips and 
ground rules that can contribute to the successful implementation of educational 
technology for homework activities.
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Introduction

From very earliest studies it has been shown that technology-enhanced 
mathematics education can significantly contribute to various aspects of students’ 
learning process and their learning outcomes. Current research regarding the 
use of digital technology has overgrown (e.g., Ball et  al., 2018; Drijvers, 2019; 
Hillmayr et  al., 2020). It ranges from: providing quick and reliable feedback 
(Drijvers, 2019); supporting students self-regulation and analysis of their 
mistakes (Radović et al., 2019); creating simulations for exploring mathematical 
problems (Hillmayr et  al., 2020); seeing relations between algebraic and 
geometric representations of objects (Godwin & Sutherland, 2004); learning with 
applets and dynamic images (Ball et al., 2018); and enabling students to practice 
various skills and techniques at the speed and pace that suits them (Metwally 
et al., 2021).

The results of empirical studies have recognized numerous pearls (e.g., 
Drijvers, 2019), perils (e.g., Hillmayr et al., 2020), challenges (Bray & Tangney, 
2017), as well as the opportunities that technology-enhanced learning brings 
for both students and teachers (e.g., Hillmayr et  al., 2020). Metwally et  al. 
(2021) argued in their research that technology has the potential to enhance 
cognitive potentials of students, support their development of problem-
solving and higher thinking skills, and expand students’ knowledge. Moreover, 
technology in learning is often correlated with increase of students’ motivation 
during learn (Radović et  al., 2019). Radović and Passey (2016) argued that the 
responsibilities of learning are shifted to students so that they develop their 
skills of self-management and self-assessment. However, there are many factors 
with an impact on the outcome of technology integration into mathematics 
learning (Bray & Tangney, 2017). Studies often emphasize technology design, 
curriculum specificities, teacher practices, and underlaying instructional 
design (Godwin & Sutherland, 2004; Lim & Oakley, 2013). To harness its full 
potential, it is of utmost importance to thoroughly understand the educational 
context and underlying pedagogical principles (Drijvers, 2019; Hillmayr et  al., 
2020). To focus the discussion of previous research on the educational problem 
that is central to the research outlined in this manuscript, we will concentrate 
on a specific aspect of technology enhanced learning practice: homework in 
mathematics.

Researchers have studied various technological approaches developed for 
homework, including online homework platforms that automatically assign 
homework, management systems that improve the efficacy of homework 
organization and control, and anti-plagiarism systems that reduce copying activity 
and increase engagement during homework (Zhai et al. (2023). Other researchers 
have introduced different tools that enhance the process, such as MathAid 
(Viberg et  al., 2023) or ASSISTments (Murphy et  al., 2020). The outcome of 
these initiatives reviled affirmative characteristics that include providing feedback 
on answers and analysing mistakes (Ceviker et  al., 2022), adaptive questions 
with appropriate levels of knowledge and difficulty (Zhai et  al., 2023), and 
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personalized study plans based on the collected data targeting each student’s 
individual strengths and weaknesses (Serhan & Almeqdadi, 2020).

Moreover, technology for homework has made it possible for students to practice 
and improve their understanding at their own pace and comfort (Ceviker et  al., 
2022; Diara, 2023; Magalhães et  al., 2020), with automatic feedback immediately 
available (Diara, 2023; Zhai et  al., 2023). This also enables teachers to shift their 
focus from grading to adapting their instruction to meet students’ needs (Murphy 
et al., 2020). For instance, teachers can analyse common errors and misconceptions 
among students and modify their following teaching classes accordingly (Ceviker 
et al., 2022; Diara, 2023; Murphy et al., 2020).

Nonetheless, integrating technology into mathematics homework comes with 
several challenges. Viberg et al. (2023) stressed out the need to shift the teacher’s 
role from being an instructor to that of a facilitator, which requires a planned 
and structured approach to instructions. In recent research, Murphy et  al. (2020) 
recognized that the quality of homework is perceived higher by students when the 
homework process supports their learning and is relevant to what happens in class, 
including teacher follow-up. Other scholars emphasize the importance of relevant 
and innovative teaching and learning methods, highlighting the challenge for 
teachers to design effective learning experiences that incorporate technologies for 
homework with appropriate pedagogical methods (Magalhães et  al., 2020; Viberg 
et al., 2023).

It is becoming clear that technology will not unfold its pedagogical potential, 
outlined in the literature, on its own. Rather, effective and efficient integration 
of digital technology is about the instructional interplay between educational 
technology, teaching strategies, and student learning practices (Bray & Tangney, 
2017; Metwally et  al., 2021). In order to achieve a comprehensive understanding 
(Viberg et al., 2023), the next section of this paper will establish the theoretical and 
research foundation for homework activities, examining both the advantages and 
challenges faced by both students and teachers. “Research questions for this study” 
section will then focus on defining the research questions, exploring how technology 
can be best utilized to enhance the benefits of homework activities. The subsequent 
section, “Research Methods” section, will introduce the research methodology, 
including the study’s context, as well as the experimental and control learning 
environments. The following sections will present data analysis and research 
findings, concluding with a discussions, limitations, and conclusions.

Homework

The term “homework” refers to tasks assigned to students that are meant to be 
completed outside of regular school hours (Cooper et  al., 2006; Magalhães et  al., 
2020). In Serbia’s education system, homework serves an important pedagogical 
purpose with several prominent characteristics: it is assigned after each lesson, 
typically takes students between half an hour to an hour to complete, aims to help 
students review and reinforce the material learned in class, while also allowing 
teachers to identify areas where students may be struggling or misunderstanding 
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the concepts being taught. Teachers and educators have long viewed homework 
as an important way for students to practice and reinforce material taught in class 
(Ceviker et  al., 2022). However, the value of homework continues to be debated 
both in the scientific community and in broader society, particularly in the United 
States (Gill & Scholssman, 2004; Murphy et  al. (2020)). Interestingly, historical 
reports from the late 19th and early twentieth centuries reveal that homework was 
not always viewed as a critical component of the learning process. Critics referred to 
it as “mechanical schooling,” with some even suggesting that it could be detrimental 
to student learning (Heffernan, 2019, p. 80). Gill and Schlossman (2004) note that 
the most negative attitudes toward homework were present in 1901, when California 
law abolished homework for children under 15 and limited it in public high schools. 
However, during the space race of the 1960s, homework became more widespread 
and was mandated at all levels of education, with policies dictating the number of 
hours students were required to work (Cooper et al., 2006).

In current mathematics education and research, data on homework point to both 
positive and undesirable influences on students’ learning and learning outcomes 
(Heffernan, 2019; Metwally et al., 2021; Scheerens et al., 2013). Existing literature 
indicates that traditional, paper-based homework assignments may be viewed by 
students as a mundane aspect of their education, often leading to negative attitudes 
towards them (Ceviker et  al., 2022; Cooper et  al., 2006; Magalhães et  al., 2020). 
This can lead to procrastination, frustration, and burden to complete assignments, 
which can lead to copycat reactions from students (Magalhães et al., 2020). Studies 
also imply that student interest in homework can often diminish, especially when 
its characteristics are not balanced (e.g., amount, difficulty, pedagogical value, 
instructional rationale) (Cooper et al., 2006; Corno & Xu, 2004).

Despite these perils, homework is still valued by students (Murphy et al., 2020). 
Several literature reviews (Cooper et al., 2006; Fan et al., 2017; Magalhães et al., 
2020) recognized several categories of benefits: (1) direct impact on learning and 
achievement, (2) connecting math learning at home and at school, and (3) increasing 
teachers’ knowledge of students’ thinking and understanding.

Learning outcomes

Numerous research studies comparing students who regularly do homework and 
those who do not have shown that completing homework has a direct positive 
impact on learning outcomes (Cooper et  al., 2006; Fan et  al., 2017). Homework 
is highly valued for its potential to develop time management skills, study habits, 
self-regulation, and lead to better academic performance and higher grades (Corno 
& Xu, 2004; Fan et  al., 2017). According to Huyen Tham et  al. (2020), students 
have reported that homework can facilitate the development of a self-study routine, 
reduce stress levels, and enhance their sense of learning autonomy. A review study 
by Cooper et  al. (2006) found a positive correlation of approximately 0.60 SD 
between homework completion and academic achievement. Although a more recent 
meta-analysis by Baş et al. (2017) found a smaller average effect of around 0.20, it 
was still significant. However, the amount of time spent on homework is still a topic 



747

1 3

Journal of Computers in Education (2024) 11(3):743–762 

of scientific debate. Metwally et al. (2021) conducted a review that showed a positive 
relationship between homework time and student achievement, including retention 
of knowledge, exam and final grades, homework assignments completed, and overall 
performance. However, as noted by Scheerens et  al. (2013), who reviewed 128 
research articles, the results are inconclusive, with 32% of studies showing negative 
effects, 33% showing no significant effects, and 35% showing positive effects.

Connecting mathematics learning at home and in schools

Homework not only has academic value, but also fosters student responsibility and 
blurs the line between formal and informal learning contexts, facilitating knowledge 
acquisition both inside and outside the classroom (Radović & Passey, 2016; Radović 
et al., 2019). This is demonstrated in the findings of Murphy et al., (2020), Diara 
(2023), and Ceviker et al. (2022) research, which identified benefits such as a shift 
toward self-regulated learning; increased flexibility and autonomy for students; and 
better connection between home and school activities. Homework breaks down the 
traditional boundary between home and school learning, allowing classroom materi-
als and educational obligations to be applied to informal learning situations (Fig. 1).

Enhancing teachers’ knowledge of students’ thinking from analyzing their 
homework

As Cooper and colleagues (2006) argued, one way to gain insight into students’ 
knowledge and skills can be done through evaluation of homework. Moreover, it can 
help teachers not only deepen their understanding of students’ way of thinking and 
level of understanding of mathematical concepts, but also in planning instructions 
(Ceviker et  al., 2022). Such an approach allows teachers to respond in a timely 

Fig. 1  An overview of learning 
settings and learning activities 
(Radović & Passey, 2016)
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manner to clarify perceived ambiguities, adapt homework assignments and follow-up 
classroom discussions to students’ needs and to demonstrated misconceptions 
(poorly formed, fragile or missing concepts) (Murphy et  al. (2020)). In addition, 
analysing students’ homework allows teachers to be aware of individual needs of 
each student (Cooper et al., 2006; Radović et al., 2019; Zhai et al., 2023). Murphy 
et al. (2020) found that the type of intervention or tools used can impact teachers’ 
ability to target specific problems during their classroom review of homework.

Homework copying between students

Despite the potential benefits of completing homework, students in the traditional 
learning settings and paper-based homework often resort to copying it (Diara, 2023; 
Zhai et  al., 2023). Academic dishonesty undermines the student’s integrity and 
places a burden on teachers who must invest time and effort into preventing it or 
handling the aftermath when their efforts fail (Emerson & Smith, 2022). According 
to Sweet’s (2017) report, 80% of surveyed students admitted to copying homework 
at least once a month. Similarly, Felder’s (2011) study found that 49% of surveyed 
students engaged in unauthorized collaboration on homework. Students often 
justify their misconduct as a means to manage their workload given their time and 
resource constraints (Magalhães et al., 2020). Other reasons cited by Palazzo et al. 
(2010) include difficult homework problems that require too much time and a lack 
of interest in the learning that comes with homework. Felder (2011) suggests that 
this behavior is more prevalent in academic environments that prioritize students’ 
academic performance over the quality and quantity of their knowledge acquisition.

When students copy homework, teachers lack accurate information about their 
work, which can lead to incorrect assumptions about their mathematical abilities and 
the causes of their errors (Palazzo et al., 2010; Radović et al., 2019). This creates an 
ongoing challenge for teachers and researchers to develop more effective approaches 
to encourage and incentivize students to complete homework regularly, as well as 
to assist teachers in analyzing homework to better understand students’ thought 
processes and plan their instruction accordingly (Heffernan, 2019).

Research questions for this study

Numerous studies examined the empirical relationship between homework and 
academic achievement, motivation, and self-regulation (Heffernan, 2019; Magalhães 
et  al., 2020). Studies have also analyzed practices such as copying homework 
and possible remedies (Felder, 2011; Palazzo et  al., 2010; Radović et  al., 2019). 
Another strand of literature considered educational technology as an enabling tool 
for students’ homework engagement and academic gains (e.g., Cooper et al., 2006; 
Hillmayr et al., 2020; Murphy et al., 2020; Radović & Passey, 2016).

In researching the instructional interplay between educational technology, 
teaching strategies, and student learning practices, this study operates under two 
main postulates while acknowledging the potential benefits and drawbacks of 
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homework. The first postulate is that the use of technology in education can brings 
many benefits, but vary in terms of implementation, student activities, and the 
teacher’s role. The second postulate is that homework is not necessarily effective, 
and its success depends on its characteristics and pedagogical implementation. This 
study was conducted to address a gap in research and evaluate students’ learning 
gains in different learning environments where technology was implemented, 
and students’ and teachers’ activities were affected by the method of homework 
technology implementation. The study sought to answer one main research question:

RQ: To what extent do student learning outcomes differ in different learning 
environments where technology was implemented and students’ and teachers’ 
activities were affected by the method of homework technology implementation?

Research methods

To evaluate different instructional interplays between technology and homework 
activities this study employs mix method research design (quantitative and 
qualitative) with pre and post testing. Three variants of learning environments 
were designed: (1) Traditional Homework (control group, CON); (2) Technology 
supported homework with final solutions (experimental group 1, EXP1); and (3) 
Technology supported homework with explanations (experimental group 2, EXP2). 
The detailed differences will be explained in the “Treatment and the context of the 
study” Section. Treatment and the context of the study.

The study was conducted during the period of 8  weeks. Multiple data sources 
were used: PreTest assessment (initial knowledge test), every second weeks’ 
knowledge test (progress test), and at the end of the study PostTest assessment 
(assess students’ overall knowledge acquired during the intervention time). 
Additionally, student individual responses to homework tasks were collected, and 
used in qualitative part of the analysis.

Participants

This study took place in four different elementary schools in Serbia. Participants 
were 325 students from 12 different classroom cohorts who gave written consent 
to participle in the study. There were 165 fifth, 103 sixth, 35 seventh and 22 eighth 
grade students (from 11- to 14-year-old). Classes were randomly assigned to one of 
three conditions within each school: CON group (n = 120), EXP1 group (n = 97), 
and EXP2 group (n = 101).

Treatment and the context of the study

The experimental conditions were three variations of the mathematics learning 
environment. The different interactions between educational technology, teaching 
practices and students’ learning activities are shown in Table 1.
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In the control condition, students did homework as usual, without using educa-
tional technology. At the end of each lesson, the teacher provided students with a 
list of homework assignments that were the same for all students. In the subsequent 
lesson, during the introduction (usually lasting a few minutes), the teacher briefly 
reviewed the students’ paper-based solutions, addressed any issues with the tasks, 
resolved any doubts raised by students, and proceeded with the scheduled lesson 
material.

Students in the experimental groups (EXP1 and EXP2) completed their 
homework on the eZbirka web platform, which differed from the control group in 
several ways. Firstly, the tasks were slightly randomized for each student, making 
it difficult for them to copy from others. Secondly, the platform provided automatic 
feedback on students’ submissions, allowing them to self-assess and compare their 
answers with rubrics. This feature allowed students to practice as many times as 
they wanted. In contrast, the control group completed homework as usual, with 
no automatic feedback and no opportunity for redoing their work. Teachers in the 
experimental groups also had the advantage of checking students’ results before 
the next lesson, which enabled them to address any issues or concerns before class 
began. This personalized approach allowed teachers to adjust their teaching plans in 
advance according to the needs of their students.

The experimental conditions differed in the type of solution submitted by 
students. In EXP1, students provided short answers, enabling teachers to check 
if the homework was completed and whether the answers were correct. However, 
teachers were unable to determine the nature of any errors made by the students 
(such as calculation errors or misconceptions). In contrast, students in EXP2 not 
only provided the final answer but also detailed the steps they took to arrive at the 
solution and the reasoning behind their chosen problem-solving strategy. If they 
were unable to solve the problem, they also explained the reason for their difficulty. 
This provided valuable insight to the teachers, who could use it to address any 
misunderstandings in the next lesson.

Each homework assignment comprised of six tasks intended to aid students in 
comprehending the material taught after each lesson. The tasks were adjusted to 
align with the curriculum and encompassed various levels of complexity and math-
ematics competencies. Using the eZbirka web platform (depicted in Fig. 1), students 
typed in their solutions for each task in the designated answer field. The answers 
were then saved in the database and promptly available for teachers to review and 
analyze. Upon submission, students were given feedback and had the option to self-
assess their solutions. If the feedback helped them enhance their learning and com-
prehension, they could attempt another homework assignment with different tasks 
Fig. 2.
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Results

Analysis of knowledge tests result

Since the data were normally distributed, a parametric test was performed. Analy-
ses of variance (ANOVA) were used to determine whether there was a statistically 
significant difference between the study groups in terms of knowledge developed. 

Fig. 2  An example of homework for the teaching unit “Addition and subtraction of fractions with the 
same denominator” for students in the eighth grade



753

1 3

Journal of Computers in Education (2024) 11(3):743–762 

The significant results, adjusted with the correction for multiple testing, were further 
examined by post hoc tests and pairwise comparisons between groups.

The comparison of the mean values and effect of the different learning 
environments on students’ learning performance and test results are shown in 
Table 2. Although the participants in the Exp 2 group tended to score higher on the 
PreTest, the ANOVA test showed no statistically significant difference between the 
groups in terms of students’ performance on the PreTest.

Regarding students’ results on the assessment of knowledge during study (knowl-
edge test 1–4), we can observe some significant differences between the groups. 
As for knowledge test 1, the analysis of the results shows that the students of the 
three groups achieved relatively similar results (Table  2 and Fig.  3). After the 
first 2  weeks, the results of the experimental groups begin to improve (with sev-
eral significant statistical differences depending on the research condition). As for 
the Knowledge Test 2, the ANOVA showed that there was a statistically significant 
difference in the mean test score between groups (F(2, 296) = 3.97, p = 0.02). The 
post hoc multiple comparisons test showed that the mean value of the test score dif-
fered significantly only between the control group and EXP2 (Mean Diff = 0.525, 
p = 0.02). As for knowledge test 3, analysis of the results showed no statistical dif-
ference. For knowledge test 4, however, the ANOVA showed that there was again a 
statistically significant difference in the mean test score between the groups (F(2, 
111) = 3.8, p = 0.02). The post hoc multiple comparison test showed that the mean 
value of the test score was again significantly different only between the control 
group and EXP2 (Mean Diff = 0.878, p = 0.02).

Table 2  Comparison of test performance by group

Test CON (n = 123) EXP1 (n = 99) EXP2 (n = 103) ANOVA test

M SD M SD M SD

PreTest 2.87 1.23 2.91 1.24 3.23 1.19 F (2,324) = 2.84, p = .06
Knowledge test 1 2.82 1.20 3.01 1.48 2.92 1.31 F (2,302) = .51, p = .601
Knowledge test 2 2.88 1.40 3.29 1.45 3.40 1.36 F (2, 296) = 3.97, p = .02
Knowledge test 3 3.11 1.53 3.57 1.36 3.49 1.35 F (2, 128) = .99, p = .37
Knowledge test 4 2.76 1.04 3.53 1.33 3.64 1.27 F (2, 111) = 3.8, p = .02
PostTest 2.89 1.44 3.13 1.48 3.46 1.32 F (2, 313) = 4.47, p = .01

 2.00
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 3.00

 3.50

 4.00

Knowledge test 1 Knowledge test 2 Knowledge test 3 Knowledge test 4

CON
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Fig. 3  Comparison of mean scores of Knowledge tests performance by group
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Finally, the posttest scores of the three groups of students were compared 
(Table 2). The results of the ANOVA showed a statistically significant difference in 
the mean test score between the groups with respect to students’ final test knowledge 
(F(2, 313) = 4.47, p = 0.01). The post hoc multiple comparisons test showed that 
the mean value of the test score was again significantly different only between the 
control group and EXP2 (Mean Diff = 0.574, p = 0.01). Students in the Technology-
assisted homework with explanations (EXP2) group developed significantly more 
knowledge.

Pearson’s rank correlation was performed to determine the relationship 
between the knowledge test results of students in EXP2. The analysis suggested 
that students’ results were completely correlated (Table 3). Increase in knowledge 
on the knowledge test was correlated with higher results on the final test.

Analysis of student homework task solving description

The purpose of this qualitative part of the study is to analyze and illustrate 
students’ errors and misconceptions while working on homework tasks 
(Prakitipong & Nakamura, 2006; Trance, 2013). To this end, Newman’s Error 
analysis shame was used to code errors based on four types: (1) Comprehension 
(errors in understanding the task), (2) Transformation (error in problem 
transformation), (3) Mathematical processing (errors in process skills), and 
(4) Encoding errors (errors in writing answers) (Newman, 1977, 1983; Trance, 
2013). From homework solutions of students in the EXP2 group, we selected 
characteristic tasks and answers to illustrate the extent to which teachers were 
able to analyze and classify student errors as a reference for choosing appropriate 
teaching strategies for the next lesson to reduce and even eliminate student 
errors and misconceptions. This process could not be replicated with homework 
solutions from the EXP1 participant group because the students’ thinking process 
and problem-solving steps were often missing.

Table 3  Pearson’s rank-order 
correlation

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)

KT1 KT2 KT3 KT4 PT

Knowledge test 1 (KT1) 1
Knowledge test 2 (KT2) .56** 1
Knowledge test 3 (KT3) .75** .77** 1
Knowledge test 4 (KT4) .76** .76** .78** 1
PostTest (PT) .67** .66** .77** .76** 1



755

1 3

Journal of Computers in Education (2024) 11(3):743–762 

Homework task: comprehension errors

With comprehension errors, students have problems with misunderstanding 
the requirements of the task. They do not understand the meaning of symbols 
or questions, or they misunderstand mathematical terms. It also includes the 
inability of students to determine what is known and what is required of the 
problem (Newman, 1977, 1983). One of the most common ways of making 
these types of errors was selecting information incorrectly, or not being able 
to distinguish between relevant and irrelevant information (e.g., using all the 
information provided in a task or neglecting relevant information), or not being 
able to recall information that was not provided directly in the task.

Task In the lesson “Solve systems of equations using substitution”, students should check their 
knowledge by solving the following task: “Solve the system of equations using substitution: 
x = y + 23, x + 2 = −1”

Solution The statement obtained by the students: “I don’t know how to work with the system of 
equations without variables y in the second equation.”

The student solved all the previous tasks in the same lesson, where he had to 
calculate and handle systems of equations. In this case, the student was confused 
because one of variables was missing. Here an error occurred because student was 
not able to gather required information that was not directly provided in the task.

Task In the lesson “Equations with an unknown factor”, students should check their knowledge of 
the equation. One of the tasks is “What is the size of the side b of rectangle, if the size of 
side a = 3.5 cm and the area of rectangle P = 14cm2?”

Solution The explanation obtained by students: “Unknown side I get if I divide area by a size of known 
side, but how can we convert centimeters to fractions?”

This lesson incorporates solving real-world examples of equations that contain 
fractions. The student demonstrates pure mathematical knowledge of solving 
equations, but also a degree of misunderstanding of the relationship between the 
unit of measurement and the measured value.

Homework task: transformation errors

The transformation error is an error when the student incorrectly transforms the 
problem into a mathematical model such as equation, picture, graph, or table. This 
type of error is also noted when students try to answer the task without using all the 
mathematical procedures. It also occurs when students use an incorrect operation or 
mathematical concept without analyzing whether it is possible.

Task In the lesson “Percentage,” with the aim of refreshing students’ knowledge about the concept 
and characteristics of percentage, one of the questions reads, “Mrs. Petrovic bought 1 kg 
of shelled walnut. When she cleaned it, she got 400 g of clean walnuts. Determine what 
percentage fell on the shell.”
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Solution The explanation given to the students: “Using the ratio: 1000 g: 400 g = 100: x, we get that 
x = 40%. Therefore, on the shell 140% is gone.”

Student made the proportion correctly, was able to solve it, but did not understand 
how to answer the authentic and real-world question—learner did not understand the 
mathematical concept of percentage. The result reported as a solution suggests that 
the student answered even without analyzing whether the solution was possible.

Homework task: mathematical processing errors

Errors of this type correspond to students’ failure to perform mathematical 
rules or procedures, or lack of practice in solving mathematical prblem. Process 
skill error is when student using the correct procedure but making mistakes in 
calculation or computing. These include errors in solving algebraic expressions, 
or functions, errors in arithmetic and mathematical interpretation.

Task In the lesson “Application of multiplication and division of fractions” students must apply the 
knowledge of multiplication and division of fractions using real-life examples, one of the 
tasks is: “At the beginning of the school year, 400 notebooks were sold in a bookstore. The 
first day 3/5 of the total quantity was sold, 5/8 of the rest was sold on the second day. How 
many notebooks were sold on the third day?”

Solution The statement obtained by the students, “3/5 equals 220 notebooks, 5/8 equals 250 notebooks. 
That means on the third day 490 notebooks were sold.”

The teacher may notice the student’s handling of fractions (three-fifths of 
400 does not equal 220), but the lack of understanding of the mathematical 
requirements (in the second part of the answer “5/8 equals 250” is calculated 
from the original value noted in the task requirement—400, and not from what is 
left form calculation).

Task In unit “More Complex Equations,” students were expected to solve equations in which 
one variable occurs more than once: “Solve the equation: (a) 2x+ 3x+ 5.3+ 1.4 = 9.2; (b) 
4x+ 12.5+ 3.8 = x−10.”

Solution Students’ obtained explanation: “I didn’t realize how in the task there can be two variables x, 
and I don’t know which of the arithmetic operations to start from.”

The learner, in this case, self-defining a problem in knowledge. This error 
corresponds to students’ failure to perform the mathematical process of grouping 
sums.

Homework task: mathematical encoding errors

Encoding error is the student’s error in writing the answer correctly, unable to show 
the truth of the answer or validate the mathematical solution in terms of the real-
world problem, or not writing the conclusion of the answer. This error is often 
reflected in student’s impossible or unrealistic answer.
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Task In the teaching unit “Construction of the perpendicular bisector,” one of the assignments 
verify that students are able to use the knowledge to solve practical problems: “Milos drew 
a circle but forgot to indicate the center point. Help him find a center point. How can you 
construct it?”

Solution Student’s explanation: “I measured the diameter of the circle, dividing it in half to find a point 
of which all points are equidistant.”

Although the student showed that he understood the requirements of the 
assignment, his solution suggests that he was unable to correctly apply the 
mathematical laws to solve the real problem. The solution given by the student 
cannot be implemented. The characteristic of the diameter is that it passes through 
the center of the circle, but without knowing where the center is—it is impossible to 
determine the diameter.

Task In the unit “Application of numerical expressions” students are expected to apply their 
knowledge of forming numerical expressions to solve problems that may arise in everyday 
life. The task, which students must solve, is as follows: “Marko has to divide 1 kg of sugar 
among five bowls. How many kilograms of sugar should there be in each bowl?”

Solution The explanation obtained by the students: “1 kg * 5 = 5 kg. Each bowl contains 5 kg of sugar.”

This is an example of the student’s failure to interpret a mathematical answer as 
a solution that fits into the real-world context of a task. His answer of 5 kg is, within 
the context of this task, an answer that makes no sense.

Discussion

The literature by Cooper et al. (2006), Heffernan (2019), Bray and Tangney (2017), 
Radović et al. (2019), and others suggest that students and teachers should utilize 
technology to enhance the homework process. However, to facilitate wider adoption 
of technology, it is essential to provide teachers with adequate support to develop 
appropriate teaching strategies and promote effective interactions (Viberg et  al., 
2023). The goal of the present study was to provide empirical evidence on how to 
optimize learning outcomes for students in both home and school settings (Bray 
& Tangney, 2017; Hillmayr et  al., 2020) by researching the interaction between 
educational technology, teaching practices, and student learning activities. The study 
yielded both qualitative and quantitative findings, which provide several important 
points of discussion.

The present study found statistically significant differences in students’ grades 
between the Technology-assisted homework with explanations (EXP2) group and 
the Traditional homework group. This was demonstrated through two knowledge 
tests during the study, as well as the final knowledge test, at the end of the 
experimental period. To some extent, this result is consistent with prior research on 
assigning and collecting student homework. For instance, Murphy et al. (2020) noted 
that information about common wrong answers for each task helped teachers to 
address students’ cognitive issues and promote better comprehension. In the present 
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study, students who provided explanations for their problem-solving activities 
(EXP2), enabled teachers to better identify those who struggled with various aspects 
of the homework and mathematical concepts. As Murphy et al. (2020) observed in 
an earlier study, providing more and better explanations may be especially helpful 
for lower-performing students. One could interpret students’ activities as providing 
them with more time for self-reflection and awareness of their understanding. By 
writing down the steps they took to arrive at a solution, as well as the reasoning 
behind their chosen problem-solving strategy, or explaining the reason for their 
difficulty, students were able to clarify better their understanding.

However, the present study brings another important result to be discussed. 
While technology can be advantageous for homework activities, its benefits may 
not always be statistically significant for students’ learning. Specifically, the present 
study found no statistically significant differences in learning outcomes between 
students who used the same technologies for homework but with writing only final 
solutions (EXP1) and those who completed traditional homework. This outcome 
suggests that effective practices must be developed through interaction between 
teachers and students, and as Viberg et  al. (2023) have noted, the development 
of these practices should be led by teachers. Moreover, according to Zhai et  al. 
(2023), the effectiveness of technology depends on the role of the teacher and 
students’ activities. Therefore, for technology integration in education it is essential 
to have a comprehensive understanding of the educational context, pedagogical 
principles, and lesson design. This aligns with previous research on the subject, 
which emphasizes the challenges of effectively integrating digital technology into 
the mathematics classroom (Bray & Tangney, 2017; Hillmayr et  al., 2020). Later, 
we will discuss several specific practical features of technology integration in 
mathematics education during homework based on the study’s findings.

The qualitative component of the study showcased how teachers could effectively 
analyze and comprehend students’ errors and misconceptions while reviewing their 
work. In the EXP2 group, teachers were able to adjust their instruction to cater to 
their students’ needs by scrutinizing patterns of misconceptions in homework, which 
was not feasible for students’ homework in the EXP1 group. Through a systematic 
process that involves identifying the errors and misunderstandings’ patterns, 
analysing their causes, adapting lessons to meet students’ needs, and implementing 
corrective action, teachers made significant progress in comprehending and 
addressing students’ difficulties in learning mathematics (Murphy et  al., 2020; 
Viberg et  al., 2023). This study demonstrated that this pedagogical process of 
teacher was highly beneficial for student learning.

Limitations

Several limitations of this study must be considered. First, we only measured 
students’ direct learning outcomes—knowledge development. Studies are needed 
that use measures other significant variables than grades, and take into account 
motivation, satisfaction during learning, development of self-regulatory skills, etc. 
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Second, in this study we did not evaluate the teachers’ perspective on the process, 
which may help to better understand the overall effect of technology integration 
in education. The third limitation pertains to the implementation of technologies 
in homework specifically for mathematics courses. Therefore, generalizing the 
findings of this research to evaluate its effectiveness in other STEAM subjects 
(such as science, technology, engineering, and the arts) or other learning activities 
cannot be confirmed. The fourth limitation is the relatively short period of 
experimentation, which was limited to 8 weeks. To obtain more accurate results, it 
would be worthwhile to conduct a longitudinal study that spans an entire semester or 
academic year. It is also essential to recognize the strong possibility of the existence 
of unobserved confounding variables, including unobserved mediators that may 
be correlated with targeted homework activities and student achievement, such as 
homework time, number of tasks completed, homework completion rates, and 
cognitive load during students’ learning.

In the future research, we will try to apply this research method and expand 
this work to include larger samples of students and teachers to allow for more 
comprehensive findings.

Conclusions

In conclusion, this study has contributed to the field in two significant ways. Firstly, 
we conducted a rigorous experiment that intersected three crucial elements of 
contemporary education: (a) technology, (b) mathematics homework practices, and 
(c) teacher-student interactions. The results demonstrate that this overlap provides 
a promising area for intervention in the ongoing pursuit of enhancing students’ 
mathematics achievement, as well as the teachers’ activities of identifying patterns 

Fig. 4  The schema of successful implementation of technology for homework activities (Radović et al., 
2019)
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of errors and misunderstandings, analysing their causes, adapting lessons to suit 
students’ needs, and implementing corrective measures. Secondly, we show that 
technology cannot independently establish effective connections between learning 
environments and situations. The critical factors are the pedagogical activities that 
the technology supports, how it is implemented in the learning process, and the 
teaching approach employed (Bray & Tangney, 2017; Drijvers, 2019; Radović et al., 
2019). It is essential to have a comprehensive understanding of the educational 
context, pedagogical principles, and lesson design.

Taken together, the findings of this study suggest four practical recommendations 
that can contribute to the successful implementation of technology for homework 
activities (also presented in Table 1 and Fig. 4):

1. Provide opportunities for students to articulate their problem-solving methods and 
thought processes. Students should use language that reflects their comprehension 
of the subject matter and the complexity of the concept or problem they are 
describing.

2. Use students’ answers to gain valuable insights into their cognitive processes, 
identify any misconceptions, and assess their level of understanding. This 
information can then be used to tailor the teaching approach and provide targeted 
guidance that addresses student needs.

3. Provide students with timely feedback on their homework performance or rubric 
for self-assessment to enhance their learning experience. By receiving immediate 
feedback, students can identify areas of strengths and weaknesses and take steps 
to address any gaps in their understanding.

4. Allocate sufficient time in the next class to briefly summarize the main errors 
and misconceptions that students exhibited. Adjust teaching approach to address 
common areas of difficulty and create a classroom culture that values learning 
from mistakes and encourages students to ask questions and seek clarification.

Funding Open Access funding enabled and organized by Projekt DEAL. No funding was received for 
conducting this study.

Data availability Not applicable.

Code availability Not applicable.

Declarations 

Conflict of interest Not applicable.

Ethical statements I hereby declare that this manuscript is the result of my independent creation under 
the reviewers’ comments. Except for the quoted contents, this manuscript does not contain any research 
achievements that have been published or written by other individuals or groups. I am the only author of 
this manuscript. The legal responsibility of this statement shall be borne by me.

Open Access  This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License, 
which permits use, sharing, adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as long 



761

1 3

Journal of Computers in Education (2024) 11(3):743–762 

as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the Creative 
Commons licence, and indicate if changes were made. The images or other third party material in this 
article are included in the article’s Creative Commons licence, unless indicated otherwise in a credit 
line to the material. If material is not included in the article’s Creative Commons licence and your 
intended use is not permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to obtain 
permission directly from the copyright holder. To view a copy of this licence, visit http:// creat iveco 
mmons. org/ licen ses/ by/4. 0/.

References

Ball, L., Drijvers, P., Ladel, S., Siller, H. S., Tabach, M., & Vale, C. (2018). Uses of technology in primary 
and secondary mathematics education: Tools, topics and trends. Cham: Springer.

Baş, G., Şentürk, C., & Ciğerci, F. M. (2017). Homework and academic achievement: A meta-analytic review 
of research. Issues in Educational Research, 27(1), 31–50.

Bray, A., & Tangney, B. (2017). Technology usage in mathematics education research—a systematic review 
of recent trends. Computers & Education, 114, 255–273.

Ceviker, E., Strycker, J., & Moody, A. (2022). Development and evaluation of an online homework system 
for high school physics classes. Journal of Learning Spaces, 11(2), 11–23.

Cooper, H., Robinson, J. C., & Patall, E. A. (2006). Does homework improve academic achievement? A syn-
thesis of research, 1987–2003. Review of Educational Research, 76(1), 1–62.

Corno, L., & Xu, J. (2004). Homework as the job of childhood. Theory into Practice, 43(3), 227–233.
Diara, B. (2023). The role of an online homework program in the study of chemistry: student’s performance. 

XII International scientific and practical conference “Actual issues of the development of science and 
ensuring the quality of education”, March 28–31, 2023, Florence, Italy

Drijvers, P. (2019). Embodied instrumentation: combining different views on using digital technology in 
mathematics education. Eleventh Congress of the European Society for Research in Mathematics Edu-
cation, Utrecht University, Feb 2019, Utrecht, Netherlands

Emerson, D., & Smith, K. (2022). Student use of homework assistance websites. Accounting Education, 
31(3), 273–293.

Fan, H., Xu, J., Cai, Z., He, J., & Fan, X. (2017). Homework and students’ achievement in math and science: 
A 30 year meta-analysis, 1986–2015. Educational Research Review, 20, 35–54.

Felder, R. M. (2011). How to stop cheating (or at least slow it down). Chemical Engineering Education, 
45(1), 37–38.

Gill, B., & Schlossman, S. (2004). A sin against childhood: Progressive education and the crusade to abolish 
homework, 1897–1941. American Journal of Education, 105(1), 27–66.

Godwin, S., & Sutherland, R. (2004). Whole-class technology for learning mathematics: The case of func-
tions and graphs. Education, Communication & Information, 4(1), 131–152.

Heffernan, N. (2019). Backtalk: Don’t eliminate homework. Make it more effective. Phi Delta Kappan, 
100(6), 80–80.

Hillmayr, D., Ziernwald, L., Reinhold, F., Hofer, S., & Reiss, K. M. (2020). The potential of digital tools 
to enhance mathematics and science learning in secondary schools: A context-specific meta-analysis. 
Computers & Education, 153, 103897.

HuyenTham, D., Duong Ha, N., & ThiQuyen, V. (2020). Advantages and disadvantages of online homework 
software: The case of “life” in Vietnam. TNU Journal of Science and Technology, 225(11), 3–9.

Lim, C. P. & Oakley, G. (2013). Information and Communication Technologies (ICT) in Primary Education: 
Opportunities and Supporting Conditions. In L. Y. Tay & C. P. Lim (Eds.), Creating holistic technol-
ogy-enhanced learning experiences: Tales from a future school in Singapore. Rotterdam, the Nether-
lands: Sense Publishers.

Magalhães, P., Ferreira, D., Cunha, J., & Rosário, P. (2020). Online vs traditional homework: A systematic 
review on the benefits to students’ performance. Computers & Education, 152, 103869.

Metwally, A. H. S., Chang, M., Wang, Y., & Yousef, A. M. F. (2021). Does gamifying homework influence 
performance and perceived gameful experience? Sustainability, 13(4829), 1–18.

Murphy, R., Roschelle, J., Feng, M., & Mason, C. A. (2020). Investigating efficacy, moderators and media-
tors for an online mathematics homework intervention. Journal of Research on Educational Effective-
ness, 13(2), 235–270.

Newman, M. A. (1977). An analysis of sixth-grade pupils’ errors on written mathematical tasks. Victorian 
Institute for Educational Research Bulletin, 39, 31–43.

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


762 Journal of Computers in Education (2024) 11(3):743–762

1 3

Newman, M. A. (1983). Strategies for diagnosis and remediation. Harcourt Brace Jovanovich.
Palazzo, D. J., Lee, Y.-J., Warnakulasooriya, R., & Pritchard, D. E. (2010). Patterns, correlates, and reduction 

of homework copying. Physical Review Special Topics - Physics Education Research, 6(1), 010104.
Prakitipong, N., & Nakamura, S. (2006). Analysis of mathematics performance of grade five students in 

Thailand using Newman procedure. Journal of International Cooperation in Education, 9(1), 111–122.
Radović, S., & Passey, D. (2016). Digital resource developments for mathematics education involving home-

work across formal, non–formal and informal settings. Curriculum Journal, 27(4), 538–559.
Radović, S., Marić, M., & Passey, D. (2019). Technology enhancing mathematics learning behaviours: Shift-

ing learning goals from “producing the right answer” to “understanding how to address current and 
future mathematical challenges.” Education and Information Technologies, 24(1), 103–126.

Scheerens, J., Hendriks, M., Luyten, H., Sleegers, P., and Cees, G. (2013). Productive Time in Education. A 
Review of the Effectiveness of Teaching Time at School, Homework and Extended Time Outside School 
Hours. Enschede: University of Twente.

Serhan, D., & Almeqdadi, F. (2020). Students’ perceptions of using MyMathLab and WebAssign in math-
ematics classroom. International Journal of Technology in Education and Science, 4(1), 12–17.

Sweet, E. (2017). Epidemic of copying homework catalyzed by technology. https:// redwo odbark. org/ 34740/ 
cultu re/ epide mic- copyi ng- homew ork- catal yzed- techn ology/

Trance, N. J. C. (2013). Process inquiry: Analysis of oral problem-solving skills in mathematics of engineer-
ing students. Online Submission, 3(2), 73–82.

Viberg, O., Grönlund, A., & Andersson, A. (2023). Integrating digital technology in mathematics education: 
A Swedish case study. Interactive Learning Environments, 31(1), 232–243.

Zhai, X., Zhao, F., & Qiao, A. (2023). Research on the application of an interactive electronic homework 
system in mathematics curriculum for primary school students. Social Sciences & Humanities Open, 
7(1), 100476.

Publisher’s Note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps and 
institutional affiliations.

Slaviša Radović:  Slaviša Radović is a postdoctoral researcher at the Center of Advanced Technology for 
Assisted Learning and Predictive Analytics (CATALPA) at FernUniversität in Hagen, Germany. His area 
of specialization is the interaction between technology and the design of learning environments, with a 
focus on effective, efficient, and enjoyable students’ learning activities.

https://redwoodbark.org/34740/culture/epidemic-copying-homework-catalyzed-technology/
https://redwoodbark.org/34740/culture/epidemic-copying-homework-catalyzed-technology/

	Is it only about technology? The interplay between educational technology for mathematics homework, teaching practice, and students’ activities
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Homework
	Learning outcomes
	Connecting mathematics learning at home and in schools
	Enhancing teachers’ knowledge of students’ thinking from analyzing their homework
	Homework copying between students

	Research questions for this study
	Research methods
	Participants
	Treatment and the context of the study

	Results
	Analysis of knowledge tests result
	Analysis of student homework task solving description
	Homework task: comprehension errors
	Homework task: transformation errors
	Homework task: mathematical processing errors
	Homework task: mathematical encoding errors


	Discussion
	Limitations
	Conclusions
	References




