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Abstract

This study aims to assess the impact of the application of formative assessment on student success in the Republic of Kosovo
and to highlight the differences in assessment between teachers and students. The research included 217 teachers and 245
students from 34 lower secondary schools, from different cities and villages of the Republic of Kosovo. Separate
questionnaires were prepared for both groups, while 5-point Likert questions were used to measure the evaluation of the
effects of formative assessment. The non-parametric one-sample Wilcoxon signed rank test and Mann—-Whitney U test
methods were used to analyse the results and test the hypothesis. The results of the Wilcoxon test with 95% confidence level
show that both teachers and students evaluate positively the effects of formative assessment, while the Mann-Whitney U
test results show that for particular aspects there are significant differences in assessment between these two groups for the
formative assessment method.
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1. Introduction

Nowadays, we cannot imagine improving the quality of education without constant changes
in the use of modern forms and methods of teaching and assessment of student achievement.
Modern schools focus, above all, on improving students’ skills and abilities for lifelong
development and establishing their role as active participants in the learning process, rather
than as passive listeners and performers of activities. Therefore, the role of the teacher shifts
to a mentor, guide and facilitator of students’ activities, to enable them to develop
independent critical thinking and to participate directly in research and problem-solving.
Therefore, teaching and assessment are an integral part of the learning process, and in order
to be effective and efficient, the most appropriate forms and methods must also be used for
assessment.

In recent decades, Kosovo has faced major and ongoing changes in the educational process,
mainly in teaching and assessment, and needs to use the most diverse assessment methods
in the complex assessment process, such as formative, summative, diagnostic and so on,
which enables the achievement of the highest standards in assessment at all levels of
education. Since 2016, in Kosovo, formative assessment has become mandatory at all levels
in the educational process.

Formative assessment, as Brown (2019) points out, offers a range of possibilities and
alternatives, through various techniques and instruments to obtain relevant data that will help
the teacher make a fair assessment of achievement, in terms of its results learning and about
the many abilities of students, such as communication, responsibility, willingness to learn
throughout the life etc., which are also provided in each curriculum.

Experience shows that during formative assessment students are not subjected to stress,
which is a key factor in the assessment. Cullinane (2011) emphasises that this is mainly due to
the fact that formative assessment is an ongoing process and uses a variety of techniques and
instruments, including observation, practical activity and so on.

According to administrative instruction (MEST, 2016), it is specified that, assessment aims at
collecting information for supporting students in mastering learning outcomes, determining
the performance level, regular progress reporting, and orientation for further education.

At this stage, it is important to see what the results of the application of this evaluation
method in Kosovo are, under the limitation caused by the short time of its application, keeping
in mind that any change is not simple and easy. Being a new approach, Kosovo has a serious
lack of research in the field of formative assessment. Even these few works have been realised
earlier when not long ago the application of formative evaluation had started, and their focus
is how much this form of evaluation has found application (Ahmedi, 2019). So far, there is no
in-depth research on understanding the effects of formative assessment in Kosovo from the
perspective of teachers, especially from the perspective of students. There is also no research
that has assessed whether there is a difference between the attitudes of teachers and
students about formative assessment in general and its specific effects.

1.1. Theoretical framework

Knowledge of some basic characteristics of assessment is, of course, a condition for
determining its impact on student achievement. According to Leite et al. (2006), formative
assessment contributes to improving and strengthening knowledge, as well as increasing
responsibility in the learning process. The importance of gathering and interpreting
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information during the formative assessment process was confirmed by Hanna and Dettmer
(2004), who emphasise that the data serve mainly to not only inform teachers and students
but also parents and other subjects involved.

Scriven (1967) uses the terms formative and summative evaluation to distinguish between
information about the results to be achieved and how to achieve them. Therefore, there are
learning outcomes (formative assessment) and outcomes that are measurable at the end of a
given period (summative assessment).

Janusheva et al. (2017) confirm the great role of formative assessment as evidence-based
assessment. Many researchers, such as Sawchuk (2015), Diloreto et al. (2017) and Othman
(2018), believe in the positive effects of formative assessment and point out that in many
cases, when education policy changes, teachers need to be trained to be able to evaluate
student achievement with reliability and punctuality.

There are several definitions to describe formative assessment, such as William (2011), who
describes it as a process of collecting and interpreting data (evidence) on students' current
level of learning. The teacher uses the information gathered to ‘adapt’ teaching and learning
for students, i.e., to elevate further learning. These views are complemented by Clark (2012),
who emphasises that formative assessment is associated with two purposes, namely
assessment for learning and assessment of learning. Therefore, according to him, formative
assessment can be used to not only assess the learning process of students but also teach
them to achieve the required results.

Cronbach (1963) and Scriven (1967) point out that formative assessment refers to the
collection of information to evaluate the effectiveness of the curriculum and how it can be
adapted and improved. Van Diggelen et al. (2016) and Voinea (2018) describe formative
assessment as an educational element that enriches teaching and learning and helps
educational institutions and educational policy, both theoretically and practically. Prashanti
and Ramnarayan (2019) argue that effective implementation of formative assessment can
transform a classroom culture into an approach that echoes a learning triumph.

From all these research studies, it turns out that formative assessment is a successful concept
because it provides students with greater responsibility in lifelong learning. This also increases
their motivation to learn, because it makes the learners co-owners of knowledge and learning,
which, in turn, undoubtedly leads to increased learning outcomes.

Blum (1968) also mentions the term formative assessment in his book Mastery Learning and
defines it as an instrument that helps improve student teaching and learning. There are also
opinions that the concept of formative evaluation needs to be revised and even reformulated.
Thus, Black and William (2009) define the concept of formative assessment, based on the
differences between the goals and methods of summative and formative assessment, but
believe that this concept should be expanded because, as they say, ‘Classroom assessment is
formative if the notes of teachers and students for student achievement are interpreted and
used to decide the next steps to improve learning’.

1.2. Related research — effects of formative assessment

Formative assessment contributes to raising students’ awareness that learning is a process in
which learning skills are built. Students should receive concrete and constructive instructions
to improve their learning skills. In this sense, the teacher gives great support through
formative assessment. Managing student engagement becomes easier if they have clear and
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accurate performance criteria and are familiar with them in advance. Students themselves can
set criteria, depending on the goal to be achieved.

According to Black and William (2001) and Menendez et al. (2019), formative assessment is a
good strategy for increasing collaboration between students during the learning process as a
tool that enhances the quality of student achievement. In this context, formative evaluation
is attributed to a number of special effects which is a concise way to fulfil the purpose.

1.2.1. Students motivation

Yin et al. (2008) and Cauley and McMillan (2010) confirm the impact of implementing
formative assessment on motivating students to engage in achieving set goals. Research by
Weurlander et al. (2012) also confirms that formative assessment motivates students to learn.
Even in the study of Thaci et al. (2020), it is confirmed that formative assessment increases
students’ motivation to learn, which concludes that formative assessment can act as a
motivating tool in the learning process and learning outcomes.

However, some studies emphasise that to get a complete picture of the impact of formative
assessment on students' motivation to learn. Shaik et al. (2020) are not clear enough, which
are the best examples, in terms of improving student performance.

1.2.2. Decreasing student stress

Although teachers are constantly trying to find the most appropriate assessment techniques
and forms, of course, the assessment process is very stressful for any student assuming the
final result. In this sense, Pope (2005) concludes that the level of stress in students during a
formative assessment is lower. Research by Cardozo et al. (2020), on the impact of formative
assessment on student stress, shows that students learning with traditional teaching methods
show more stress and anxiety during assessment and exams than those learning with modern
methods and continued use of active formative assessment methods.

1.2.3. Variety of techniques used

During formative assessment as a learning process, students face different requirements and
different tasks, so it is reasonable to use different types of forms and methods or techniques
for formative assessment that we encounter in everyday learning, for example, quizzes,
debates, diagrams, self-assessment and so on. According to Cauley and McMillan (2010),
different techniques help students feel supported during the lesson. Caraivan (2012) analyses
the role of constructive assessment, formative techniques in higher education, and finds that
the use of different formative assessment techniques can reach better results.

1.2.4. Feedback

Feedback is one of the key elements of formative evaluation. According to Bauer-Ramazani et
al. (2016), the main advantage of feedback is that it gives teachers more opportunities to
provide up-to-date information on student achievement. Graney (2018) shows that the
characteristic of feedback is for students to think independently about the quality of their
work, self-judgment and the degree of achievement. The impact of feedback on improving
outcomes was confirmed by the research of Aridah and Iswari (2021) as well.

Some researchers, such as Brunit et al. (2000), argue that there is ample evidence to suggest
that negative feedback may be more powerful than positive feedback, but this depends on
commitment, goal-orientation and student self-efficiency.
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1.2.5. Objectivity and reliability in evaluation

In teaching practice, making the assessment is more important than teaching the students
because assessment depends on the assessor and the assessor can negatively affect
perceptions of learning. Stiggins et al. (2006) suggest that the chances of inaccurate
assessment are high, so students should be allowed to form their assessment prediction
before receiving a grade because their grade is often more realistic than that given by
teachers.

Research by Tridane et al. (2015) shows that the reliability of the assessment during formative
assessment time is much greater. According to Pettifor and Saklofske (2011), evaluation
cannot be a recipe, so the best ethical examples from practice should be used to encourage
teachers to open a dialogue that reflects a comprehensive picture of ‘who, what, where, when
and why’, for student assessment.

1.2.6. Increasing student success

Many studies show that formative assessment helps students improve learning and achieve
very high results. According to Hammonds et al. (2017), it offers the opportunity to improve
classroom progress and assess student learning, through their involvement in the process.

Huisman (2018) states that formative assessment methods used in the classroom positively
affect student learning and improve student achievement. Andersson and Torulf (2017) and
Zainuddin et al. (2020) point out that formative assessment can also help students identify
their strengths and weaknesses and the target areas for which they should work.

1.3. Purpose of the study — objectives and hypothesis

As a result of the above-mentioned literature review that was conducted, we can see that
there is a lack of studies regarding formative evaluation in Kosovo. Based on this and also on
the findings of related research, the purpose of the study is to assess the attitudes of teachers
and students regarding the effects of formative assessment on specific aspects of it and to
estimate whether there are differences in assessments between teachers and students.

1.3.1. Objectives

The general objective of this research is to evaluate the results of the application of formative
assessment in the educational process based on the attitudes of teachers and students. In a
more detailed analysis, the research aims to look at the specific assessments of students and
teachers for particular effects of formative assessment, as well as to highlight whether or not
there are differences in assessment between these two groups.

1.3.2. Hypotheses

In order to achieve the general and specific objectives, alternative hypotheses are formulated
as follows:

Hi: Formative assessment contributes to increasing student motivation.

H.: Formative assessment contributes to reducing stress in students.

Hs: Formative assessment contributes to more meaningful feedback.

Ha: Formative assessment is carried out through various assessment techniques.

Hs: Formative evaluation contributes to increasing the objectivity of evaluation.
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He: Formative assessment contributes to improving student achievement.

For all these effects of formative assessment that have been hypothesised above, a hypothesis
has been raised on the existence of differences in assessment between the two groups taken
in the study, i.e., students and teachers, generally formulated as follows:

H(e): There are differences between students and teachers in assessing the
particular effects (1-6) of applying formative assessment.

2. Methods and procedures

The research is based on the application of non-parametric quantitative methods which come
as a result of the nature of the data. Quantitative analysis is based on structured interview
schemes and models where questionnaires were prepared for surveying teachers and
students. The questions address the hypotheses raised, which examine the views and opinions
of teachers and students on some of the main concepts of formative assessment, namely
motivation, stress, feedback, techniques and instruments used in formative assessment; the
objectivity of assessment; and in increasing the results of students in general.

2.1. Methods

In order to produce the most accurate and valid results, quantitative methods with empirical
data are used. Using the 5-point Likert scale assessment implies the use of non-parametric
methods (Anderson et al., 2017; Field, 2018; Gujarat, 2004; Osmani, 2013), which enable to
make inferences about a population without requiring an assumption about the specific form
of the population’s probability distribution. For this reason, these non-parametric methods
are also called distribution-free methods (Anderson et al., 2017). The methods we use in this
study overcome distributional problems by ranking the data, i.e., finding the lowest score and
giving it a rank of 1, then finding the next highest score and giving it a rank of 2 and so on
(Field, 2018).

The Likert scale is used in such a way that teachers and students evaluate statements about
the positive effects of formative assessment. The five evaluation alternatives are ‘strongly
disagree’, ‘disagree’, ‘have not clearly thought’, ‘agree’ and ‘strongly agree’. These
alternatives are quantified with numbers from 1 to 5 where number 1 corresponds to the
strongly disagree alternative and 5 to the strongly agree alternative. In the case of hypothesis
testing, if the groups positively evaluate the impact of the formative evaluation, then by using
the IBM Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) software package we will apply the
one-sample Wilcoxon signed rank test, which is based on the median.

In our case, alternative hypotheses will be accepted as statistically significant if most teachers
and students have a positive assessment of the specific effect of formative assessment. This
means that alternative hypotheses for each case are accepted if most of the answers fall on
alternatives 4 or 5, respectively:

Ho: Median < 3.5;
Hi: Median>3.5.

This hypothesis formulation implies a one-way test for hypothesis testing. Since the statistical
software (in our case SPSS) provides data only for the two-sided test, then we divide the
probability (p) value by 2 and thus obtain the value of the one-sided test. Care must be taken
that the value of t-statistics is in the direction of one-sided proof so that in our case it should
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be positive. The significance level is o = 0.05 (confidence level of 95%), which means that the
alternative hypothesis is accepted if p < a.

Testing hypotheses about the difference in evaluation between the two groups, which is a
continuation of the hypotheses about the evaluation that groups make of the effects of
formative evaluation, the most suitable is the Mann—Whitney U test, which is the non-
parametric equivalent of the independent t-test. As with the above-mentioned method
(Wilcoxon test), this method also tests the difference between the two groups based on the
ranks, respectively, in the mean ranks. It shows how identical or non-identical the two groups
are in terms of the views of a particular statement that supports a particular hypothesis. For
hypothesis testing, we will use a level of significance of a = 0.05 (confidence level of 95%). For
each particular test effect, there are two hypotheses where:

Ho: There are no differences in assessment between groups.
Hi: There are differences in assessment between groups.
If p < a, then H1 is accepted, otherwise we hold Ho.
2.2. The data

Two questionnaires were prepared for data collection for both study groups: teachers and
students. The questionnaires were constructed according to the Likert scale, based on the
results of the interview after analysis and coding of the results (Creswell, 2014). Both
questionnaires contain six statements/claims. Teachers and students have the opportunity to
choose one of the offered alternatives, regarding the effects of formative assessment.

The sample consisted of 217 teachers and 245 students from 34 secondary schools in rural
and urban municipalities of the Republic of Kosovo. After the data were cleaned, they were
encoded and transferred to the SPSS programme, which is used to analyse the results and test
the hypotheses.

2.3. The reliability and validity tools

To ensure the validity of data analysis and questionnaires, we will apply the reliability check
through the application of Cronbach’s alpha coefficient, which is the most common measure
of internal consistency reliability. When using Likert-type scales, it is imperative to calculate
and report Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for internal consistency reliability for any scales or
subscales one may be using (Gliem & Gliem, 2003). We often see in books or journal articles,
or are told by people, that a value of 0.7-0.8 is an acceptable value for Cronbach’s alpha and
that values substantially lower indicate an unreliable scale (Field, 2018). According to Gliem
and Gliem (2003), the analysis of the data must use these summated scales or subscales and
not individual items because Cronbach’s alpha does not provide reliable estimates for single
items but for the overall reliability.

For the reliability check of our data, we will use the SPSS programme which has several
options. One of the most useful options for questionnaire reliability is Cronbach's Alpha if Item
Deleted, which tells us what the value of alpha would be if each item were deleted (Field,
2018). Regarding these options, if our questionnaire is reliable, then we would not expect any
item to greatly affect the overall reliability. The second option Corrected Item-Total
Correlation shows the correlations between each item and the total score from the
guestionnaire. If any of these values are less than about 0.3, then we have got problems,
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because it means that a particular item does not correlate very well with the scale overall
(Field, 2018).

3. Results and discussion

In this section, first, the results of descriptive statistics related to the characteristics of the
sample are presented and then the results of the statistical analysis of empirical data collected
through questionnaires are presented, which are those for the frequencies of teachers and
students’ attitudes and hypotheses’ test results.

3.1. Descriptive statistics

From the analysis of the data in Table 1, we see that among teachers the gender
representation is approximately equal where 47.5% are women and 52.5% are men, while
among students, women (56.7%) are more than men (43.3%). Regarding the age groups, in
Table 1 we see in the teacher category that the dominant are the age groups from 26 to 55
years wherein each of the three groups are represented approximately the same number of
teachers, about 25% per group, which in total give 75% of the teachers, while the other 25%
is made up of the other two age groups, under 26 and over 55, respectively. The distribution
among students is more diverse where almost half are in the IX grade (46.5%), while 29% are
in the VIl grade and 24.5% are in the VIl grade.

Table 1. Descriptive statistics of sample characteristics

Gender

Teacher/St Frequency Percent Cumulative Percent

Teacher Women 103 47.5 47.5
Man 114 52.5 100.0
Total 217 100.0

Student Women 139 56.7 56.7
Men 106 43.3 100.0
Total 245 100.0

Age

Teacher Up to 25 20 92 92
years
26-35 54 24.9 34.1
36-45 56 25.8 59.9
46-55 52 24.0 83.9
56-65 35 16.1 100.0
Total 217 100.0

Grade

Student 7 60 24.5 24.5
8 71 29.0 53.5
9 114 46.5 100.0
Total 245 100.0

Source: Field survey — processing by SPSS.

Table 2 summarises the results for the statements of students and teachers separately for
each of the six questions through which the six hypotheses raised are tested. For efficiency,
only the relative frequencies from which the absolute frequencies can be found are pre-
recorded. Regarding the central tendency in this table, we have included only the median
because the testing of hypotheses regarding the position of groups for certain effects is carried
out through the non-parametric Wilcoxon signed rank test method.
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In summary, from Table 2, we see that in all cases the median falls into positive evaluation
modalities for the effects of formative evaluation. In most cases, the median falls into mode 4
(agree) and there are three cases when the median falls into mode 5 (strongly agree). Over
50% of the students chose the ‘strongly agree’ option in terms of claims that formative
assessment reduces stress and increases student engagement. On the other hand, teachers
value the effect that formative assessment enables continuous information on the
result/success of students. Precisely for the effect of informing about the result, students
chose the most negative modalities (4.5% strongly disagree and 10.6% disagree), which
indicates a significant difference between the assessments of students and teachers.

Table 2. Descriptive statistics of questions and answers by groups

Questions®: Q1 Q2 Qs Qa Qs Qs
Me Me Me
Groups Modalities Fr% d Fr % d Fr Med Fr% Med Fr% d Fr%  Med
Strongly
T disagree 0.5 0.0 .9 0.5 1.4 0.0
E Disagree 2.8 6.9 4.6 3.2 0.0 1.8
A Neutral® 11. 18.
CH 10.6 15.7 5 9 5.5 12.4
E Agree 4 4 41. 4 35. 4 40. > 4
R 47.9 36.4 9 5 6 42.9
S Strongly 41. 41. 52.
agree 38.2 41.0 0 9 5 42.9
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100
Strongly
disagree 3.7 4 4.5 4.5 4.5 0.8
S .
T Disagree 10.
U 7.3 1.6 7.8 7.3 6 2.9
D Neutral 24, 14. 18.
E 18.4 4 9.0 5 1 4 7 4 4 4 41 5
N Agree 32. 40. 28.
T 39.6 15.1 7 8 6 23.3
S Strongly 31. 32. 38.
agree 31.0 73.9 0 7 0 69.0
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100

2Qu: When cooperating with friends | am (they are) more motivated; Q2: During the hourly activities the stress
of the evaluator is not felt; Qs: During the lesson we can discuss and ask (they can ask) questions more easily; Qa:
More than 5 five forms of assessment are used in formative assessment classes; Qs: | am constantly (students
are) informed about the level of achievement and results; Qs: During the hours | am (they are) more engaged.

b The neutral option, in this case, means that teachers and students do not have a clear opinion about the
question/statement of the questionnaire.

Source: Field survey — processing by SPSS.
3.2. The reliability and validity results

As elaborated in Section 2.3, Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was used to assess the validity and
reliability of the data collection. The results from the processing in SPSS show that we have a
good degree of overall internal consistency reliability, where the value of Cronbach’s alpha
coefficient is greater than 0.7 (a = 0.747).

Even in terms of detailed analysis for individual items, from the results presented in Table 3,
we see that we have a good degree of internal consistency reliability. In the column labelled
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Cronbach’s Alpha if Item Deleted, all individual values are less than Cronbach’s alpha
coefficient value (0.747) for overall reliability. This means that none of these items would
increase the overall alpha value if removed from the analysis. Also, the results in the column
labelled Corrected Item-Total Correlation are all above the value of 0.3, which means that all
items correlate very well.

Table 3. Item-total statistics

ltems ?cale mean if Sc.ale variance if Corrected itgm-total Cro.nbach's alpha if
item deleted item deleted correlation item deleted
Q1 21.31 7.457 0.610 0.677
Q2 21.41 7.437 0.476 0.715
Q3 21.35 7.246 0.558 0.689
Q4 21.18 7.691 0.428 0.729
Q5 21.09 8.112 0.486 0.712
Q6 21.27 8.634 0.372 0.738

Source: Field survey — processing by SPSS.
3.3. Non-parametric tests results
3.3.1. One-sample Wilcoxon signed rank test

To be able to estimate the whole population through the results from the samples presented
in Table 2, the non-parametric test one-sample Wilcoxon signed rank test was applied,
through which we test the hypotheses for the effects of formative evaluation in the
population. From the test results applied separately for students and teachers and also
separately for each hypothesis, the test shows that the results in all cases are statistically
significant: p < a for a = 0.05 (see Table 4).

Table 4. One-sample Wilcoxon signed rank test

Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Qs Q6
Teach. Stud. Teach. Stud. Teach. Stud. Teach. Stud. Teach. Stud. Teach.  Stud.

Test Statistic 20,932 21,378 19,233 28,622 20,098 19,812 19,824 21,690 22,399 20,335 21,344 28,218

Standard
error 894 1,075 897 1,047 897 1,077 896 1,077 898 1,079 896 1,055
Stand. test
statistic 10.18 5.83 8.26 12.94 9.22 441 8.92 6.15 11.78 4.88 10.62 12.46
Sig. (2-
tailed) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

Source: Field survey — processing by SPSS.

These results show that in all cases for 95% confidence level, the median > 3.5, which means
that both students and teachers, to the extent of over 50%, hold the view that formative
assessment has positive effects on the learning process. So positive modalities for the effects
of formative assessment (4 = agree and 5 = strongly agree) are chosen by more than 50% of
both students and teachers.

1640


https://doi.org/10.18844/cjes.v17i5.7256

Thagi, L. & Sopi, X. (2022). The differences in formative assessment evaluation between teachers and students — a non- parametric analysis.
Cypriot Journal of Educational Science. 17(5), 1631-1646 https://doi.org/10.18844/cjes.v17i5.7256

3.3.2. Results on hypotheses testing for formative effects

Based on the results of the one-sample Wilcoxon signed rank test, we conclude that for
significance level at a = 0.05, we have sufficient evidence to reject the null hypotheses and to
accept the alternative hypotheses for all six hypotheses raised, respectively, we accept the
following hypotheses:

Hi: Formative assessment contributes to increasing student motivation.
H,: Formative assessment contributes to reducing stress in students.
Hs: Formative assessment contributes to more meaningful feedback.
Ha: Formative assessment is carried out through various assessment techniques.
Hs: Formative evaluation contributes to increasing the objectivity of evaluation.
He: Formative assessment contributes to improving student achievement.

3.3.3. Mann—Whitney U Tests

Regarding the testing of hypotheses and the difference in assessment between students and
teachers for the special effects of formative assessment, respectively, for the hypotheses
tested above, the following are the results from the application of the Mann—Whitney U test.
This method tests the difference between the ranks of the two groups. In Table 5, we can see
the rank averages and the differences between the two groups for each of the
statements/questions posed in the questionnaire. As we can make comparisons, in all cases
we have differences in mean ranks between the two groups.

Table 5. Mean and sum of ranks

N Mean rank Sum of ranks
Increasing motivation-Q1 Teachers 217 251.69 54,617.00
Students 245 213.62 52,336.00
Stress reduction-Q2 Teachers 217 191.65 41,587.00
Students 245 266.80 65366.00
Significant feedback-Q3 Teachers 217 255.85 55,518.50
Students 245 209.94 51,434.50
At least five forms of evaluation-Q4 Teachers 217 245.32 53,235.50
Students 245 219.26 53,717.50
Ongoing information on the result-Q5 Teachers 217 264.09 57,308.50
Students 245 202.63 49,644.50
Engagement increases during the hour-Q6 Teachers 217 199.99 43,397.00
Students 245 259.41 63,556.00

Source: Field survey — processing by SPSS.

How much are the mean rank differences between the groups from Table 5 are statistically
significant we will see in the results of the Mann—Whitney U tests, presented in Table 6.
According to the test statistics, it turns out that in all cases the differences in attitudes
between the two groups are statistically significant: p < a for a = 0.05. These results show that
for a 95% level of reliability, we can conclude that the attitudes of the groups regarding the
effects of formative assessment are not identical.
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Table 6. Mann—Whitney U test about differences between groups

Test statistics?
Qu Q2 Qs Qa4 Qs Qs

Mann- 22,201.000 17,934.000  21,299.500 23,582.500 19,509.500 19,744.000
Whitney U

Wilcoxon W  52,336.000 41,587.000 51,434.500 53,717.500 49,644.500  43,397.000

V4 -3.273 -6.825 -3.894 -2.222 -5.301 -5.396
Sig. (2- 0.001 0.000 0.000 0.026 0.000 0.000
tailed)

aGrouping variable: teachers/students.
Source: Field survey — processing by SPSS.

3.3.4. Results on hypotheses testing for differences between groups about attitudes to
the effects of formative evaluation

The results of the Mann—Whitney U test statistics show that for the significance level of a =
0.05 of the tailed tests, we have sufficient evidence for all cases to reject the null hypotheses
and accept the alternative hypotheses, respectively; we accept the hypotheses that:

There are statistically significant differences between teachers and students’ attitudes
regarding the effects of formative assessment. These differences are statistically significant
separately for each effect tested according to the hypotheses in Section 3.3.2.

4. Conclusion

From the analysis of the results, we conclude that formative assessment is a process that is
welcomed by teachers and students and that both groups are very satisfied with the effects
of its implementation on the learning process. They generally positively evaluate the effects
of formative assessment, in terms of both motivation, which is followed by increased student
engagement, and reduced stress and increased objectivity in assessment, which together with
the application of a greater number of techniques assessment bring better results for student
success and the learning process in general.

On the other hand, research shows that although both students and teachers positively
evaluate these aspects of formative assessment, there are statistically significant differences
in their attitudes to all hypotheses. This indicates the need for in-depth analysis of the use of
formative assessment, which will certainly contribute to improving students’ achievement,
their motivation and other aspects of formative assessment tested with the working
hypotheses.

Differences in assessment between students and teachers imply the need for deeper and
more comprehensive research into the causes of these differences. This would give a clear
picture of why students do not think the same with teachers about these issues as well as
teachers’ willingness to adapt even more to students’ needs and requirements. Further
research should also be conducted at the other two levels of pre-university education which
are upper secondary school and primary school to see if the results are similar to this research.

Outcomes are important for education policy and institutions in lower secondary education.
They imply ongoing commitments to support implementation and create conditions for its
development, such as various teacher trainings and other forms of support.
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The research has its limitations, especially in terms of comparison with results before the start
of the application of formative assessment in Kosovo (as there is no such research for
formative assessment in Kosovo) or the possibility of conducting a comparative experiment
between groups were applied and those where formative assessment does not apply.
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