The Humanities and Social Science

2015/25

Formative Assessment Practice:
Insight into Three Latvian Universities

Alla Anohina-Naumeca'?, Anzela Jurane-Bremane®
'Riga Technical University, *University of Latvia

Abstract — Taking into account that formative assessment
promotes learning and there is a lack of evaluation data on such
type of assessment in Latvian institutions of higher education, at
the beginning of 2015 the research was undertaken with the aim
of investigating the assessment practice of university lecturers.
The questionnaire was used as the main research instrument. The
paper presents the analysis of data on three Latvian largest
universities: Riga Stradin§ University, Riga Technical University,
and University of Latvia. Conclusions are made about assessment
purposes, ways of use of assessment information, frequency of
grading, feedback types, and other assessment aspects.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Within the last 17 years since publishing of the study
presented in [1], formative assessment became a hot topic in
educational debates and research. One of the reasons for such
a situation is the development of views that assessment should
match the understanding of learning, which nowadays is
associated with a constructivist approach to learning [2]. The
constructivist approach advocates activities and methods of
knowledge assessment which focus on learning and active
construction of knowledge. The fact that formative assessment
promotes learning is well-established in publications over the
last 20 years [3]-[7]. Feedback or information about the
current state of students’ learning is an integral part of
formative assessment. An activity becomes a formative
activity when feedback is used for making adjustments of the
study process with the aim of satisfying students’ current
learning needs [8].

The learning paradigm of 21st century emphasizes the
significance of formative assessment in the teaching—learning
process at any educational level, including higher education
[9]-[10]. Despite the fact that the United Kingdom is one of
the leading countries in the research and practical
implementation of formative assessment and there exist a huge
number of studies on this type of assessment, several authors
emphasize the insufficient integration of formative assessment
in the study process of institutions of higher education.
Reference [11] indicates that formative assessment almost is
not practiced and feedback from lecturers is slow and little
meaningful. As a result, university students express great
dissatisfaction about feedback [12]. As possible reasons for
such a situation some authors mention the dominating position
of summative assessment due to the pressure from the

governmental institutions, the modularization of study
programs in higher education, and promotion of mass
education [13]-[16].

In Latvia, research on the university lecturers’ practice of
formative assessment has not been conducted so far. The
paper presents results of the first such study which was
undertaken in February 2015 by offering the teaching staff of
all Latvian universities to fill-in a questionnaire about their
assessment practice. The results discussed in the paper focus
on three Latvian institutions of higher education: Riga
Stradins University (RSU), Riga Technical University (RTU),
and University of Latvia (UL), which are the largest Latvian
universities covering the whole spectrum of scientific
disciplines — health care (RSU), engineering (RTU), and
humanities, sciences, and social sciences (UL).

The paper is structured as follows. Section II explains the
main concepts of formative assessment. Section III discusses
the method and the sample of the research. The analysis of
data acquired through the questionnaire together with the
discussion of results is presented in Section IV. Conclusions
are given at the end of the paper.

II. FORMATIVE ASSESSMENT

A lot of definitions of formative assessment or assessment
for learning are given in literature, for example, [2], [7], [15],
[17]-[22]. Their summarization allows defining of formative
assessment as a process which can be described by the
following attributes [23]:

e Purposes: using assessment information for making
adjustments in the study process a) to improve
students’ learning, b) to increase students’
achievement levels, and c¢) to increase the quality
of the teacher’s work;

e Time span: during the ongoing study process;
Participants: student, student group, lecturer;
Implementation forms: any (observations, questions,
discussions, projects, homework, etc.);

o Integral parts:

- obligatory: precisely defined study goals, learning
outcomes, and assessment criteria; feedback both
to the lecturer and to students; adjustment of the
study process through the lecturer’s and/or
students’ actions according to feedback;

- desired: self-assessment and peer assessment;

e Essential characteristics: regular and grade-free.
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Fig. 1. The process of formative assessment.

To achieve the main purposes mentioned above, formative
assessment is implemented as a cyclic process which includes
the following activities of the lecturer (Fig. 1):

a) defining study goals, learning outcomes, and assessment

criteria specific for an ongoing study episode;

b) implementation of the study process, taking into account

the previously defined goals;

¢) implementation of assessment activities (inter alia self-

and peer assessment) with the aim of acquiring
information about students’ learning and teaching
effectiveness;

d) analysis and interpretation of data acquired during

assessment activities;

e) development of feedback and its delivery to students;

f) making strategic decisions in relation to actions which

should be performed in the next steps of the study process;

g) returning to the definition of study goals, learning outcomes,

and assessment criteria, taking into account the decisions
made in relation to remediation of the study process.
The defined activities should be implemented, taking into
account both goals and learning outcomes of the study course
and the study program.

Thus, a distinctive feature of formative assessment is the
use of information obtained in assessment activities for
making adjustments in the ongoing study process. This
information which is called feedback is acquired by
comparing student’s current performance with the pre-defined
study goals, learning outcomes, and assessment criteria. In
reality, it is nothing more than the information about the gap

between the current and the desired state of student’s learning.
Effective feedback should include both information about the
correctness of student’s answer/solution, explanation of
possible mistakes, and instructions for the next steps in the
study process [22], [24].

Adjustments in the study process is a consequence of
actions which could be performed by the lecturer, a student, or
both according to feedback. In general, adjustments can be
implemented at several levels, including [25]:

a) immediate instructional adjustments (adjustments in the

ongoing lecture or practical class);

b) near-future instructional adjustments (adjustments in the
next few study episodes, for example, in the next couple
of lectures or practical classes);

¢) last-chance instructional adjustments (adjustments before
the end of the ongoing study process or any its part).

Nowadays self-assessment and peer assessment is
considered to be components of formative assessment because
they offer a way of involving students in the assessment [15].
On the basis of the known assessment criteria, in self-
assessment students independently judge the quality of their
own work while in peer assessment they judge works of their
peers [26]. These activities also promote learning, increase
students’ understanding of assessment, study goals, and
learning outcomes, as well as develop students’ autonomy,
responsibility for learning, and self-assessment skills.
However, they demand additional training and preparation of
students to develop assessment skills and to become aware of
assessment procedures and standards.

III. RESEARCH METHOD AND SAMPLE

To acquire data about the assessment practice of the
teaching staff of Latvian institutions of higher education, a
questionnaire was developed and distributed by e-mail to
lecturers of all Latvian universities (both public and private) in
accordance with a list of universities published in the report on
the Latvian higher education [27]. The questionnaire included
nine questions about the assessment and five general questions
(gender, higher education institution, academic position, years
of teaching practice, and a thematic group of the study
program). The questionnaire was filled-in by 285 lecturers
from 21 universities.

The total number of respondents from the universities
analyzed in this paper was 172 with the following distribution:
RSU - 51, RTU - 69, and UL — 52. Their description is
presented below:

e gender: female — 56 %, male — 44 %;

e academic position: assistant — 10 %, assistant
professor — 25 %, associate professor — 15 %, leading
researcher — 3 %, lecturer — 23 %, professor — 16 %,
researcher — 8 %;

e years of teaching practice: 1-5 — 24 %, 6-10 — 19 %,
11-15 - 13 %, 16-20 — 13 %, 21-25 — 8 %, 26-30 —
7%, 31-35 — 5%, 3640 — 2%, 41-45 — 5%,
46-50 — 3 %.

The same characteristics for each university separately are
given in Table L.
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TABLEI
CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SAMPLE

Characteristic and its values | RSU (%) | RTU (%) | UL (%)

Gender
female 76 39 60
male 24 61 40
Academic position
assistant 25 4 2
assistant professor 37 20 19
associate professor 10 16 19
leading researcher 0 4 4
lecturer 24 17 29
professor 4 25 17
researcher 0 13 10
Years of teaching practice
1-5 26 25 19
6-10 20 23 13
11-15 16 9 17
16-20 14 9 19
21-25 8 4 12
26-30 6 7 8
31-35 4 7 4
36-40 0 4 2
41-45 4 7 4
46-50 2 4 2
TABLE II
THE QUESTION “WHY DO YOU MAKE ASSESSMENT IN YOUR STUDY
COURSES?”
University Answer category % of answers

Necessity (most often externally imposed) 29

RSU Control (knowledge/skills/achievement) 27

Feedback 22

Control (knowledge/skills/achievement) 41

RTU Necessity (most often externally imposed) 39

Improvement of lecturer’s work 17

Necessity (most often externally imposed) 59

UL Control (knowledge/skills/achievement) 19

Students’ motivation 15

IV. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

At the beginning of the questionnaire, an open-ended
question was presented to lecturers: “Why do you make
assessment in your study courses?” This was an only open-
ended question. The answers obtained allowed the
identification of 12 categories. Some categories were divided
into sub-categories. There was an answer from lecturers of the
analyzed universities almost in each category. Table II
specifies three the most often chosen categories of answers.

The results show that the first two most often chosen
categories are not related to promotion of learning. This could
indicate that the assessment for learning is not an integral part
of teaching practice. Most probably, the reason for such a
situation is the fact that the assessment is a mandatory
requirement of any formal education system. It is regulated by

the rules of the Cabinet of Ministers [28]-[29] in institutions
of higher education in Latvia. However, it should be noted that
the third category the most often chosen by lecturers
(independently from the university) is a component of
formative assessment that could indicate that some features of
formative assessment are presented in the study process in
Latvian universities. There were several lecturers from each
university (RSU — 5, RTU - 3, UL — 7) who recognized that
they do not understand the question. This could point out to
the fact that lecturers did not get used to think about purposes
of daily work processes.

The next question in the multiple choice form asked
lecturers about goals of the use of information acquired in the
assessment (Table III). It was possible to choose any number
of items from the offered response options. The analysis of
answers revealed that more than 60 % of teaching staff use the
assessment information for identifying the achieved learning
outcomes and grading of students. This fully corresponds to
summative assessment. At the same time, in all three
universities the provision of feedback to students is carried out
more than in 70 % of cases. Considering the possibility to use
the assessment information for making adjustments in the
study process, adjustments in the study course of the next
study year were most often selected by lecturers. This does not
allow achieving one of the purposes of formative assessment —
promotion of students’ learning in the ongoing study process.
Among adjustments most closely related to formative
assessment, more than 50 % of lecturers chose near-future
adjustments while immediate instructional adjustments and
last-chance adjustments are implemented in up to 30 % of
cases, with the exception of RSU where immediate
instructional adjustments are made by more than 31 % of the
lecturers. Thus, the results show that the assessment
information almost is not used for adjustments of the study
process taking into account students’ current learning needs. It
is also important to note that more than in 58 % of cases, the
assessment information is used to obtain an overall impression
about the situation in the study process, which is a fully
passive activity without any consequences for the ongoing
study process.

TABLE III

THE QUESTION “WHAT ARE PURPOSES YOU USE STUDENTS’ ASSESSMENT
INFORMATION FOR?”

Answer RSU (%) | RTU (%) | UL (%)
Immediate instructional adjustments 31 17 25
Near-future instructional adjustments 51 51 58
Last-chance instructional adjustments 29 22 25
Adjustments in the study course of the 7 57 79
next study year
Provision of feedback to students 73 71 77

Acquiring the overall impression on
students’ progress, learning difficulties,
weak and strong sides without the use 69 70 58
of this information for making
adjustments in the study process

Identifying the achieved learning

outcomes and grading of students 63 63 88
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TABLE IV

THE QUESTION “WHAT INFORMATION DO YOU OFFER TO STUDENTS WHEN
YOuU DO NOT ASSIGN MARKS, SCORES, OR OTHER SUMMATIVE VALUES

(ALSO PASS/FAIL)?”

Answer RSU (%) | RTU (%) | UL (%)
Information _about the correctness of 48 55 48
answer/solution
The correct answer/solution 32 30 37
Location of mistakes 40 30 37
Explananons why the answer/solution 60 70 33
is wrong
Instructions 1:10W to get the right 60 48 13
answer/solution
Recommendations for improvement of
performance in future 40 32 37

TABLE V

THE QUESTION “WHAT ADDITIONAL INFORMATION DO YOU OFFER TO
STUDENTS WHEN YOU ASSIGN MARKS, SCORES, OR OTHER SUMMATIVE
VALUES (ALSO PASS/FAIL)?”

Answer RSU (%) | RTU (%) | UL (%)
Information _about the correctness of 63 61 75
answer/solution
The correct answer/solution 35 25 40
Location of mistakes 43 43 60
Explanatlons why the answer/solution 71 57 69
is wrong
Instructions 1_'10w to get the right 41 48 37
answer/solution
Recommenda_tlons for improvement of 61 45 44
performance in future
TABLE VI
THE QUESTION “HOW DO YOU INVOLVE STUDENTS IN THE ASSESSMENT
PROCESS?”
Answer RSU (%) | RTU (%) | UL (%)
Informing stufien'ts about the developed 75 74 9
assessment criteria
Defining assessment criteria together 20 7 15

with students

Giving students an opportunity to assess
their work using the developed set of 31 9 27
assessment criteria

Giving students an opportunity to assess
their peer works using the developed set 35 22 42
of assessment criteria

Defining learning goals and expected

outcomes together with students 29 12 13

Discussing with students future

performance after receiving feedback > 49 33

The third question in the multiple choice form asked
lecturers to select one answer which characterizes the most
precisely how often they make grading of students using
marks, scores, or other summative values (also pass/fail). In
more than 50 % of cases it occurs every time when lecturers
offer an assessment activity and this is a common trend for all
three universities (RSU — 51 %, RTU — 52 %, UL — 67 %).
This again highlights the dominance of summative assessment
in the study process. Up to 30 % of lecturers grade students
only in some assessment activities (RSU — 25 %, RTU — 28 %,
UL — 27 %) or only in the final assessment activities (RSU —
24 %, RTU —20 %, UL — 25 %).

The next two multiple choice questions presented lecturers
a list of different kinds of information and a possibility to
choose any number of items to indicate what kind of

additional information students receive when grading is not
undertaken (Table IV) and when they are graded (Table V).
The fourth question was offered only to lecturers who did not
select an option “Every time when an assessment activity is
offered to students” in the previous question. As a result, the
number of respondents was the following: RSU — 25, RTU —
33, and UL - 17.

In the grade-free assessment, an information about
correctness of student’s answer/solution falls under the first
three most often chosen options (independently from the
university). In case of RSU, students receive also explanations
why the answer/solution is wrong and instructions how to get
the right answer/solution. In the context of RTU, both
explanations and recommendations for improving future
performance are provided to students. The all previously
mentioned aspects are closely related to formative assessment
and could be used for improving learning. However, such
features of formative feedback as explanations and
instructions were chosen by lecturers of UL only in 33 % of
cases. In the mentioned university, students most often receive
the correct answer/solution together with highlighted mistakes
and recommendations for improving performance in future.

Performing students’ grading, lecturers (independently from
the university) provide students with explanations of why their
answer/solution is wrong and the general information on the
correctness of the answer/solution. In case of RSU, the
mentioned aspects are supplemented by recommendations for
improvement of performance in future, while in the case of
RTU — by instructions how to get the right answer/solution.
Lecturers of UL chose highlighting of mistakes as the third
most common aspect. However, it should be noted that despite
the dominance of summative assessment, students get the
information which they could use for improvement of
learning.

The sixth question allowed the teaching staff to choose any
number of items which characterize how lecturers involve
students in the assessment process (Table VI). It should be
noted that, in general, students are not considered to be
partners in the assessment because (independently from the
university) presentation of the lecturer’s developed assessment
criteria is most often mentioned as the main aspect of
involvement. In case of RSU and RTU, around 50 % of the
teaching staff discuss with students the future performance
after receiving of feedback. This aspect was chosen only by
35 % of lecturers from UL. In RSU and UL, more than 30 %
of the teaching staff offer students peer assessment activities
which are considered to be one of the components of
formative assessment. In case of RTU, all items related to
formative assessment (i.e. definition of learning goals,
expected outcomes, and assessment criteria together with
students, peer assessment, and self-assessment) were chosen
by the smallest number of lecturers.

The next question presented lecturers with 11 activities
(Table VII) which are related to formative assessment and are
commonly mentioned in the theory and research [3], [15],
[30]. For each activity, lecturers indicated whether they carry
out it in their study courses or not. Results show that the most
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commonly used activity is asking questions during lecturing.
This allows concluding that lectures are still the dominating
organizational form in Latvian universities. However, in case
of RSU, there are a little bit more lecturers who, during
classes, discuss with students the completed works. This is the
second most frequently chosen activity by lecturers of two
other universities (RTU and UL). Moreover, discussion on the
assessment criteria and the expected learning outcomes and
the use of sample works are used by more than half of the
teaching staff at each university. However, it is surprisingly
that nobody chose the use of rubrics, as well as only a small
number of lecturers recognized that they offer students
opportunity to self-assess a work before its submission and
encourage students to plan further activities after receiving of
feedback.

Performing evaluation of their own understanding of
formative assessment, 41 % of lecturers pointed out that they
do not understand what is formative assessment (RSU — 31 %,
RTU — 45 %, UL — 46 %) and 30 % — that their knowledge is
insufficient (RSU — 37 %, RTU — 32 %, UL — 19 %). Only a
quarter of lecturers consider that their knowledge is good
(RSU - 31 %, RT U — 20 %, UL — 25 %), and only 4 % have
excellent knowledge (RSU — 0 %, RTU — 3 %, UL — 10 %).
Therefore, there is a lack of necessary knowledge on
formative assessment among the teaching staff of the analyzed
universities.

TABLE VII
THE QUESTION “INDICATE IF YOU MAKE ACTIONS DESCRIBED IN EACH
STATEMENT!”
Answer UL
RSU (%) | RTU (%)
(%)
During classes, I discuss with students
the completed individual or group 92 87 75
works
I ask questions during lecturing 88 97 94
1 offer students a possibility to re-
submit the work after receiving 55 61 60
feedback on the draft
1 use rubrics 0 0 0
Before submitting their work, I offer
students a possibility to identify 14 10 10
strengths and weaknesses of their work
taking into account assessment criteria
I offer students a possibility to view
other students’ works before
o .. 24 13 17
submission in order to get opinion of
peers
Tuse p_ortfohos which include students 13 17 3
reflection
I give students sample works to help 63 68 69
students to understand the standard
During classes, I spend time for
discussion on assessment criteria and 80 61 63
standards (expected outcomes)
I ask students what kind of feedback is 71 43 38
the most useful for them
I ask students to create a list of future 9 10 13
actions after receiving of feedback

The last question was not presented to those lecturers who
ticked the option “I don’t understand what is formative
assessment” in the previous question. So, the number of
respondents for the ninth question was the following: RSU —

10

35, RTU - 38, and UL — 28. Fourteen statements about
formative assessment were presented to the teaching staff.
Lecturers should evaluate them using a Likert-type response
scale with values “strongly disagree”, “disagree”, “neutral”,
“agree”, and “strongly agree”. Performing the analysis of
results, it was considered that if a statement is right then both
answers “strongly agree” and ‘“agree” are accepted as
appropriate responses. The same is valid for wrong statements
and the answer options “disagree” and “strongly disagree”.
The answer “neutral” was not considered as a valid answer,
and it was assumed that it points out that lecturers do not
understand whether a statement is related to formative
assessment or not. Two lecturers from RSU, two from RTU,
and four from UL marked all statements as “neutral”. All
statements were correctly evaluated by two lecturers from
RSU and one from RTU. One lecturer from UL correctly
evaluated 12 from 14 statements. It should be noted that for
each statement the most often chosen responses were
“agree”/“disagree” which assume some doubts of lecturers
about their knowledge and understanding of formative
assessment. Table VIII includes statements which were most
often correctly evaluated by the teaching staff of each
university. It shows the total number of answers (%), as well
as the number of strongly agreed and agreed answers. Two
statements “Formative assessment is assessment of learning”
and “Formative assessment assumes grading of students” were
most often evaluated incorrectly. The next follows the
statement “The lecturer has a role of controller but students —
the role of controlled units”.

TABLE VIII

THE QUESTION “EVALUATE YOUR OWN AGREEMENT WITH EACH
STATEMENT ON FORMATIVE ASSESSMENT!”

Number
Number
of
L % of of
University Statement strongly
answers agreed
agreed
answers
answers
Formative assessment
(FA) helps to clarify what 61 6 25
is a good performance
RSU FA assumes cooperation
between lecturer and 57 13 16
students
FA assesses the learning 57 1 13
process and progress
FA provides the
descriptive feedback to 46 17 15
students
FA assumes cooperation
RTU between lecturer and 45 12 19
students
FA is associated with
adjustments of the 45 9 22
ongoing study process
FA provides the
descriptive feedback to 46 9 15
students
LU FA assesses the learning 44 9 14
process and progress
FA is assessment for 20 10 1
learning
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V. CONCLUSION

Thus, the results of the research clearly show that
summative assessment still has a dominating position in the
study process of Latvian universities. As a consequence,
lecturers perceive the assessment as an externally imposed
necessity and do not consider students as partners in the
assessment process.

Only some features of formative assessment are presented
in the study process. They are mostly related to the provision
of feedback to students and near-future adjustments in the study
process. It is positively that feedback includes explanations
about the correctness of student’s answer/solution together
with instructions how to get the right answer/solution or
recommendations for improvement of performance in future.
This is the information which could be used by students for
improvement of their learning process.

It is obvious that the teaching staff lacks or has insufficient
knowledge on formative assessment. However, the fact that
some features of formative assessment are observable in the
study process allows thinking that by activating lecturers’
mutual discussion and providing appropriate professional
development courses, formative assessment has the potential
to become an everyday practice of lecturers’ pedagogical
activity.

In case of RSU, aspects of formative assessment were
chosen more frequently than in the other two institutions of
higher education. This could be related to specifics of the
university (health care study programs) where to acquire the
necessary knowledge, skills, and understanding are especially
essential for the future professional activity of students.

The sample size and the known drawbacks of the research
instrument (questionnaire) determine the possible limitations
of the research presented in the paper.

Despite the fact that the research results are not quite
optimistic, the authors of the paper believe that the teaching
staff who participated in the research has developed at least
some interest in formative assessment as well as started to
think more about possible purposes and goals of the
assessment process in their practice.
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Anna Anoxuna-Haymen, Amxena FOpane-bpemane. M3yuyenue npaktuka ¢opMHPYIOLIEro OlleHUBAHNS B TPeX YHHBepcuTeTax JlaTBun

IIpunuMasi Bo BHUMaHHE TOT (akT, 4To GopMHUpYrollee OLECHUBAHUE CIOCOOCTBYET MPOLIECCY 00yHYEHHUs, HO B TO XK€ BPEeMs OTCYTCTBYIOT JJaHHBIC O Peau3aliuu
9TOrO THIIA OLCHUBAHMS B y4eOHOM Ipollecce BBHICHINX y4eOHBIX 3aBeneHuil JlarBum, B Hauanme 2015 roma mocpeacTBOM aHKETHPOBAHUS OBUIO IPOBEIECHO
HCCIIeJOBaHHE NPAKTUKH OLEHHBAHW OOYJaloIEero NepcoHala JIATBHHCKHX YHHBEPCHTETOB. B JaHHOH cTaThe OTOOpakeHBI pe3yibTaThl aHANIN3a TaHHBIX
no TpéM caMbIM KpYNHbIM yHuBepcuteram JlatBum: Prkckoro yHuBepcutera MMeHH CtpajibiHs, PHXKCKOro TeXHHYECKOro yHuBepcutera M JlaTBuiickoro
YHUBEpCHTeTa. Bompockl, BKIIOYEHHBIE B aHKETy, KacaluCh OOIIMX IleJied OLeHHBAHUS, CIIOCOOOB HCIHOJB30BAHMS OLEHOYHOW HH(OpPMAIUH, YaCTOTHI
BBICTaBJICHHS OLIEHOK, THIIOB OOpAaTHOW CBSI3M M JPYIMX acHeKTOB, CBSI3aHHBIX C MPOLIECCOM OLICHUBAHMS CTYACHTOB. Pe3ynbTaThl HCCIEXOBaHUS MO3BOJISIIOT
clleNaTh 3aKJIIOYCHHUE O JOMHMHUPYIOIIEH MO3UIMKM CYMMAaTHBHOTO OLCHUBAHUS B Y4eOHOM Ipollecce JATBHHCKUX BBICIIMX y4eOHBIX 3aBE/ICHHIA, B pe3yibTare
4yero oOydJaromuii mepcoHan BOCIPUHUMAET CaM MPOIECC OLEHUBAHMSA KaK HEOOXOAMMOCTb, HABSI3aHHYIO H3BHE H HE OTBOJHUT CTyICGHTaM POJIb IapTHEPOB
B 9TOM IIponecce. OnHAKO, HEKOTOPhIE MPU3HAKH (JOPMUPYIOIIETO OLEHUBAHHS BCE-TaKH IPECTABICHB! B yaeOHOM mpornecce. OHH, TIaBHBIM 00pa3oM, CBS3aHbI
C MPEIOCTaBIIEMOH CTYIeHTaM 00paTHOM! CBSI3bI0 M H3MEHEHHUSMH, KOTOPBIE 00YUYarOIIUi IIepCOHAI IPOBOUT B MOCIEAYIOIINX HECKOJIBKUX YIEOHBIX SIU304aX
Iocie MOMyYeHHUs OLECHOYHONW MH(popManuH. 3HaHUS 00ydalOIIero IepcoHana o (HOpMUPYIOIIEM OLEHUBAHHUH SBISIOTCS HEAOCTATOYHBIMU MM HaOmiomaeTcs
X OTCYTCTBHE. ACIEKTHI, CBS3aHHBIE ¢ (HOPMHUPYIOIIEM OICHUBAHHMEM, Yalle BHIOMpPAINCh IpernofaBaTelIsIMH Pinkckoro yHuBepcureTa mMeHH CTpambIHA,
YTO MOXKHO CBSI3aTh CO CIIEIU(UKOIl yIeOHBIX IPOrpaMM TOTO BEICIIEr0 Y4eOHOr0 3aBeICHHsI, KOTOPBIE OTHOCSTCS K cepe 31paBOOXpaHEHHS.

Alla Anohina-Naumeca, AnZela Jurane-Brémane. Formativas vértéSanas prakse: ieskats tris Latvijas universitates

Nemot véra faktu, ka formativa vértésana veicina maciSanos, bet taja pasa laika truikst datu par Sada tipa vértéSanas istenoSanu augstakas izglitibas iestadés
Latvija, 2015. gada sakuma ar anket&8anas palidzibu tika veikta Latvijas augstskolu doc&taju vértésanas prakses izpéte. Raksta ir atspoguloti iegiito datu analizes
rezultati, kas attiecas uz trim lielakajam universitateém Latvija: Rigas Stradina universitati, Rigas Tehnisko universitati un Latvijas Universitati. Anketa ietvertie
jautajumi tika saistiti ar vert€Sanas visparigiem noliikiem, verté$ana iegiitas informacijas izmantoSanas veidiem, atzimju izlikSanas biezumu, atgriezeniskas saites
tipiem un citiem aspektiem, kas attiecas uz studentu vért€Sanas procesu. P&tijjuma ietvaros ir izdarits secinajums, ka Latvijas augstakas izglitibas iestades
domingjoSo poziciju ienem summativa veértéSana. Ta rezultata docetaji uztver veértéSanas procesu ka argji uzspiestu nepiecieSamibu un neuzskata studentus par
partneriem Saja procesa. Tacu atseviskas formativas vert€Sanas iezimes tomer studiju procesa ir novérojamas. Tas galvenokart ir saistitas ar studentiem piedavato
atgriezenisko saiti un izmainam, ko docétaji realizé dazas nakamajas studiju epizodés péc vertésanas informacijas iegisanas. Doc&taju zinasanas par formativo
verteSanu ir nepietiekamas, vai to triikst. Formativas veértéSanas aspektus visbiezak izvélgjas Rigas Stradina universitates docétaji, ko var saistit ar $is augstakas
izglitibas iestades studiju programmu specifiku — veselibas apriipi.
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