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Abstract: In the spring of 2020, the learning process globally was reorganised 
using online technologies that support a new strategy ‘emergency remote 
learning’. At present, it is unclear how long emergency remote teaching and 
learning will need to be in place. As a consequence of recent health safety 
measures the teaching and learning activities have changed, including student 
assessment. The aim of this paper is to explore educators’ perceptions of the 
changes in assessment and feedback. A survey of educators in Latvia was 
conducted, as well as two focus group discussions. The main findings examine 
such important aspects as the importance of feedback, the possibilities and use 
of technology, and well-designed assignments. One initial finding of this 
review is that Latvian educators have reviewed, supplemented and developed 
assignments to deal with this new situation. In summation, this study aims to 
strengthen the understanding of learning and assessment when emergency 
remote teaching and learning is utilised. 
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1 Introduction 

In the spring of 2020, the online learning process was expanded to incorporate emergency 
remote learning; however, most of it took place without proper preparation. To help 
prevent the spread of the virus, many educational institutions have cancelled all  
face-to-face classes, including laboratories and other learning experiences, by moving the 
learning process online (Hodges et al., 2020). The familiar and well-structured classroom 
learning environment, which was well known to educators and learners, was disrupted. 
The rapid transition did not allow time to create the right virtual learning environments to 
replace existing structures and relationships. The result of this situation was a chaotic 
learning environment using available learning management systems, focusing on learner 
interactions with content rather than student-student and student-faculty interactions 
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(Settersten et al., 2020). At the beginning of the crisis, many educators around the world 
tried to switch their teaching practice from in-person to remote teaching within a few 
days. This situation revealed a significant gap in the training of educators, as they lacked 
the readiness and ability to effectively implement emergency remote teaching, including 
teaching with technology to ensure the continuity of learning for students at a distance 
(Trust and Whalen, 2020). Now is the moment to critically analyse the changes brought 
about by the transition to emergency remote teaching and learning in order to better 
understand the potential to promote student learning (Stohr et al., 2020). 

The aim of this study was to explore educators’ perceptions of changes in assessment 
and feedback. The research question was: what changes did the evaluators make in their 
evaluation practice. The answers to this question will help to identify the potential 
benefits that emergency remote learning could have. 

2 The theory on assessment in the remote learning process 

2.1 Assessment and feedback 

One of the classical theories of assessment, the original version of Bloom’s taxonomy of 
educational objectives, which is associated with the behavioural approach, is well known. 
However, Bloom’s revised taxonomy which emphasises assessment is more applicable 
currently (Anderson and Krathwohl, 2001). The structure of observed learning outcomes 
(SOLO) taxonomy is based on a constructivist approach and evaluates the depth of 
cognitive activity (Biggs and Tang, 2007). It should be noted that the constructivist 
approach is related to the theory of student-centred learning (Clements and Battista, 
1990). 

When discussing assessment, two concepts are usually identified: summative 
assessment and formative assessment. These are the two basic types of assessment 
described in the literature as assessment of learning and assessment for learning, which 
are related to the purpose of the assessment (Schuwirth and Vleuten, 2016). One of the 
definitions shows formative assessment as a process where the assessment of a student’s 
performance is used to guide further learning (Sadler, 1989). By contrast, summative 
assessment results in an encapsulated assessment which is to be regarded as a judgment 
(Taras, 2005). It is recognised that the process of assessment permeates the learning 
process and it is an integral part of the teaching and learning, when information about 
learning outcomes is identified, collected and interpreted (Farell and Rushbay, 2016). 
They point out that assessment can be used successfully to support learning, as the 
learner will improve his/her performance by understanding the learning objectives and 
processes. Learners develop the ability to reflect at the meta level, they become aware of 
where they are in relation to learning outcomes and how these can be achieved by 
bridging the gaps in knowledge, skills or understanding (Daly et al., 2010). 

Classroom assessment is identifiable as a formative assessment that focuses on those 
learning activities offering the feedback information that is needed for changes in the 
teaching and learning process. For example, such things as the learner’s understanding of 
what is being learned, what is expected and how to make improvements. This is a  
high-level interaction that takes place between participants in the learning process 
through various activities – questioning, listening, answering and reflection (Daly et al., 
2010). Feedback from the formative assessment practice supports learning and promotes 
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students’ proactive self-efficacy. It promotes learning skills, which are a prerequisite for 
further study and career preparation (Heritage, 2010). Classroom assessments can be used 
as a driving force for success in each student’s learning life (Stiggins, 2004). 

In formative assessment, the role of the teacher is both to use feedback to promote 
learning and to help students understand the goal, develop the skills to make decisions 
about their own learning and choose strategies to regulate learning (Heritage, 2010). It is 
not enough for teachers to interpret passive assessments passively, because assessments 
must be actively used to influence teaching and learning. If teachers clearly inform 
students about the different assessment processes and outcomes, students will benefit 
from self-regulation which drives meaningful learning (Leong, 2015). 

A full-fledged and effective assessment process also requires peer assessment. In 
order to use peer feedback effectively, teachers need clear learning objectives as well as 
ways to make assessment criteria available. It helps students understand what is needed 
for their learning (Webb et al., 2018). There is evidence that feedback concerning 
assessment and the interpretation and application of assessment data can significantly 
enhance learning. 

2.2 Online teaching, learning and assessment 

During the twentieth century, with the development of computer technology, online 
learning became more and more widespread globally. Today, it is a well-established 
teaching paradigm based on accepted theory and empirical evidence. Diverse 
technologies are recognised as an indispensable condition of the learning process 
(Karimova and Zhetpeisova, 2020). Online learning can be entirely done online, as a 
substitute or as an alternative to face-to-face training, but it can also be introduced as a 
component of face-to-face learning (Means et al., 2010). A variety of technologies are 
usually available for virtual lessons: websites with content files, interactive whiteboards 
for writing or drawing, a sharing space for group work, chatrooms for communication, 
audio and video chat capabilities. Lessons can also be recorded and watched later or 
repeatedly. All this requires a stable internet connection (Martin and Parker, 2014). 
Virtual laboratories provide sufficient opportunities to acquire knowledge, at the same 
time allowing the acquisition of new technological skills that will be useful in further 
studies and working life (Kerr et al., 2004). 

Two types of learning process operations are widely discussed in the literature: 
synchronous and asynchronous. Synchronous e-learning takes place in real-time and is 
provided by video conferencing and chats, which promote a learning community and 
helps students feel like participants rather than learning in isolation (Hrastinsky, 2008). 
Synchronous e-learning is not characterised by lectures, demonstration videos and other 
‘knowledge transfer’ activities, as active student participation is essential in the learning 
process (Hyder et al., 2007). During interactive lessons, students can write questions 
without interrupting the speaker, these are visible to others, thus promoting critical 
thinking skills, as it forces others to rethink their knowledge and understanding (Martin 
and Parker, 2014). It is recognised that online teaching and learning has many 
pedagogical benefits. It is very important to include synchronous active learning activities 
in online learning, as well as getting students to participate in such activities (Stohr et al., 
2020). 

Asynchronous e-learning is linked to learning content repositories and also includes 
technologies such as e-mails, discussion sites that support learner cooperation and 
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collaboration with the teacher when not everyone can be online at the same time. This is 
an essential feature of flexible e-learning, but time management is important for students 
here (Hrastinsky, 2008). Asynchronous e-learning with the advantages of computer 
communication provides the opportunity to learn ‘anywhere and anytime’. It is important 
to follow the constructivist approach here, which pays a lot of attention to peer-to-peer 
interactions, combining it with self-directed learning (Shahabadi and Uplane, 2014). 

Assuring academic integrity is essential in both synchronous and asynchronous 
learning and assessment processes. Technology allows real-time assessment, including 
examinations, but the issue of authorship and unauthorised assistance is always important 
(Brewer, 2004; Butler-Henderson and Crawford, 2020). The development and use of 
these technologies requires close attention and verification. 

However, for many years in many countries, including Latvia, the e-environment was 
more related to the placement of study materials, and less on the cooperation of 
participants, leaving this to face-to-face classes (Ulmane-Ozoliņa, 2012). Collaborative 
learning is defined as a philosophical and methodological approach to the learning 
process in which people voluntarily engage and want to collaborate with each other to 
create new knowledge, ideas, attitudes. Technological solutions that provide online video 
and audio streaming in parallel with written language have become current practice, 
because computer-assisted interaction can be provided at the same level as it could be in 
person (Ulmane-Ozoliņa, 2012). Another study looked at teachers-as-learners’ digital 
skills and readiness to study online, concluding that the learners’ socio-demographic 
parameters and online learning readiness rate is very important in developing an online 
course (Mirķe et al., 2019). This is important in the context of educator training and 
professional development. If the educator has both experience and skills in online 
learning, then online learning activities for learners will also be more successfully 
created. 

In the context of this study, it is important to talk about technology in the assessment 
process. As assessment is a part of the learning process, the application of technology in 
assessment can also change the learning process (Farell and Rushbay, 2016). The transfer 
of assessment to a computerised environment has been considered since 1960 (Al-Smadi 
and Gutl, 2008). However, it is important to realise that effective e-assessment needs to 
consider both technological, data collection and management aspects, as well as the 
human-centric, social aspects. More attention should be paid to the way the student learns 
(Daly et al., 2010). Feedback, to be most beneficial for learning, should not be too 
complicated and should be used effectively. The opportunities offered by advances in 
learning sciences, measurement of progress, and technology have paved the way for new 
assessment approaches that will support individualised learning and that can accurately 
measure and support the acquisition of complex skills (Shute and Rahimi, 2017). A study 
by Robertson et al. (2019) indicates that the use of digital technologies in formative 
assessment is useful because it provides immediacy of the feedback, as well as the ability 
to repeat the task several times until the best result is achieved. Similar results were found 
in another study comparing online and face-to-face assignment. It concluded that learners 
in an online environment try to answer the question several times, until the correct 
answer is achieved, while face-to-face learners leave the question unanswered if they 
doubt the correctness (Ferguson et al., 2020). Thus, technologies provide an opportunity 
to implement the most important components of formative assessment. 

As a practical justification for e-assessment, it is asserted that it reduces the time and 
workload for the educator. The pedagogical rationale mentions the possibility of 
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providing timely and uninterrupted feedback in formative assessment, which is 
recognised as an integral part of a modern learning system (Al-Smadi and Gutl, 2008). 
Formative e-assessment is defined as processes in which technologies are used at 
different levels to obtain evidence of what the student understands as the learning 
objectives and in which formative activities can be performed. The extent of technology 
use is not defined, and more importantly there is the omission about how technology 
resources can be used formatively in collaboration with other social and cognitive 
resources (Daly et al., 2010). Current formative practices with its emphasis on summative 
assessment can only be changed if formative assessment and support for new assessment 
tools and technologies are emphasised. The learning process involves digital technologies 
such as computers, handheld devices, the internet, whiteboards and so on. As a result, the 
purpose of formative assessment has not changed, but rather the importance of formative 
assessment has grown significantly due to new technologies and 21st century learning 
requirements (Spector et al., 2016). The importance of timely feedback increases, as 
delays of several days can endanger the effectiveness of feedback in terms of improving 
learning and performance, but such timely and meaningful feedback is difficult to 
conceive without the use of technology. Datafication of the learning processes; feedback 
and scaffolding; peer assessment and peer feedback are identified as key aspects, which 
need an IT application. Datafication for formative assessment means understanding how 
to collect data, interpret/analyse and use this meaningful information to support teachers 
and learners in the learning process. Thus, feedback can come from both people and 
processed data (Spector et al., 2016). 

The potential of online discussion forums in a summative coursework assignment has 
been outlined highlighting the possibility of evaluating learners’ skills linking theory and 
practice and showing critical and reflective thinking (Gallatly and Carciofo, 2020). 
However, especially in summative assessment, it is important to ensure the authorship of 
assignments submitted by learners. Researchers point to the challenges to academic 
integrity nowadays, related to plagiarism aided by the availability of technology and 
connectivity, as well as views on cheating (Dyer, 2010). 

Unfortunately, not enough methodological support is always available to educators. 
As the elements of e-learning are usually related to ICT, it is the responsibility of 
professionals with education and knowledge in computer technology, engineering and 
programming to provide these functions. Rarely do these teams have a professional with 
knowledge and experience in pedagogy, which makes it difficult to implement 
methodologies related to e-learning and use e-learning opportunities to ensure 
cooperation between students (Ulmane-Ozoliņa, 2012). Thus, full use of technology in 
assessment requires both technology and pedagogical experts. 

2.3 Assessment and emergency remote teaching and learning 

To start, it is necessary to describe the changes in the educational process, which are 
sequentially related to the changes in assessment. A new term, emergency remote 
teaching/learning, has appeared in the literature since the spring of 2020 (Bozkurt and 
Sharma, 2020; Eaton, 2020; Hodges et al., 2020; Mohmmed et al., 2020; Trust and 
Whalen, 2020). This approach is characterised by a specific situation where remote 
learning is not the usual online learning strategy. In addition, the transition has to take 
place unexpectedly, with no planning, and in a very short time frame. Different 
educational institutions have different remote learning methods, some already have 
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online learning systems in place, while others do not, thus creating different 
understandings of the concept of remote learning and its effectiveness (Shim and Lee, 
2020). A timely and well-planned online learning experience is very different from 
learning offered online in a crisis or emergency. It is estimated that the typical 
preparation time for a fully online course is six to nine months, with the most efficient 
products being achieved in the second or third iteration. It is not possible for every 
educator to become an expert in online teaching and learning, especially in a situation 
where the transition time is only a week or a few days. Emergency remote teaching is a 
temporary replacement of a planned instructional delivery model with an alternative 
delivery mode due to the crisis. In this context, the main goal is not to restore a strong 
educational ecosystem, but to provide quick and secure temporary access to instructions 
and teaching materials (Hodges et al., 2020). Other authors emphasise that online remote 
learning is not only about uploaded educational content, but also about learning as a 
process that ensures learner participation, responsibility, flexibility and choice. It is a 
process that involves careful planning and goal setting, resulting in an effective learning 
ecology. Evidently, online remote learning has always been an alternative and flexible 
option for learners, but this emergency remote teaching and learning approach is an 
obligation, so different strategies and priorities need to be considered (Bozkurt and 
Sharma, 2020; Kiernan, 2020). A timely and well-planned online learning experience is 
very different from learning offered online in a crisis or emergency (Hodges et al., 2020). 

Changes in how curriculum is delivered require for changes in the role of an educator 
as well. The online educator needs to quickly become part teacher, part coordinator, part 
guide and part technology expert. Rapid professional development is essential for 
educators to master technology in combination with learning design components, in order 
to create an in-depth online learning experience (Settersten et al., 2020). The 
technological tools for delivering content are the same, but many educators and learners 
have had no experience, no training, and sometimes no desire to acquire these skills. 
Sometimes, initially, panic is the basis for a rapid response to ensure the continuity of 
learning. To mitigate against this response learners and educators are gradually being 
trained to cope with the new situation. Discussion about how to assess learners in an 
appropriate and effective way, reveals at least partial agreement amongst involved 
educators (Eaton, 2020). Educators need tools for effective emergency remote teaching 
methods, as well as the development of pedagogical creativity to engage learners and 
stimulate their learning. While this takes place attention should be paid to technical skills, 
as being able to utilise platforms for a series of learning activities based on the thousands 
of freely available learning resources is more valuable than just delivering the best 
lectures (Mohmmed et al., 2020). 

Since the main focus of this study is on assessment, studies describing the specifics of 
evaluation in emergency remote teaching were also reviewed. It is important to  
re-imagine assignments to promote learners’ engagement at this time when uncertainty, 
social insularity and inaction and inertia, can be faced (Kiernan, 2020). It is crucial to 
ensure that learning outcomes are of high quality and fair, therefore the provision of 
education must be evidence-based, involving all students, creating a favourable climate 
and learning environment (Angelico, 2020). Some educators who had never taught online 
did not have much time to consider the online context and specifics of assessment. It is 
recognised that the limited ability to supervise students in many cases forces educators to 
choose to only use multiple-choice questions (Eaton, 2020; Oyedotun, 2020). In the 
transition to emergency remote teaching, the assessment practice of many educators is the 
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same as face-to-face learning. The situation became complicated by online exams. It was 
found that the grades were much higher, especially in the multiple-choice tests. Some 
educators had not imagined that online tests would enable students to search for answers 
online (Eaton, 2020). 

Emergency remote teaching practitioners are considering a compromise with 
deadlines. In cases where it was not possible to use the technology in a timely and 
sufficient amount, it has been impossible to meet the set deadlines and standards. These 
further increases the stress and negative feelings associated with emergency remote 
teaching (Oyedotun, 2020). Thus, assessment in emergency remote learning must be 
carefully considered and justified, leaving room for flexibility in the face of exceptional 
circumstances. 

2.4 Impact on the future 

Certainly, research has led to speculation on the impact of emergency remote teaching on 
educational processes in the future. Sometimes this impact is posited in ‘experimental’ 
terms. This position allows stakeholders (educators, learners and parents) an insight about 
the future of edtech itself (Williamson et al., 2020). Until now, there has sometimes been 
resistance to acknowledging the fact that the rate of knowledge growth and the changing 
nature of many jobs call for greater educational acquisition or ongoing training. The 
pandemic has led to significant changes in the use of electronics, the internet and remote 
learning, which can lead to greater openness to lifelong learning (Settersten et al., 2020). 
Every educational institution must have access to a strong online platform, as the world is 
becoming increasingly digital in the wake of this crisis (Chiou, 2020). There has also 
been successful experience in the use of various internet resources in the teaching 
process, which could be used in future face-to-face learning, especially for students who 
clearly benefit from and enjoy them in the future. Unfortunately, not all learners are 
equally equipped with technology. Various types of digital divide continue to dominate in 
society, threatening the technological future, therefore, education needs to undergo a 
major transformation, which has been prompted by this pandemic (Iivari et al., 2020). 

The readiness of educators for the digital future is also important in this aspect. 
Researchers point out that educators, educational institutions and training of educators 
need to be given the opportunity to act as leaders in the digital transformation of 
education. Prospective teachers need to develop skills to understand, reflect upon, plan 
and lead the process in which, through the use of technology, strategies are developed in 
the event of unexpected disruptions (Iivari et al., 2020). Thus, the issues of educators’ 
training and professional development can also be seen here. The digital transformation 
of education progressed rapidly as a result of the pandemic, increasing the 
competitiveness of higher education institutions globally as well as optimising internal 
processes (Verina et al., 2021). Certainly, the optimisation of these processes also has 
benefits at other levels of education. 

3 Method 

A survey of educators in Latvia at different levels of education was conducted. First, a 
compact pilot survey was conducted to ask four experts working at different levels of 
education to evaluate the questions. The survey was created using Google Forms and a 
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link with an invitation to participate was sent to educational institutions and municipal 
education authorities (52 recipients in total). 181 responses were received. The survey 
was completely anonymous and did not collect any information that could identify the 
person. As a result, all ethical research standards were met in accordance with the general 
data protection requirements (GDPR). It is important to emphasise that the purpose of the 
survey was to gain insight into ideas for change, not to statistically examine which 
changes are being made most often. The survey questions can be divided into three 
groups: data on respondents (the level of education at which they work, the field of 
education and the duration of their pedagogical experience); questions about the 
supposed level at which certain types of changes were made (scales 1–5); and open 
questions about the type of change, new ideas and challenges. 

In addition, two focus group discussions took place, the first with teachers from 
different schools (n = 12), the second – educators from one university (n = 5). As the 
discussions took place as part of a larger study, only some of the questions were related 
to changes in assessment. 

The analysis of the results was based on descriptive statistics and content analysis. 
Microsoft Excel was used for data analysis. As most (and the essential) part of the 
questions were open-ended, the answers were coded before the analysis of the results. 
Thematic data analysis was applied (Braun and Clarke, 2006). 

Limitations were also present in this study: it is important to note that the use of 
terminology is quite problematic, because some educators are not familiar with 
pedagogical terminology, so misunderstandings are possible. Educators do not always 
adequately understand the concepts of ‘formative assessment’, ‘summative assessment’ 
and ‘feedback’, this was already evident in the author’s previous research, as well as in 
the answers of respondents to this study. 

4 Results 

Data characterising the survey respondents: most educators represented higher education 
– 35%, the next largest group was primary school – 25%; pre-school – 19%, secondary 
school represented 17% of respondents, and vocational education – 4%. Concerning the 
question about the thematic area of education, the answers were developed according to 
the study areas defined in Skola (2030). A number of possible options for these areas 
were considered, but it was concluded that Skola (2030) was more easily adapted to 
different levels of education. The largest number of respondents represented the field of 
language learning – 23%, the next most widely represented area was natural sciences  
– 14%, social and civic – 12%. Respondents also had the opportunity to choose the 
answer ‘other’ and indicate more precisely; it should be noted that pre-school and 
primary school educators mostly represent all areas, which were also indicated in the 
answers. Respondents’ answers about the duration of their pedagogical experience in 
years were similarly distributed without a pronounced dominance at any stage. There 
were approximately the same number are respondents who had recently started working 
as educators (1–5 years) as compared to those who have significant experience (21–25 
years). The lowest number of respondents has pedagogical experience over 36 years 
(9%). 

These questions about the respondents did not significantly affect the analysis of the 
results, as it is not a standard statistical survey and due to the small number of 
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respondents it does not make sense to pay much attention to the distribution of answers in 
each of the groups. These data served more as contextual information when perhaps 
peculiar or confusing answers were found, then these answers were considered in the 
context of the field of study, level of education or some other information related to the 
respondents. The distribution of responses by group was considered in only a few cases. 

The results of the survey will be analysed in the same sequence as the questions in it. 
Questions about changes in assessment were introduced by three relatively general 
queries about remote learning and assessment. 

The first question asked was “what learning activities did you provide as part of the 
learning process? (For example, content learning, individual tasks, group work, etc.).” 
Educators were expected to indicate all remote learning activities, and some respondents 
did so. Unfortunately, a significant number of respondents only indicated that they used 
the examples from the brackets above and no others. In total, 25 different types of 
activities were identified after coding, some of which were indicated in no more than ten 
responses. It appears evident that individual work dominated during remote learning as 
most of the learning took place at home. However, group work was also indicated, so it 
can be assumed that collaboration was encouraged. The answers to learning the content 
are most likely to be reading a textbook or some written material. Of course, this is a 
necessary part of the learning process, but respondents answers tended to only focus on 
the acquisition of content and individual work. 

The next two questions were related to assessment in the specified learning activities: 
“what feedback did you provide in each of the activities?” and “in which of the activities 
was the performance evaluated with a mark, points, percentages, or pass/fail?” The aim 
of these questions was to detect the presence of formative and summative assessment in 
remote learning. Fifteen types of feedback were identified in the responses, but Table 1 
includes only those with more than ten responses. 
Table 1 Feedback in learning activities 

Type of feedback Number of answers 
Conversation, online discussion in a lesson or consultation 75 
Submitted works of learners 67 
Individual written feedback 53 
Tests with correct answers 35 
Comments on the submitted works 19 
Summative assessment 18 
Oral feedback, recorded audio 17 

It should be noted that the responses of 11 respondents (equalling 6%) were classified as 
‘other’ because they were not really related to the expected response. They were either 
too general in describing the feedback (e.g., ‘descriptive’, ‘pedagogical’ and 
‘continuous’) or demonstrated a misunderstanding of the question (e.g., “the aim was to 
raise awareness of the content learned”). Sixty-seven answers about the work submitted 
by the learners as feedback and 18 answers about summative assessment did not provide 
full-fledged feedback. 

The respondents choice of marks, points or other judgments in the assessment 
indicates that a summative assessment was used. During the processing of responses, 18 
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categories were identified, but Table 2 summarises the most common responses for those 
activities that had a summative assessment. 
Table 2 Activities assessed summative 

Type of answer Number of answers 
Individual work 68 
Tests 39 
Exams/final assessments 33 
In all activities 32 
Presentations/projects 17 
Not graded 13 

Responses ‘individual work’ and ‘in all activities’ show that summative assessment, 
however, prevailed, although it is more appropriate for the final assessment and the 
comparison and ranking of the learners than for the support of learning. It should be 
noted that the answer ‘not rated’ was more common in pre-school education, although at 
this level of education there were answers about the level of learning of the learner at the 
end of the year. 

In the next three questions, answers were expected about changes in assessment 
criteria and assessment methods. The first two questions (“please rate the extent to which 
you had to make changes to your originally planned evaluation techniques!” and “please 
rate the extent to which you had to make changes to your originally planned evaluation 
criteria!”) asked educators to subjectively assess the degree of change. These were more 
thought-provoking questions. In both questions, the most frequently chosen answer 
(answer mode) was ‘1 – no change’ (55 and 62 respectively). The next most common 
answer in the first question of this group of questions was ‘3’, while for the second 
question the number of responses declined in relation to how much change in evaluation 
took place. This pattern of responses suggests that there was not too much change, as the 
percentage of respondents indicating little or no change was 51% and 59%. In contrast to 
this, 20 categories of changes were identified in the answers to the third question “if you 
noted that there were changes in questions 9 and/or 10, please indicate exactly what you 
changed.” However, some of the answers did not refer to assessment methods or criteria, 
such as an indication of an increase in workload or remote learning as such (n = 14). 
Some of the answers indicated that nothing had been changed in assessment (although the 
changes were indicated in the previous questions), as well as the wording of some of the 
answers had no clear link to the question (n = 12). Most of the responses were related to 
changes in evaluation criteria – changes in points or their weighting (n = 30). Some of the 
answers highlighted changes directly in the form of assignment: transition to online, tests 
in the e-learning environment (n = 24). There were markedly more answers about 
changes in both content and form (n = 17). Twelve respondents indicated that the 
assessment focused more on individual approaches and support. 

The next two questions were about new ideas and solutions for providing feedback 
(“please assess the extent to which you have developed new ideas on providing 
feedback!” and “if you noted in the previous question that there were new ideas, please 
indicate what these new ideas were”). On the question about the development of new 
ideas, the answer scale ranged from ‘no new ideas’ (1) to ‘everything was re-created’ (5).  
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This time the most common answer (mode) was ‘3’ (n = 60), which indicated that 
educators had created more new ideas. In the related open-ended question, 18 categories 
were identified after coding the answers, and one was subdivided into five subcategories. 
Also, in this case, answers were identified (n = 12) that were not related to the essence of 
the question, but were related to other aspects of remote learning, such as assessment and 
feedback in general. Most of the answers pertained to situations where the work 
submitted by the learner was considered as feedback (n = 32), mainly the application of 
technology in submission and evaluation. However, new ideas (n = 19) about the use of 
technology can also be applied to the feedback provided by the educator to the learner, 
mainly in the form of WhatsApp text or voice messages, sometimes video. The third 
largest group (n = 11) of answers was related to new ideas in individual communication 
with learners. 

For questions about new ideas related to performance evaluation (“please assess  
the extent to which you have developed new ideas on performance evaluation!” and  
“if you noted in the previous question that there were new ideas, please indicate  
what these new ideas were”), the most frequent answer was ‘1 – (n = 80)’, which 
indicates that there were fewer new ideas in the summative evaluation. This time, 14 
categories of responses were identified, however, most responses (n = 22) were classified 
in the ‘other’ section because they described remote learning and assessment in general. 
The remaining responses were only 50 in total, with none of the categories identified 
exceeding 10. The three categories of matching answers with the highest number  
were ‘online opportunities’, ‘change of assignment type’ and ‘changes to ensure 
academic ethics’. 

The next two sets of questions were related to difficulties in assessment and providing 
feedback. In both questions about the degree of difficulty, the majority answer was  
‘1 – no complications, no difficulties’ (n = 66 related to providing feedback, and n = 74 
related to summative assessment). The number of response categories was also relatively 
small – nine for each. The most frequently mentioned difficulties were an increase in the 
workload and the time required for it (n = 36). Various difficulties with technology are 
also mentioned (n = 15), as well as learners’ passivity, non-participation in discussions 
and even conversations (n = 11). The educators also indicated that there was a lack of 
student eye contact, direct observations, therefore, there are doubts about the impact and 
effectiveness of the feedback (n = 15). As some educators considered only the work 
submitted by the learner as feedback, there are difficulties related to using this method, 
for example, when the work is not submitted on time or at all, or it is submitted in an 
inappropriate format (n = 16). The most common answers regarding summative 
assessment were related to doubts about the authorship of the work – whether the learner 
has prepared the submitted work himself (n = 35). The summative assessment also 
indicated an increase in the workload (n = 16). Educators also noted that there were 
difficulties in preparing and adequately explaining assignments (n = 11), as well as with 
the skills needed in working with technology, and technological support and its quality  
(n = 11). 

Figure 1 summarises the frequency of responses to the various aspects of assessment, 
the extent to which there have been changes, difficulties or new ideas. 
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Figure 1 Extend of different aspects of assessment (see online version for colours) 

 

It can be concluded that there is a small number of respondents who have made 
significant changes in their assessment methods during remote learning. As well, at least 
half of the respondents have made minor changes at the very least in each aspect. 

The last question allowed more free expression, and a chance to describe various 
lessons learned from the transition to remote learning: “please write additional remarks, 
comments on changes in the provision of feedback and evaluation in the remote learning 
process.” A total of 85 comments were recorded (47% of the total number of 
respondents). In the comments, the aspects related to the feedback became more 
prominent – about its significance, the time required for it, as the increase in individual 
feedback (n = 22). Several educators, in various wordings, said that face-to-face learning 
was better (n = 15). Some of the answers fit into the category related to technology – both 
skills and equipment (n = 12). 

The thematic categories were formulated after processing the data from the focus 
group discussion. From the list of common categories, only those related to changes in 
assessment, namely ‘authorship of works’ and ‘additional investment in task preparation’, 
were selected for this study. Regarding authorship, discussions among educators also 
high-lighted concerns about who really does the assignments. This led to some answers 
that belong to the second category – the necessity of investing additional work and time 
in the preparation of appropriate assignments. Of course, educators emphasise that the 
assignments can be used in the future, saving work and time. 

5 Discussion and conclusions 

In the transition to remote learning, educators relied mainly on learning the content and 
then on a series of assignments, largely performed individually, but some-times including 
work in pairs or in groups. Relatively fewer various interactive methods were used, 
which Chiou (2020) claims could have promoted greater learner engagement. Feedback 
by educators was provided in online conversations and discussions, mainly organised in 
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groups, but sometimes there were individual, online consultations. In addition, some 
educators tried to provide individual written feedback, in subsequent questions, this was 
indicated as an increase in workload. The increase in the amount of work and the time 
spent on it could also be explained by the fact that many educators evaluated all the 
submitted works using summative assessments. Only a few responses mentioned  
self-assessment and peer assessment (n < 10). Of course, the literature also indicates an 
increase in the amount of work and time in the transition to remote learning (Iivari et al., 
2020; Mishra et al., 2020), so it is useful to carefully consider how activities are planned 
and an assessed. 

Unfortunately, some educators consider that feedback is only derived from the works 
submitted by the learners or from some summative assessments, which. However, it do 
not represent an understanding of full-fledged feedback (Daly et al., 2010; Heritage, 
2010; Stiggins, 2004). Therefore, there is no reason to believe that formative assessment 
is a common daily practice. As the emphasis is more on the individual learning process in 
remote learning, the summative assessment was also based on the individual assignments, 
a large part of which was in the form of a test. For educators, this raised concerns about 
how answers were obtained and the possibility of unauthorised assistance, concerns 
which have been raised in previous studies (Butler-Henderson and Crawford, 2020; 
Eaton, 2020). It is positive that the transition to remote learning has led some educators to 
evaluate and clarify the assessment criteria and their assigned weight, as well as how to 
encourage an individual approach and provide support. In the literature, a willingness to 
do this is related to the educator’s assessment competence (Leong, 2015). New ideas and 
solutions in assessment are mainly related to the use of technology, because in remote 
learning it is no longer just an opportunity, it is a necessity. These issues can also affect 
the content and format of the assignments, including efforts to gain confidence in the 
authorship of the work. There are many difficulties and complications associated with the 
use of technology, as not all educators have sufficient skills, abilities and experience in 
teaching and learning online. This finding is in line with previous studies (Mirķe et al., 
2019). Other difficulties include the creation of adequate assignments and the passivity of 
learners, both of which hinder a full-fledged learning process. The difficulties of learners 
have focusing on learning and actively participating were also mentioned in the Shim and 
Lee (2020) study. 

The results obtained are consistent with the results of other studies in most cases. 
Overall, this study can strengthen our understanding of learning and assessment in 
emergency remote teaching and learning. 

Since the study’s question concerned what changes the Latvian educators made in 
their assessment practice during the COVID-19 crisis the researchers were able to 
conclude that there were the following significant changes: 

• greater importance is now given to feedback in both groups and individuals 

• new technological possibilities have been mastered and applied. 

• adequate assignments have been created with specified criteria, but clear 
explanations must be given to learners 

• new assignments have been created, which allow educators to gain confidence in the 
authorship of the submitted work. 
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The responses to the survey signal the need to significantly emphasise the under-standing 
of feedback in the training and professional development of educators. Teachers do not 
always have a full understanding of feedback. Some teachers consider the grades 
assigned to the work submitted by students after learning the content as the only required 
feedback. As a result, their students do not receive any feedback about their work after 
that. An educator must acquire the skills needed to reflect on his/her pedagogical practice 
and experience, so they can draw conclusions that may be discussed with colleagues. 

This study’s educational contribution has been to provide insight into Latvian 
educators’ perceptions of changes in assessment during the transition to remote teaching 
and learning. The participants of the study also have benefited from the opportunity to 
reflect on their evaluation experience in a situation of sudden changes. Of course, it was 
typical to try to transfer the current assessment approach to remote learning, which then 
led to an increase in work and time spend. As the transition was sudden and unexpected, 
no one was prepared, so educators had to work with a trial-and-error approach. The 
experience of ‘learning by doing’ has benefited them. 

Further research concerning changes, in particular, new, innovative approaches and 
methods, needs to be undertaken. This is necessary in order to be fully aware of the 
possibilities of technology-based assessment. 
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