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Introduction

This report contains a technical presentation of the results of the A@L evaluation.

The study evaluates the effectiveness of the online toolkit developed within the A@L project on lower

secondary education schools' readiness to implement digital formative assessment.

The evaluation was carried out through a randomized controlled trial, which involved 208 schools, 846
teachers and 2,517 7th grade students across five EU Member States. The trial has been pre-registered

in the AEA-RCT registry.

This report first sets out the rationale and motivation of the study (section 1) as well as the design and
execution of the experimental evaluation (section 2). Then, it describes the sample of schools, teachers
and students participating in the study (section 3), the implementation of the tested intervention

(section 4) and the effects on a set of school leader, teacher, and student outcomes (section 5).

' Azzolini, D., Marzadro, S., Rettore, E., Tondini, A. (2022). "Assess@Learning." AEA RCT Registry. April
28. https://doi.org/10.1257/rct.9314-1.0
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1 Motivation and goals of the A@L

policy experimentation

Background and motivation

A significant body of work highlights the potential of formative assessment to raise levels of student
achievement and to develop their self-regulated learning.? Formative assessment refers to “those
activities undertaken by the teacher, and by their students in assessing themselves (that is, students’
assessment of their own work as well as their peers), which provide information to be used as feedback
to modify the teaching and learning activities in which they are engaged. Such assessment becomes
‘formative assessment’ when the evidence is actually used to adapt the teaching work to meet the

needs”.?

New technologies offer the possibility to enhance the scope and effective practice of formative

assessment in schools.* To trigger sustainable change in how assessment is carried out in schools,

2 OECD (2005) Formative Assessment: Improving Learning in Secondary Classrooms, OECD, Paris.
Looney, J. (2019) Digital Formative Assessment: A review of the literature, Assess@Learning report,
September. Klute, M., Apthorp, H., Harlacher, J., & Reale, M. (2017). Formative Assessment and
Elementary School Student Academic Achievement: A Review of the Evidence. REL 2017-259. Regional
Educational Laboratory Central. Speckesser, S., Runge, J., Foliano, F., Bursnall, M., Hudson-Sharp, N.,
Rolfe, H., & Anders, J. (2018). Embedding Formative Assessment: Evaluation report and executive

summary.

3 Black, P., & Wiliam, D. (2010). Inside the Black Box: Raising Standards through Classroom
Assessment. Phi Delta Kappan, 921), 81-90. https://doi.org/10.1177/003172171009200119, (pp. 2-3).

4 Looney, J. (2019) Digital Formative Assessment: A review of the literature, Assess@Learning report,
September. Klute, M., Apthorp, H., Harlacher, J., & Reale, M. (2017). Formative Assessment and
8
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systemic approaches, which involve all relevant actors, are needed.” However, little is known about what
interventions effectively increase whole schools’ systematic and purposeful adoption of digital
formative assessment (DFA). The A@L trial evaluates a newly developed online toolkit (hereafter, A@L
Systemic Toolkit) aimed at increasing lower secondary education schools' readiness to implement

digital formative assessment.

The A@L Toolkit

In line with a whole school approach to the promotion of DFA in schools, the A@L Systemic Toolkit was
made available to all actors (i.e., school leaders, teachers, and students in schools, as well as to parents),
according to their different needs. The Toolkit was also made available to policy makers in participating

countries on request.

The goal of the Toolkit is to showcase ways in which digital formative assessment (DFA) can be
integrated in schools’ teaching and learning practices and to empower students to self-direct their
learning. Landing pages targeted to each of the target groups introduce FA and its potential benefits.
The role of each target group (including policy makers) in DFA processes is also explained. These landing
pages are meant to be concise and engaging: they include video interviews, animations, infographics
and cartoons. Teachers can find inspiration in the teaching scenarios section, and a gallery with a wide

range of DFA practices, which range from online quizzes/classroom polling to concept maps and e-

Elementary School Student Academic Achievement: A Review of the Evidence. REL 2017-259. Regional

Educational Laboratory Central.

> Griffin, P., Care, E., & McGaw, B. (2012). The changing role of education and schools. In Assessment
and teaching of 21st century skills (pp. 1-15). Springer, Dordrecht. Fixsen, D. L., Blasé, K. A., Horner, R,,
& Sugai, G. (2009). Scaling up evidence-based practices in education. State Implementation and Scaling-
Up of Evidence-Based Practices, 1. Speckesser, S., Runge, J., Foliano, F., Bursnall, M., Hudson-Sharp, N.,
Rolfe, H., & Anders, J. (2018). Embedding Formative Assessment: Evaluation report and executive

summary.
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portfolios and instructional design models for given subjects and given situations. School leaders are
invited to check out the Case Studies section where numerous challenges to DFA and the conditions for
success are illustrated. School leaders can also browse the Theory of Change section, which introduces
new approaches to teaching and learning and helps to define goals and the steps to achieve them.
Finally, there are glossaries with definitions and descriptions of the tools that support DFA, as well as

for related terminology.

Evaluation question and logical framework

The A@L broad evaluation question is: Does providing school actors with the A@L Toolkit increase their

readiness to implement DFA?

The evaluation question identifies a treatment (the A@L Toolkit) and a broad outcome (readiness to
implement DFA). The main evaluation question further identifies a set of specific indicators (i.e.,
outcomes) which capture changes in schools’ overall readiness to implement DFA, as well the causal
channels through which the A@L Toolkit is theoretically expected to have an impact. The result of this

effort is shown in the A@L Logical Framework (Figure 1).

SCH awareness | | SCH attitudes
about (D)FA toward (D)FA

— —% SCH support of (D)FA

TEACH attitudes /
about (D)FA
i TEACH awareness ’.-‘
_— about (D)FA — II,-'
3 - T ,f'f STU long-term (non
~ T~ observable in A@L)
\. | TEACHuse of (D)FA |— | academic
TEACH of — achievement, self-
(D)FA regulated learning
|
|
STU experience of | STU attitudes about STU experience of
(D)FA practice 7 (D)FA ] learning

Figure 1 A@L Logical Framework and Outcomes

10
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In defining the outcomes of interest, it is important to consider timing - i.e. time passed after exposure
to the A@L Systemic Toolkit - of the treatmentin order to make sure that the expected changes can
be realistically observed within the duration of the project. Because the outcome collection was set 5
months after the start of the treatment (see below), we do not anticipate that long-term effects on
student outcomes will be observable this soon. The identified outcomes are posited to be linked with
the long-term outcomes - not observed within the study - such as students’ achievement,

metacognition and self-regulated learning.

At the school leader level, the A@L Toolkit is expected to increase their awareness and improve positive
attitudes toward (digital) formative assessment. This should be reflected through an increased likelihood
that they implement (or plan to implement) concrete actions to promote a systematic use of digital
formative assessment in the school as a result of setting up an ad hoc school strategy for digital

formative assessment and promoting teachers' acquisition of competences.

At the teacher level, exposure to the A@L Toolkit is expected to help teachers develop new (self-
perceived) competencies as well as formative-assessment specific knowledge (measured through a
quiz). In parallel, it is also expected that the treatment increases teachers' awareness about digital
formative assessment. Further, the intervention is also expected to increase teachers’ positive attitudes
toward D(FA). As a consequence of the increased awareness, attitudes and knowledge, teachers should
also show more frequent and more purposeful integration (or intention to integrate) of digital formative
assessment practices in their professional work as well as to be keener to participate in further and

advanced training opportunities in the area.

At the student level, the expectation was that, by using the Toolkit and by being exposed to teachers
who use it, they show more positive attitudes about their learning experience, improve their self-
assessed school performance and also develop more positive attitudes about the practice of digital
formative assessment. Exposure to teachers who use the Toolkit should also be reflected in higher

levels of reported exposure to DFA practices in the classroom.

11
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2 Design of the evaluation

Sampling and recruitment

The initial goal of the experimentation was to involve 400 ISCED2 schools in five EU Member States
(Estonia, Greece, Finland, Spain, Portugal). This objective has only been partially met, in part because of
the difficult circumstances of schools induced by the COVID-19 pandemic. In total, 2,391 schools were
randomly sampled from the national list of schools and invited to participate. 208 of these schools

finally accepted the invitation to participate, becoming A@L schools.
In these 208 schools, 846 teachers and 2,517 students joined the project;
e Each school had to select one class from grade 7 (i.e. the A@L target class);

e Atleast4teachersinthe target class covering at least 2 of the four core subjects (mother tongue,

math, science, foreign language) were expected to participate;
e All students in the selected class were also invited to participate.

Table 1 provides the summary statistics of the recruitment process and the final sample of A@L schooals,

by participating country.

Table 1 Recruitment and final sample of schools

EE EL ES Fl PT Total
TARGET 30 101 149 50 70 400
INVITED 210 400 1,202 300 279 2,391
A@L schools 23 72 23 24 66 208
Acceptance rate A@L/invited

11.0 18.0 1.9 8.0 23.7 8.7
(%)
A@L schools /TARGET 76.7 71.3 15.4 48.0 94.3 52.0

12
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Baseline Data collection

Three separate baseline questionnaires were administered to school leaders, teachers, and students®.
The baseline questionnaire for school leaders served as registration to the project for schools. The aim
of having these baseline surveys was to collect background information and baseline data on how
student assessment is performed, assigning special attention to how digital technologies are used to
carry out formative assessment (i.e. digital formative assessment, DFA). The surveys were also used to

collect pre-treatment measures of the outcomes of interest (see section 5).

The surveys for school leaders ran from March to mid-November 2021 and for teachers and students
until the end of December 2021. In total, in the 208 recruited schools, 846 teachers and 2,517 students

completed the baseline surveys, and thus comprise part of the A@L sample’ (Table 2).

Table 2 A@L participants: school leaders, teachers, and students, by country

A@L participants Country Total
EE EL ES Fl PT

School leaders 23 72 23 24 66 208

Teachers 69 368 60 74 275 846

Students 197 979 191 268 882 2,517

Of the 208 schools, 172 included both students and teachers as participants (Table 3). Hence, the

analytical sample is reduced to 188 schools when analyzing teachers and 174 when analyzing students.

® Questionnaires are in appendix A.

” Another 48 teachers and 72 students started the questionnaire but did not complete it and were

therefore excluded from the analysis.

13
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Table 3 Participating schools with participating or non-participating students or teachers, by country

Teachers Total

Yes No Total
Yes 172 2 174
Students No 16 18 34
Total 188 20 208

A bug in the online platform used to administer the survey caused the loss of answers to Likert
questions in the questionnaire for school leaders (BS-SCH). This bug was discovered after roughly 100
schools (more than half the sample) had answered the baseline questionnaire. To avoid further
technical issues, it was decided to keep the baseline survey as is, and not to attempt to recover the lost
information. This fix also had the advantage of ensuring that all survey respondents were invited to
complete the same questionnaires, regardless of whether their answers were recorded in a meaningful
way or not. Importantly, this bug is unlikely to be random across our sample, as it affected those school
leaders who responded to the survey in the earliest stages. Countries such as Finland and Portugal had
much larger shares of their sample affected by the bug (83% and 58% respectively), while Estonia,
Greece and Spain had a lower incidence of disrupted questionnaires (30%, 33% and 22%, respectively).
Moreover, even within countries, schools that answered earlier appeared to have different observable
characteristics: they tended to have more digital devices available in the school and a lower share of
teachers using (digital) formative assessment approaches. For these reasons, throughout this analysis
we disregard the questions affected by the bug and only focus on the information available on the full
sample. In section 4 below, we show that the bug on the survey platform did not predict treatment

status.

All surveys were translated in the countries’ official languages. The English version is available in Annex

[l. The microdata gathered through the three questionnaires are included in Annex I.

Random allocation

To gauge the causal effect of the Toolkit, the protocol relied on a randomized controlled trial design.

This design allowed us to create two groups of schools, teachers, and students comparable on-average.

14
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The comparison of the average outcomes in the treatment and the control group following the

experimental period is the estimate of the average causal effect of the A@L Toolkit.

The difference can be interpreted as the average causal effect of the A@L Toolkit thanks to the presence
of a control group, which approximates the so-called counterfactual, i.e. the hypothetical situation in

which treated subjects were not given access to the Toolkit.

The 208 A@L schools (and affiliated teachers and students) were randomly split into two groups: from
November 2021 through April 2022 the experimental (or treatment) group received access to the
A@L Toolkit (105 schools, 419 teachers, 1,292 students); the control group did not have access (103
schools, 427 teachers, 1,225 students), but was aware that it would receive access at the end of the

school year.

The trial follows a parallel two-arms design: treated schools received access to the A@L Toolkit. Control

schools did not receive access to the Toolkit but were able to access it after the follow-up survey.
The unit of randomization was the school. The allocation ratiowas .49 (T= 103; C= 105).

To improve statistical precision, a stratified randomization design was implemented. Two variables,
in addition to country, were used in the stratified randomization procedure. The logic here was to
maximize statistical power® in view of a much smaller sample size than initially anticipated. Secondarily,
we privileged variables that could be drivers of heterogeneity of the causal effect of the intervention.
Given that our primary focus was on teachers, we investigated what variables seem to be most
correlated with our outcomes of interest at the teacher level. In practice, we performed a Lasso

estimation® to select what variables at the school level correlated more strongly with teacher-level

& The statistical power of a design is its ability to detect with confidence the existence of a true causal

effect of the intervention.

? Lasso stands for “least absolute shrinkage and selection operator” and is a regression technique that
allows selecting the sub-set of variables in order to maximize accuracy (Tibshirani, R. 1996 Regression
shrinkage and selection via the lasso. Journal of the Royal Statistical Society: Series B in Methodological,

58(1), 267-288).

15



. Technical Evaluation Report | Deliverable'4.1 . ‘

outcomes. Given the large set of potential covariates, this approach was more suited than a simple
multivariate regression. However, the analysis showed almost no specific variables emerged as strong
correlates of our outcomes. In some estimations, the only variable (at the school level) correlated with
teacher outcomes was the share of teachers who make use of FA (as indicated by the school leader).
For this reason, we included this variable in the randomization as a block, by separating schools above
and below the median in each country. Although not statistically predictive of our outcomes, we also
included a measure of the number of digital devices per capita in the school. Specifically, we used the
number of devices available to across the entire population of students and teachers, and selected

schools above and below the (within-country) median.

In summary, the randomization was performed for 4 groups within each country: above/below median
of digital devices * above/below median of share of teachers who perform FA. Median values are
calculated within countries (Table 4). The number of schools, teachers, and students in the control

group and in the experimental group is shown in table 5.

Table 4 Sample distribution by randomization strata, number of schools

Low equipment; High equipment; Low equipment; High equipment;

Country . .
Low DFA Low DFA High DFA High DFA

EL 24 21 13 14
ES 7 4 4 8
FI 4 4 8 8
PT 21 19 12 14

Table 5 Results of the school-level randomization. Number of A@L participants

EE EL ES FI PT Total
SCHOOL LEADERS
Control group 12 36 11 11 33 103
Experimental group 11 36 12 13 33 105
Total 23 72 23 24 66 208

TEACHERS

16
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Control group 41 190 17 38 141 427
Experimental group 28 178 43 36 134 419
Total 69 368 60 74 275 846
STUDENTS

Control group 95 484 62 117 467 1,225
Experimental group 102 495 129 151 415 1,292
Total 197 979 191 268 882 2,517

Group equivalence in the randomized samples

The randomization procedure was implemented successfully and a number of statistical checks confirm
the comparability of the two groups at baseline. These checks have been performed both through
regression models, run separately for school leaders, teachers and students, where treatment status is
regressed on all relevant baseline characteristics. These analyses show that no systematic differences
exist between treatment and control groups within the three samples (see Appendix C). This means
that differences between the two groups observed after the intervention represent credible estimates

of the causal effects of the Toolkit.

Follow-up response rates, attrition, and group balance in the
analytical sample

The outcomes were collected through follow-up questionnaires completed online (between December
‘21 and May 22) and including single questions, multiple-item batteries, as well as a quiz to capture

aspects of teachers’ DFA competence'®.

Overall, response rates were good for schools and teachers (81.3% for schools, 79.6% for teachers) and

lower for students (64.2%). However, there were pronounced country differences.

1% Follow-Up questionnaires are in Appendix B.

17
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Table 6 School leaders' response rates at the Follow-Up Survey as a percentage of those who completed

the Benchmark Survey

~ Experimental  Control  Total N
EE 54.5 66.7 60.9 14
EL 86.1 94.4 90.3 65
ES 66.7 36.4 52.2 12
Fi 76.9 54.5 66.7 16
PT 90.9 97.0 93.9 62
Overall 81.0 81.6 81.3 169

Table 7 Schools’ (with at least a participating teacher) response rates at the Follow-Up Survey as a

percentage of those who completed the Benchmark Survey

Country Schools with at least one teacher who answered the FUS

Experimental Control Total N
EE 72.7 100 87 20
EL 86.1 94.4 90.3 65
ES 50 27.3 39.1 9
FI 76.9 100 87.5 21
PT 87.9 90.9 89.4 59
Overall 80 87.4 83.7 174

Table 8 Teachers' response rates at the Follow-Up Survey as a percentage of those who completed the

Benchmark Survey

Country Teachers

Experimental Control Total N
EE 57.1 65.9 62.3 43
EL 83.1 83.7 83.4 307
ES 44.2 58.8 48.3 29
FI 72.2 57.9 64.9 48

18
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Country Teachers

PT 83.6 95.0 89.5 246
Overall 76.6 82.4 79.6 673

Table 9 Students’ response rates at the Follow-Up Survey as a percentage of those who completed the

Benchmark Survey

Experimental Control Total N
EE 36.3 50.5 431 85
EL 52.1 51.4 51.8 507
ES 364 32.3 35.1 67
Fi 66.9 65.0 66.0 177
PT 89.6 87.2 88.3 779
Overall 63.1 65.3 64.2 1,615

In order to check whether attrition (i.e. share of participants who did not participate in the Follow-up
survey) compromised the integrity of the evaluation design, we compared the attrition levels by group.
The differential attrition (i.e. the absolute value of the percentage point difference between attrition
rates for the experimental group and the control group) is acceptable based on conventional standard
in the experimental literature (What Works Clearinghouse 2014): it is very low for school leaders (.06

percentage points), 5.8 pp for teachers and 2.2 pp for students (see Appendix C)."

" To check if the (small) differential attrition altered the group equivalence observed in the randomized
samples, we replicated the equivalence analyses on the subsample of participants completing the FUS.
The experimental and control groups appear to be well-balanced in terms of individual characteristics

also in the three final samples.
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Outcome Measures
The primary and secondary outcomes of the study were identified in the pre-analysis plan, which was

preregistered at the AEA RCT registry.'

Primary outcomes

Given the complexity of the design and the limited statistical power, priority was given to teachers’
outcomes, which were identified as the primary and most likely actors on which the intervention could

have an effect. Eight teacher outcomes are considered as primary outcomes:
e Dimension 1 Awareness about DFA
o Outcome 1.1 Awareness about assessment approaches and roles in assessment
o Outcome 1.1 Conception of assessment
e Dimension 2 Attitudes toward DFA
o Outcome 2.1 Attitudes toward FA
o Outcome 2.2 Attitudes toward DFA
e Dimension 3 Knowledge about DFA
o Outcome 3.1 Self-reported DFA competence
o Outcome 3.2 DFA-specific knowledge (quiz)
e Dimension 4 Teachers' Use of DFA
o Outcome 4.1 Adoption of (and intention to adopt) FA practices

o Outcome 4.2 Use of (and intention to use) digital tools in assessment

'2 Azzolini, D., Marzadro, S., Rettore, E., Tondini, A. (2022). "Assess@Learning." AEA RCT Registry. April
28. https://doi.org/10.1257/rct.9314-1.0
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Secondary outcomes

In addition to the primary outcomes, which constitute the main focal point of the evaluation, the study
also explored the effects of the intervention on a set of secondary outcomes collected on school leaders,

teachers and students:

e School head outcomes (Awareness about assessment approaches and roles in assessment;
Recognition of DFA potential; presence of a DFA strategy in the school; professional development

opportunities in DFA offered by the school)
e Teachers' participation (and intention to participate) in training on DFA

e Student outcomes (Attitudes toward DFA, Attitudes toward FA, Learning experience, Study

motivation, Self-perceived performance)

All indices were built by the research team exploiting - whenever possible - existing scales and indices
used in international large-scale educational assessment studies such as PISA or TALIS. Unfortunately,
validated scales to measure the specific dimensions of interest in the project were not available; hence
the scales include a mix of items collected from existing scales as well as newly developed indices. The

internal validity of these indices, according to standard measures, is presented below.

School leader outcome measures
The outcomes of interest for school leaders are the following;:
e |s aware of assessment approaches and roles in assessment (BS: Q33; FUS: Q3)
e Recognizes the potential of DFA (BS: Q41; FUS: Q8)
e Has plans to develop/implement a DFA strategy (BS: Q34; FUS: Q4)
e Offers/plans to offer PD in DFA (BS: Q35; FUS: 5)

Unfortunately, all of the above outcome measures were affected by the technical bug that occurred
during the baseline data collection and illustrated in section 3. This limitation does not pose a real threat
to the validity of our estimates, as the two groups obtained with randomization have been found to be
equivalent, yet the unavailability of these pre-treatment measures impedes us to use this information

to improve the precision of our estimates. All indices computed with principal component analysis (PCA)

21
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have been converted into normalized scores that vary between 0 and 1 zero mean and standard

deviation 1.
The items and questions are available in Appendix | (BS) and Il (FUS).

Table 10 School leader outcomes

N N

Metho # of
question items Cronbach’s Alpha

factors
FUS FUS

1. Awareness about assessment approaches

Q3 4 PCA 1 0.90
and roles in assessment
2. Attitudes toward FA Q8 8 PCA 1 0.92
3. Support of (D)FA Q4&Q5 7+6 PCA 1 0.74

Note: Due to a bug in the online platform, answers to pre-treatment outcomes in the BS questionnaire for school
leaders were lost (44% of the sample), hence we do not report them in the table. The items and questions are

available in Appendix | (BS) and IlI (FUS).

Teacher outcome measures

Table 11 summarizes the indices that are used as outcome variables in the four dimensions of
awareness, attitudes, knowledge, and use. All indices computed with principal component analysis

(PCA) have been converted into normalized scores that vary between 0 and 1.

Table 11 Summary of the teachers’ outcome measures

# of Cronbach’s
N question N items

factors  Alpha

Knowledge about

DFA
Self-reported DFA
Q8 Q5 9 9 PCA 1 .93 .93
competence
FA-specific
- Q8 - 8 sum 1 - -

knowledge (quiz)

22
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N question N items Method

# of Cronbach’s

factors  Alpha

Awareness about
DFA
Awareness about
assessment
Q4 Q1 4 4 PCA 1 .85 .90
approaches and

roles in assessment

Formative: Formative:

Conception of .81 .85
Q5 Q2 14 14 PCA 2
Assessment Summative  Summative
a. 71 0 0

Attitudes toward

DFA
Attitudes toward FA Q6 Q3 10 10 PCA 1 .90 .95
Attitudes toward

Q7 Q4 12 12 PCA 1 .90 .92
DFA
Use of DFA
Adoption of FA

Q9 Q6 8 8 PCA 1 .75 .79
practices
Use of digital tools in

Q10 Q7 11 11 PCA 1 .83 .84
assessment
Intention to take

- Q11 - - Frequency - - -

training on DFA
@ Not considered in the main analyses because the intervention is not supposed to alter teachers’ conception of
assessment as having a summative purpose. Teachers can develop higher formative assessment understanding

without this affecting their consideration for summative assessment.

Note: All indices, but attitude toward FA, are measured through Likert questions. The items and questions are

available in Appendix | (BS) and III (FUS).

23
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Student outcome measures

Table 12 summarizes the indices used as outcome variables in the two dimensions of attitudes toward
digital formative assessment and learning experience. All indices computed with principal component

analysis (PCA) have been converted into normalized scores that vary between 0 and 1.

Table 12 Summary of student outcome measures

N question N items Method * of Cronbach’s Alpha
factors
- BS FUS BS FUS BS FUS

Experience  with  Feedback

q1 q1 7 8 PCA 1 .70 .79
Practices
Attitudes toward DFA
Attitudes toward FA g2 g2 10 10 PCA 1 .80 .85
Attitudes toward DFA g4 g4 7 7 PCA 1 .85 .89
Use of Digital Tools g3 g3 9 9 PCA 1 .67 74
Learning experience
Study motivation a5 a5 5 5 PCA 1 .83 .86
Self-perceived performance g6 g6 5 5 PCA 1 .76 .80

Note: The items and questions are available in Appendix | (BS) and Il (FUS).
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3 Sample description

A@L school leaders

Sampled school leaders are in large part either school heads or deputy school heads (89.9%) and at the
time of the interview, 63% of them also taught. 55% are women and 81% hold a master-level degree or
higher and on average have significant experience working as school teachers (about 26 years).
Interestingly, a very high percentage (87%) declared that they had already attended FA training in the 2
years prior to joining A@ (Table 13).

Table 13 A@L school leader and school characteristics (value mean/Percentage), by country and overall

School leaders’ characteristics EE EL ES Fl PT Overall
Gender

Female 82.6 52.8 47.8 66.7 47.0 55.3
Male 13.0 47.2 52.2 33.3 51.5 43.8
Other/Don't want to answer 4.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.5 1.0
Age

Below 30 years old 8.7 1.4 8.7 4.2 1.5 34
30-39 years old 26.1 12.5 21.7 41.7 27.3 23.1
40-59 years old 26.1 63.9 52.2 50.0 54.6 53.9
Over 60 34.8 20.8 17.4 4.2 16.7 18.8
Don't want to answer 4.4 1.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0

Highest level of formal education

Master or more 91.3 83.3 82.6 100.0 68.2 81.3
Main role

School head 73.9 87.5 60.9 95.8 72.7 79.3
Deputy school head 17.4 8.3 17.4 4.2 10.6 10.6
Other 4.4 4.2 21.7 0.0 16.7 9.6
Don't want to answer 4.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.5
Currently teaching 39.1 100.0 95.7 333 31.8 63.5
Years in the currentrole in this school 11.3 15.6 17.6 7.2 18.9 15.5
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School leaders’ characteristics 33 EL ES Fl PT Overall
Years in the current role in total 10.7 12.5 18.2 9.3 16.5 13.8
Years as a teacher 21.0 27.0 24.7 21.4 27.5 25.6

Attended training on FA in the last

two years

Yes 87.0 80.6 91.3 91.7 90.9 87.0
No 4.4 13.9 8.7 8.3 7.6 9.6
Don't want to answer 8.7 5.6 0.0 0.0 1.5 34

Table 14 shows that, in all countries, school leaders reported that a majority of school leaders already

were using FA.

Table 14 School characteristics: proportion of teachers using FA in the school* (percentages)

EE EL ES FI PT Total

No answer 8.7 8.3 13.0 0.0 10.6 8.7

0% 0.0 20.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 7.2

Between 1% and 25% 26.1 33.3 17.4 8.3 6.1 19.2
Between 25% and 50% 21.7 15.3 17.4 8.3 12.1 14.4
Between 50% and 75% 30.4 8.3 26.1 16.7 31.8 21.2
More than 75% 13.0 13.9 26.1 66.7 394 29.3
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100

*Due to a bug in the school leader baseline survey, other information on school characteristics is not

available.

A@L teachers

A®@L teachers are in large part women (79%), hold a master-level degree or higher (58%). Only a minority
of teachers declared to have attended training on DFA in the last two years (20%), in stark contrast to

what was observed by school leaders.
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Table 15 Teachers’ characteristics (value mean/percentage)

Teacher characteristics EE Overall

Female 88.4 77.5 71.7 71.6 81.8 78.8

Other/Don't want to

answer

Below 30 years old 13.0 0.0 10.0 6.8 0.7 2.6

40-49 years old 26.1 36.7 50.0 32.4 411 37.8

Over 60 11.6 6.3 0.0 4.1 7.6 6.5

Highest level of formal

education

Subject taught

Reading 24.6 29.9 25.0 27.0 19.6 25.5

Language 18.8 20.4 16.7 28.4 23.6 21.7

Attended training on FA in

the last two years

No 82.6 86.4 61.7 67.6 62.6 74.9

Some noteworthy aspects emerge in our analysis of Table 16 and Figure 2. First, teachers tend to show
a formative conception of assessment, as well as positive attitudes toward FA and DFA. Second,

teachers’ self-reported competencies as well as their adoption of FA appear to be very dispersed,
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signaling the existence of very heterogeneous levels of competencies and use of (D)FA practices by

teachers. Finally, the figure also shows that A@L teachers tend to use digital tools in assessment

sporadically. Figure 2 also confirms visually that the two randomized groups were well balanced with

respect to the outcome of interest measured at baseline, as previously shown in section 2.

Table 16 Teacher pre-treatment outcomes (normalized), by country and overall

Pre-treatment outcomes

Awareness

Conception of assessment: formative
Attitudes toward FA

Attitudes toward DFA

Self-reported DFA competence
Adoption of FA practices

Use of digital tools in assessment

EE

0.59

0.64

0.84

0.75

0.52

0.44

0.29

EL

0.52
0.68
0.85
0.73
0.65
0.49

0.28

28

ES

0.53

0.64

0.83

0.73

0.61

0.5

0.32

Fl

0.67

0.69

0.84

0.74

0.61

0.48

0.27

PT

0.67

0.71

0.88

0.77

0.52

0.46

0.27

Overall

0.59

0.69

0.86

0.75

0.59

0.48

0.28
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Figure 2 Pre-treatment teacher outcome distribution by experimental group

A@L students

Table 17 shows that a large majority of students report having access to a PC and internet at home,
although a non-negligible share has only limited access. Spain is the only country with relatively lower
numbers, but one needs to consider the very small and selected sample, which is far from being

representative at the country level.

The proportion of students who are unable or unwilling to answer questions regarding parents’

education is consistently high across countries.
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Table 17 Student characteristics

Students’ characteristics EE EL ES Fl PT Overall
Gender

Female 54.3 55.7 48.5 48.0 47.5 50.5
Male 37.0 38.7 455 46.4 48.7 44.6
Other/Don't want to answer 8.6 55 6.1 5.7 3.9 4.9

Father’s level of education

University degree 253 39.1 25.8 31.9 25.5 30.4
High school 36.7 31.4 42.4 42.1 34.2 34.6
Other 10.1 11.9 12.1 5.1 16.2 13.2
| don't know/don’t want to answer 27.9 17.7 19.7 21.0 241 21.7

Mother’s level of education

University degree 34.2 47.8 39.4 40.3 35.0 39.8
High school 30.4 24.6 34.9 35.2 30.1 29.2
Other 7.6 11.1 9.1 7.4 12.7 11.2
| don’t know/don’t want to answer 27.9 16.5 16.7 17.1 221 19.9

PC/tablet with internet connection at

home

Yes, 85.9 80.5 61.2 84.2 83.8 82.0
Yes, but limited access 12.9 17.8 26.9 13.6 11.4 14.4
No 1.2 1.8 11.9 2.3 4.8 3.7

Table 18 shows that there is very little variation across countries in the indices on student outcomes, in
particular Experience with Feedback Practices, Study Motivation and Self-Perceived Performance show
remarkably low variability. The indices regarding the Use of Digital Tools, and attitudes toward (D)FA

show the greatest degree of variability across countries.

30



. Technical Evaluation Report | DeIiverable, .

Table 18 Students’ outcomes at baseline, by country and overall

Pre-treatment
Overall

outcomes

Experience with
Feedback Practices 0.40 0.42 0.44 0.44 0.48 0.45
Index

Attitudes Toward FA

0.61 0.70 0.67 0.64 0.75 0.71
Index
Use of Digital Tools

0.26 0.33 0.35 0.37 0.23 0.28
Index
Attitude Towards DFA

0.71 0.66 0.71 0.63 0.73 0.70
Index
Study Motivation Index 0.64 0.73 0.70 0.64 0.75 0.72
Self-Perceived

0.34 0.34 0.33 0.36 0.33 0.34

Performance Index
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4 Implementation

Statistics on the actual use of the platform

Platform data were used to investigate the proportion of users (in the experimental group) who actually

accessed the Toolkit, alongside the time spent on the platform and the different sections visited.

Table 19 Percentage of participants in the experimental group who accessed the Toolkit at least once

EE EL ES FI PT Total % \|
School leaders 27.3% 44.4% 66.7% 30.8% 72.7% 52.4% 55
Teachers 71.4% 58.4% 67.4% 58.3% 68.7% 63.5% 266
Students 14.7% 24.2% 66.7% 25.8% 38.8% 32.6% 421
N 38 240 123 64 277 742

Overall, 52% of school leaders, 63% of teachers, and 33% of students accessed the A@L Toolkit at least

once. Once again, pronounced differences across countries were detected.

Figure 3 provides some more insights into the intensity at which the different actors made use of the
Toolkit. The majority of teachers accessed the Toolkit at least twice (i.e., on different days). Toolkit use

was more sporadic among school leaders and students.
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Figure 3 A@L Toolkit's frequency of use by group of actors belonging to the experimental group.

School principal Teacher Student
landing page landing page landing page

Case Studies

School Positive
Change Toolbox

Teaching
sCcenarios

Tools overview

Glossary

Figure 4 Overview of the A@L Toolkit contents

The online Toolkit provided practical guidance, teaching scenarios and case studies to be on board to
successfully implement DFA (Figure 4). It targeted school leaders, teachers and students and described
the role of each in this process. Each user was automatically directed to the appropriate landing page
after logging in to the Toolkit platform (according to user type). The landing pages contained general

information about DFA and why it is important. 23 teaching scenarios were provided to help teachers
33
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to build the skills needed to purposefully integrate DFA while 15 case studies and the School Positive
Change Toolbox were specifically addressed to school leaders. Teachers and school leaders could also
find more ideas of areas they may be interested in learning more about in the glossary and the overview

page. However, users were free to also browse to all the different pages of the Toolkit (Table 20).

Table 20 Sections visited by type of user (percentages)

School leaders Teachers Students
Awareness raising page 52.4 66.6 33.9
Glossary 14.3 29.4 1.9
Overview page 6.7 46.5 10.1
School Positive Change Toolbox 7.6 10.5 0.5
Case studies 7.6 9.1 0.2
Scenarios 14.3 47.0 0.7

As shown in Figure 5, all scenarios were visited at least once. The most popular scenarios were
“Constructing knowledge by generating questions” and “Ergonomics - How does it make life better?”.
Both were visited by the same person on at least two different days. It is interesting to note that
although 36% of those who opened the Toolkit did not visit any of the scenario pages, about 30% viewed

at least 4 different ones (Table 21). This aspect is, however, variable across countries.
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Figure 5 Frequency with which the various scenarios were visited, users (orange bar) and accesses
(blue)

Table 21 Teachers who accessed the Toolkit at least once according to the number of scenarios visited,

by country and overall (percentages)

EE EL ES FI PT Overall
‘Noscenariovisted 333 232 500 500 464 361
One scenario 0.0 10.5 10.0 11.1 16.7 12.3
Two scenarios 25.0 16.8 10.0 22.2 11.9 15.5
Three scenarios 8.3 2.1 10.0 11.1 9.5 6.4
Four or more scenarios 333 47.4 20.0 5.6 15.5 29.7
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
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As regards case studies, the number of accesses was lower (Figure 6).
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Figure 6 Frequency with which the various case studies were visited. No case study was visited more

than once by the same user

Perceptions and satisfaction

Overall, satisfaction with the Toolkit was high (Figure 7). On a scale from 0 to 10, the average rating was
approximately 7 (7.0 for school leaders, 6.8 for teachers, 7.2 for students), although there was a non-

negligible percentage of users who entered a 0 rating.
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Figure 7 Rating scores given to the A@L Toolkit, different actors

Feedback about the Toolkit was also positive (Table 22). 8 out of 10 school leaders and 9 out of 10
teachers indicated that they would recommend the Toolkit to a colleague. 78% of teachers found the
scenarios very relevant and stated that they gained practical ideas from the Toolkit (86%). Also, a large
majority (more than 80%) reported that the Toolkit was useful to their learning needs and have already
or will use ideas and examples gathered from the Toolkit in their everyday work. However, only around
half of school leaders and teachers reported that the Toolkit's contents were new to them. Also, a large
majority of teachers report having already used concepts from the Toolkit in their daily work. These
Feedback resonate with the descriptive statistics shown before: many teachers were already using FA

and had received training in the past two years.
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Table 22 A@L Toolkit users’ feedback

SCHOOL LEADERS  TEACHERS

The contents of the toolkit were new to me 52% 53%
The case studies/teaching scenarios were very relevant 74% 78%
| will recommend this toolkit to a colleague 82% 88%
| have gained practical ideas of how | can improve my teaching practice - 86%
| have already used ideas from the toolkit in my everyday work 65% 81%
| will use the ideas and examples presented in the toolkit in my everyday work 74% 86%
Overall, the content of the toolkit was useful to my learning needs 79% 87%
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5. Effects of the A@L Toolkit

Experiment flow diagram

Enrollment

Enrolled
School Leaders = 208
Teachers = 846
Students= 2 517

| Allocation |

Allocated to control Allocated to treatment

«  School Leaders =103 « School Leaders =105
o Teachers =427 « Teachers =419

+« Students= 1,225 « Students= 1,292

Implementation J

Accessed the A@L Toolkit at least once Accessed the A@L Toolkit at least once
« School Leaders=10 + School Leaders =55
« Teachers=10 + Teachers = 266
« Students=10 + Students= 421
Follow-Up
Analysed Analysed
+« School Leaders = 84 + School Leaders = 85
+« Teachers = 352 + Teachers = 321
« Students= 800 + Students= 815

Figure 8 A@L Experiment Flow Diagram
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Estimation
We estimate two types of effects:
e Intent-To-Treat (ITT) Effects, i.e. the effect of offering the toolkit;
e Treatment on Treated (TOT) Effects, i.e. the effect of using the toolkit;

The ITT estimates are mean differences in the outcomes between subjects assigned to the treatment
group and assigned to the control group. The ITT estimates are retrieved through linear regression

models accounting for the randomization strata and school clustering.

Since the ITT estimates also include those subjects who did not take up the offered Toolkit, they likely
underestimate the effect of actual use of the Toolkit. This is why we also explore the effect that the
Toolkit had on those who made use of it. In our context, the TOT estimates are the effects of having

logged in at least once vs never, or having logged in more than twice vs never."?

Group balance has been confirmed both in the randomized as well as in the analytical samples (see
section “design of the evaluation”). However, our models also include the pre-treatment value of the

outcome of interest and the baseline covariates to improve statistical precision.
As robustness checks, we performed the following analyses

- Leave 1 out tests: since the RCT was implemented in different countries, with different rates of

response to the invitation to participate, different attrition levels as well as different take up of
the intervention, results could vary across countries. Because the experiment was not powered
to produce country-level estimates, we performed leave-1-country-out tests, which basically
replicates the estimation models removing from the sample one country at a time. These tests

are meant to indicate whether our results are driven by specific, unique countries.

'3 The TOT estimates are obtained through a Wald estimator, which is essentially a rescaling of the ITT
estimate by the take-up rate and is obtained through two-stage least squares regression models, which,

as above, control for randomization strata and school clustering.
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- Multiple outcome correction: since the effects were estimated for a number of different

outcomes, it is possible that they occurred by chance, hence the conventional levels of statistical
confidence needed to be adjusted to consider the number of produced estimates. We therefore
ran Westfall and Young and Bonferroni-Holm and Sidak-Holm tests to correct the p-value of our

estimates.

- Alternative outcome specifications: When possible, we re-estimated the impact models using

different specifications for the outcome variables. This allowed us to show that, based on the

way in which we constructed our indices, our estimates are robust.

Reporting of the results
For each result, we report information about the ‘effect size’ and the ‘security of the evidence'.

e Effect size: to evaluate the size of the estimated effects, we show the results of our analysis in
terms of effect size (i.e., fraction of standard deviations).”® As a further measure of the size of
the effects we looked at the “percentage change” in the outcome variable induced by the

treatment over the control mean.

e Security of the evidence: the extent to which the estimate of the causal effect of the intervention

was valid, statistically significant, consistent across alternative modeling strategies or outcome

specifications and robust to additional statistical checks.

'* The effect size is defined as the ratio of the estimated effect on a given outcome to the sample
standard deviation of that outcome. That is, it compares the variation of the outcome induced by the

intervention to the natural variation of that outcome.
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Table 23 describes how the effect size and the security of the evidence are rated within the A@L study.
We followed the state-of-the-art on randomized controlled trials in education and adapted it to our

study.’

Table 23 Reporting of the experimental findings

Zero/very small 0 < |.05]
Small -t >=|.05| &< |.10]|
Medium -- L+t >=|.10| &< |.20]|
Large ---, >=|.20]

> Bloom, H. S., Hill, C. J., Black, A. R., & Lipsey, M. W. (2008). Performance trajectories and performance
gaps as achievement effect-size benchmarks for educational interventions. Journal of Research on

Educational Effectiveness, 1(4), 289-328.

Kraft, M. A. (2020). Interpreting effect sizes of education interventions. Educational Researcher, 4%4),

241-253,
EEF. (2019). Classification of the Security of Findings from EEF Evaluations. Version 2
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Criteria Rating

Design quality (randomization procedure and statistical

power)

Outcome measurement (reliability and independently

administered)

Experiment execution (real sample size) and integrity

(group balance and attrition)

Precise and robust findings (stable across different

model specifications and robust to additional controls)

Effect sizes are classified in four categories (i.e. zero/very small, small, medium, large) on the basis of
the educational research literature. Based on the power calculations, the A@L experiment is powered
to detect effects that are at least as big as .18 SD (hence medium to large effects) for teachers. Hence,

we would not expect to find small, statistically significant effects.

We classified each effect estimate’s security (see definition above) by assigning a 0 to 5 rating (visualized
with 0 to 5 padlocks). The ratings are based on an assessment of the following criteria: a) the experiment
design (which is common across all outcomes except for the statistical power, which was based on the
sample size of each specific actor considered, i.e. school leaders, teachers and students); b) the quality
of the outcome measures and the procedures implemented to collect the data; c¢) the experiment

execution and the integrity of the design;'® d) the statistical precision, stability and robustness of the

'® This criterion also includes all data operations and statistical checks and adjustments that have been
implemented to mitigate possible threats to the experiment'’s validity. This includes also the imputation

43



. Technical Evaluation Report | Deliverable'4.1 . ‘

effect estimates. Because of the unavailability of validated scales to measure the outcome of interests
and some challenges that emerged in the execution of the experimental study - chiefly the lower than
planned number of participating schools and the low uptake of the intervention by students - we never

assigned 5 padlocks.

The effects of the A@L Toolkit on School Leader outcomes

Table 24 shows the ITT estimates on school leader outcomes. Overall, the Toolkit had almost zero effect
on awareness. A negative, very small, but not statistically significant effect on attitude was found. These

results are highly robust.

Finally, a negative, large, yet not statistically significant, effect on the “support” outcome was found.
Overall, also this result is robust, although when ES is removed, the effect turns out to be marginally

significant.

Table 24 ITT Effects of offering the A@L Toolkit for school leaders

Control mean 0.725 0.832 0.881

ITT 0.005 -0.013 -0.043
[-0.064,0.075] [-0.089,0.062] [-0.109,0.022]

Effect size 0.025 -0.063 -0.212
[-0.307,0.356] [-0.423,0.296] [-0.535,0.110]

% change 0.7 -1.6 -4.9

of missing baseline variables, which was carried out in the A@L data in order not to lose sample size.

Post-treatment outcome missing variables are never imputed, but counted as non-response.
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. o

Leave-1-country-out Confirmed Confirmed Partly confirmed: when
ES is removed,
marginally sign. effect

Randomization inference p-  Confirmed Confirmed Confirmed

values

Multiple outcome testing Confirmed Confirmed Confirmed

Alternative outcome Confirmed Confirmed Confirmed

specification

N 167 167 167

95% confidence intervals in brackets. * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01 Estimates are obtained with linear

regression models that control for randomization strata and individual level baseline covariates.

Additional models (not shown here) including also school level covariates and pre-treatment outcome

variables for the subsample of school leaders for whom they were available confirm the above results.

These results are visualized graphically in Figure 9.
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Figure 9 Control and treated school leader average outcomes

Table 25 shows the effect of using the Toolkit (TOT estimates). Also in this case, no significant effect on
either awareness or attitude among those who used the Toolkit was found. Negative but not statistically

significant effects on support were found.

Table 25 Effect of using the Toolkit (TOT estimates)

Logged in at least once 0.008 -0.021 -0.070
[-0.089,0.106] [-0.128,0.085] [-0.164,0.025]
Logged in in at least 2 0.015 -0.038 -0.126

distinct days
[-0.161,0.192] [-0.231,0.154] [-0.304,0.053]
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N 167 167 167

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 Two-stage linear regression models. All models control for randomization strata

and individual baseline covariates.

Table 26 shows a summary of the main experimental findings regarding school leader outcomes.
Overall, no effect on school leaders’ awareness was detected. This null effect is highly secure, as it has
been confirmed with several statistical checks. A small, negative but not statistically significant effect on
school leaders’ attitudes was found. This effect is highly secure. There was weak evidence of a modest
negative effect of the A@L Toolkit on school leaders’ support for (digital) formative assessment, i.e.
school leaders in the treatment group envisaged providing their teachers and the school with less
support to implement DFA. This effect was confirmed as non-significant through several statistical

checks, however further investigation is needed on this point.

Table 26 Summary of the main experimental findings

Outcome Impact Security of the evidence | Interpretation

Awareness

Awareness about | 0 There is no evidence of any change in

assessment approaches school leaders’ awareness about formative

and roles in assessment assessment and about their role in
assessment. School leaders in the

treatment group reported knowing what
(digital) formative assessment is and feeling
comfortable in explaining it to teachers to
the same extent as school leaders in the
control group. Likely, this result is partly
explained by the fact that most school
leaders were already familiar with FA before

joining the project.

Attitudes
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Attitudes toward FA 0 There is no evidence of any change in
school leaders’ attitudes toward formative
assessment: School leaders in the
treatment group believe that formative
assessment practices are useful for student

learning as school leaders of the control

group do.

Support

3. Support of (D)FA -/0 The findings are unclear. On one hand, the
results show that school leaders in the

treatment group do not envisage providing

their teachers and the school with more
support to acquire new competences to
implement DFA. At the same time, the
impact estimates are systematically
negative and, in one of the tests, statistically
significant. Hence, a flag is raised on this
specific aspect, which calls for further

investigation.

How to read this table. For each outcome, we report information about the ‘impact’ estimate and the
‘security of the evidence'. By impact, we mean: the effect of the intervention (i.e., the treated/control
average difference in each outcome), which is summarized with “-” (negative) “0” (null) or “+" (positive)
symbols. The size of the impact is indicated by the number of “-” and “+”, which ranges from 1 to 3. By
security of the evidence, we mean the extent to which the impact estimate is statistically precise,
consistent across alternative modeling strategies or outcome specifications and robust to additional

statistical checks.

The effects of the A@L Toolkit on Teacher outcomes

Figure 10 shows graphical evidence about treated and control differences in the outcomes measured

in the follow- up survey. At a glance, no clear differences between the two groups are apparent.
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Figure 10 Treated and control differences in the outcomes for teachers

Treated/control differences were then more closely inspected through regression models. Regression-
estimated ITT effects are reported in Table 27. Mixed effects on knowledge (columns 1 & 2) were found.
More precisely, a small, negative, and non-statistically significant effect is estimated on self-reported
DFA knowledge: treated teachers report the same levels of confidence in using technology to assess
students as control teachers. Instead, when looking at objective knowledge, a large, positive, and
statistically significant effect is estimated: treated teachers can better distinguish formative from

summative assessment practices than control teachers.

Mixed effects were also found on the second dimension of interest, i.e. awareness (columns 3 & 4).
Particularly, small, positive and non-statistically significant effects on awareness about assessment:
treated teachers declared themselves slightly more aware about (digital) formative assessment and the
role of teachers in formative assessment. No effects on concepts of assessment with formative
purposes were found: treated and control teachers show the same (high) level of understanding of

assessment as a formative practice.
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Table 27 ITT on awareness and knowledge indicators for teachers

(1) (2) 3) (4)
Self-reported  DFA | FA-specific Awareness about | Conception of
competence knowledge (quiz) assessment assessment -
approaches and roles in | formative
assessment
Control mean .633 .604 .701 .706
ITT -0.015 0.043*** 0.021 -0.009
[-0.039,0.009] [0.016,0.070] [-0.008,0.050] [-0.028,0.010]
Effect size -0.069 0.234%%* 0.109 -0.062
[-0.179,0.041] [0.085,0.382] [-0.042,0.260] [-0.189,0.065]
% change 2.4 7.1 3.0 -1.2
Robustness checks
Leave-1-country- Partly  confirmed, | Confirmed Partly confirmed, when | Partly confirmed,
out when GR is removed PT is removed positive, | when  GR  is
negative, sign effect sign effect removed
negative, sign
effect
Randomization Confirmed Confirmed Confirmed Confirmed
inference
p-values
Multiple outcome | Confirmed Confirmed Confirmed Confirmed
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testing
Alternative Confirmed Confirmed Partly confirmed, | Confirmed
outcome positive, marginally
specification significant on single

items
N 668 673 673 670

95% confidence intervals in brackets. * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01. Estimates are obtained with linear

regression models that control for randomization strata and baseline covariates. All models but column

2 control for the pre-intervention measure of the outcome, as this outcome was not collected in the BS.

Standard errors are clustered at the school level.

Table 28 shows the effects of the Toolkit on attitudes and use indicators. Columns 1 and 2 show that

the offer of the Toolkit had no effects on attitudes. Particularly, small and largely insignificant effects on

both attitudes toward FA and attitudes toward DFA. Overall, no effects on use (columns 3 & 4) were

found: negative, insignificant and inconsistent effects on the adoption of FA practices and small and

largely insignificant effects on use of digital tools in assessment were estimated.

Table 28 Table ITT on attitudes and use indicators for teachers

(M

Attitudes toward FA

(2)

Attitudes  toward

3)

Adoption of FA practices

4

Use of digital tools

DFA in assessment
Control mean .866 .749 .646 493
ITT -0.011 -0.009 -0.017 0.006
[-0.030,0.007] [-0.028,0.011] [-0.037,0.003] [-0.015,0.026]
Effect size -0.062 -0.004 -0.106 0.035
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[-0.189,0.065]

[-0.140,0.132]

[-0.234,0.022]

[-0.090,0.161]

% Change -1.3 -1.2 -2.6 1.2
Robustness checks
Leave-1-country- | Confirmed Partly confirmed, | Partly confirmed, when | Confirmed
out when GR is | GR or EE are removed
removed negative | negative marginally
marginally significant effect
significant effect
Randomization Confirmed Confirmed Confirmed Confirmed
inference
p-values
Multiple outcome | - - - -
testing
Alternative Confirmed Confirmed Not confirmed (positive, | Not confirmed
outcome non stat sign) (Negative, non
specification stat sign)
N 669 669 665 667

95% confidence intervals in brackets. * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01 Estimates are obtained with linear

regression models that control for randomization strata and baseline covariates. All models but column

2 control for the pre-intervention measure of the outcome. Standard errors are clustered at the school

level. Full set of models (different specifications) are available.

These results presented in Tables 27 and 28 are visualized graphically in Figure 11.
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Figure 11 Control and treated teachers’ average outcomes

Since not everyone used the Toolkit and, among those who did use it, not everyone used it at the same
intensity (see section 4), we estimated the effects of actual use (and intensity of use) of the Toolkit on
the same set of outcomes (Table 29). The main findings are as follows. Large, positive, strongly
statistically significant effects of the use of the Toolkit were found on FA-specific knowledge (column 2).
Positive, yet non-statistically significant, effects are found on awareness (column 3). Negative, weak

statistically significant effects on the adoption of FA practices were found (column 8).

Table 29 Effects of using the Toolkit on teacher outcomes

(M (2) 3) 4)

Self-reported DFA | FA-specific Awareness about | Conception of
competence knowledge (quiz) assessment approaches | assessment -formative

and roles in assessment

-0.022 0.062*** 0.031 -0.013
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Logged in at

least once

[-0.055,0.012]

[0.025,0.099]

[-0.009,0.071]

e

[-0.039,0.013]

Logged in in at
least 2 distinct

days

-0.028

[-0.071,0.015]

0.080***

[0.032,0.129]

0.040

[-0.012,0.091]

-0.017

[-0.051,0.017]

Logged in in at

least 3 distinct

-0.037

0.107***

0.053

-0.023

[-0.042,0.009]

[-0.040,0.015]

[-0.052,0.004]

days [-0.094,0.020] [0.042,0.171] [-0.017,0.122] [-0.067,0.022]
N 668 673 673 670
(6) (7) (8) (9)
Attitudes Attitudes toward DFA | Adoption  of  FA | Use of digital tools
toward FA practices in assessment
Logged in at|-0.016 -0.012 -0.024* 0.008
least once

[-0.020,0.037]

Logged in in at
least 2 distinct

days

-0.021

[-0.054,0.012]

-0.016

[-0.051,0.019]

-0.031*

[-0.067,0.005]

0.011

[-0.026,0.047]

Logged in in at
least 3 distinct

days

-0.028

[-0.072,0.016]

-0.021

[-0.068,0.026]

-0.041*

[-0.090,0.007]

0.014

[-0.035,0.064]

669

669

665

667
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95% confidence intervals in brackets * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01 Two-stage linear regression model.
All models control for randomization strata and baseline covariates. All models but column 2 control

for the pre-intervention measure of the outcome. Standard errors are clustered at the school level.

The effects are qualitatively similar if we restrict the sample to those schools where all actors (school
leaders, teachers, and students) took part in the experimentation. The idea behind this additional
analysis is that in schools where all actors actively took part in the experimentation, we could expect
larger effects. Instead, the results (not shown here) provided estimates that are similar to those
presented above. There are several possible reasons for this finding. First, the subset of schools with
higher intensity of participation could be different from schools with lower levels of participation, i.e.
the former could be schools where there is more limited leeway for the treatment to have any effect
because knowledge about DFA is already widespread in the school. Second, there could also be
contextual explanations, such as there was not enough time for active interaction between the different
actors at school, also considering the difficult times (after the outbreak of COVID-19) when the

experimentation was run.

Furthermore, we explore the heterogeneity of the effects of the first two dimensions of the A@L logical

framework, i.e. knowledge and awareness (Table 30). We focus on three factors of heterogeneity:

e Pre-treatment outcome: we distinguish teachers below/above the baseline average value of the

outcome of interest;

e Share of school teachers using FA practices at baseline: we distinguish teachers who teach in

schools with low/high baseline shares of teachers adopting FA practices;
e Subject taught: we distinguish math/science teachers from other teachers.

We have not included attitudes and use indicators in the analysis because a) the effects on the previous
dimensions in the logical framework are either zero or small and mixed; b) the intervention used a light
touch and the period between the exposure to the treatment and the data collection was too short to

expect any reasonable change in these outcomes (particularly when considering the use indicators).

On Self-reported DFA knowledge, we found no heterogeneous effects. The same holds true for objective
FA-specific knowledge, although among science/math teachers slightly higher effects were detected. In
regard to awareness of DFA, we found a positive effect for those who started with low levels of

awareness and for those working in schools with low proportions of teachers integrating FA practices.
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In regard to concepts of formative assessment, we found a small negative effect among those who had

more developed understanding for formative assessment practices.

Table 30 LATE heterogeneous effects

Pre-treatment outcome Share of school teachers doing | Subject taught
FA at baseline
Low High Low High Other Science/Mat

hs

Self- -0.036 -0.013 -0.032 -0.017 0.004 -0.062*

reported

DFA [-0.090,0.018] | [-0.060,0.035] | [-0.073,0.008] | [-0.073,0.038] |[-0.035,0.043] | [-

competence 0.129,0.005
]

FA-specific n.a. n.a. 0.060** 0.061** 0.055** 0.092**

knowledge

(quiz) [0.007,0.113] |[0.013,0.109] [0.012,0.097] |[0.018,0.16
6]

Awareness | 0.082%** -0.004 0.064** -0.032 0.025 0.057

about

assessment | [0.021,0.143] [-0.050,0.042] | [0.015,0.113] | [-0.100,0.035] | [-0.026,0.076] | [-

approaches 0.014,0.129

and roles in ]

assessment

Conception | -0.003 -0.029* 0.015 -0.053*** -0.020 0.007

of

assessment | [-0.044,0.038] | [-0.059,0.001] | [-0.019,0.049] | [-0.089,-0.017] | [-0.052,0.013] | [-

- formative 0.044,0.058
]

95% confidence intervals in brackets * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01
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Two-stage linear regression models. All models control for randomization strata and baseline
covariates. All models but the one shown in column 2 control for the pre-intervention measure of the

outcome. Standard errors are clustered at the school level.

Finally, we also explored whether the Toolkit changed teachers’ intention to participate in training on
DFA (Table 31). We found weak, inconsistent, evidence that treatment group teachers were slightly less

keen to participate in further training on DFA in the next 12 months.

Table 31 Effects on intentions to take further training on DFA

(M (2)
Intention (Y/N) Intention (continuous; 0-4)
Control mean .82 3.0
ITT -0.046 -0.101%
[-0.104,0.012] [-0.212,0.009]
LATE -0.086 -0.189%
[-0.189,0.018] [-0.384,0.006]
N 669 669

95% confidence intervals in brackets
* p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01
To conclude this section on teacher results, Table 32 shows a summary of the findings.

The A@L Toolkit increased teachers’ objective knowledge about formative assessment: teachers
in the treatment group showed greater capacity to distinguish formative from summative assessment

practices. This result is large and highly secure (high level of statistical significance and robust to a long

number of additional statistical checks).
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There is also weak evidence in support of a modest effect of the A@L Toolkit on teachers’
awareness about (digital) formative assessment, i.e. teachers in the treatment group declared they

know what (digital) formative assessment is and what it implies for teachers’ roles.

These effects appear to be stronger for teachers in schools with lower baseline levels of diffusion of FA
practice and, in particular, the effect on awareness seems to be concentrated among those teachers

who start with low levels of awareness.

No effects on the other outcomes were detected. These null effects are highly robust, having been

confirmed with several statistical checks.

While the null effects on the “use indicators” can be explained by the limited period of exposure and

the ‘light touch’ intervention, the zero effects on attitudes need further reflection.

Allin all, there is evidence that the Toolkit has potential to increase teachers' knowledge and awareness
about (digital) formative assessment: these two aspects concern the first two ‘steps’ in the Theory of

Change.

One open question is whether an information intervention like the A@L Toolkit has the potential to
trigger teachers' attitudes and induce them to change/adapt their assessment practice or if,

alternatively, other kinds of interventions are needed to induce meaningful changes in teacher practice.

Table 32 Summary of findings on teachers

Outcome Impact | Security of the evidence Interpretation

Knowledge

Self-reported DFA The Toolkit had an effect on the
0 IO,

competence knowledge of teachers, but this

was limited to their (quiz-tested)

capacity to distinguish FA from

FA-specific knowledge SA and did not change their (self-
| @@@@

(quiz) reported) confidence in using

digital tools for assessment.

58



4

Technical Evaluation Report | Deliverable4.1

. o

Awareness

Awareness about
assessment
approaches and roles

in assessment

Conception of

Assessment

0/+

While the Toolkit did not affect
the already high levels of
conception of assessment as a
formative-oriented practice, it
seems to have increased
teachers’ self-reported
awareness about (D)FA in
general as well as their role as
teachers. This is true especially
among teachers who entered
the project with low levels of
awareness or are teaching in
schools with low diffusion of FA.
These teachers develop a higher
awareness about (D)FA after

using the Toolkit.

Attitudes

Attitudes toward FA

Attitudes toward DFA

There is no evidence of any
change in teachers’ attitudes
towards FA or DFA. One possible
explanation is a “ceiling effect”:
teachers have highly positive
attitudes, especially toward FA,
even in the absence of the A@L

Toolkit.

Use
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Adoption of FA There is no robust evidence of
10

practices any change in teachers’ adoption
of FA practices or in their use of
digital tools for assessment.
While in some model
specifications small, negative
effects are found, in most

Use of digital tools in 0 estimations, the effect is zero.
assessment This (lack of) result can be
explained (at least partly) by the
limited time frame between
treatment exposure and data

collection.

There is no robust evidence of
any change in teachers’ intention
to take further training in DFA.
The sign of the effect estimates
is negative, small, but not
statistically significant at
conventional levels. This result
Int('en'tion to take 0 can be due to opposite

training on DFA mechanisms, which cannot be
disentangled with the available
data: a) control teachers wanting
more training to compensate for
being randomized out; b) treated
teachers wanting to deepen
what they have learned with the

Toolkit.; c) teachers feeling
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content with what they had or

can have from the Toolkit.

How to read this table. For each outcome, we report information about the ‘impact’ estimate and the
‘security of the evidence'. By impact, we mean: the effect of the intervention (i.e., the treated/control
average difference in each outcome), which is summarized with “-” (negative) “0” (null) or “+" (positive)
symbols. The size of the impact is indicated by the number of “-” and “+”, which ranges from 1 to 3. By
security of the evidence, we mean the extent to which the impact estimate is statistically precise,
consistent across alternative modeling strategies or outcome specifications and robust to additional

statistical checks.

The effects of the A@L Toolkit on student outcomes

The analysis for students is more limited than for other actors, for several reasons: Toolkit use was
scarce among students (only 33% opened the Toolkit at least once on average), and significantly more
heterogeneous across countries, ranging from 13 to 60% (see Table 33). The follow-up rate, i.e. the
percentage of students who answered the follow-up survey among those who filled out the baseline
survey, was significantly lower than for other actors, and, again, very heterogeneous across countries
(with very low numbers for some countries, and some significant imbalances between treatment and
control groups within countries). Moreover, the matching of individuals in the sample before and after
is not always assured: teachers were the only ones who could make the link in giving students correct
credentials in the baseline and follow-up surveys, and in some cases, we observe implausible changes
in some observable characteristics that should not change over time. While this does not invalidate the
experimental protocol (where the dimension that matters is the school), but it further reduces the
statistical power to detect effects on this group, and therefore limits the scope of the analysis. Lastly,
given the limited effects for teachers and school leaders, the likelihood of any effects for students is

low, particularly given their very limited use of the Toolkit.

For all these reasons, we have limited the analysis for students to the bare essentials. Any heterogenous
analysis, or leave-one-out analysis would likely pick up some imbalance in the sample and provide an

incorrect view of what really happened (or did not happen). Also, any TOT estimate is less meaningful
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here: students are treated “directly” by being provided with access to the Toolkit, but also “indirectly”

through interaction with treated teachers. Therefore, reweighting students’ ITTs by the (low) percentage

of those who accessed the Toolkit is not a meaningful exercise, would provide unlikely large estimates,

and would not take into consideration the significantly higher share of teachers and school leaders who

accessed the Toolkit. For this reason, only ITTs, i.e. the effect of being offered the Toolkit, are presented

for students.

Table 33 Individual- Level Regressions: ITT Estimates

(1) (2) 3) (4) (5) (6)
Exp. w. Attitudes Use of Digital Attitudes Motivation Self-
Feedback toward FA Tools toward DFA perceived
Practices Performance
Control .51 .69 .28 .68 .69 0.37
group
mean
ITT -0.001 0.004 -0.001 0.012 0.010 -0.009
[-0.029,0.027]  [-0.022,0.030] [-0.031,0.029] [-0.017,0.041] [-0.013,0.033] [-
0.029,0.011]
% Change -0.1% 0.6% -0.4% 1.7% 1.4% -2.4%
N 1612 1604 1606 1600 1604 1603

95% confidence intervals in brackets. Estimates are obtained with linear regression models that include the level

of baseline outcome as control and baseline covariates for students, teachers, and school. Standard errors are

clustered at the school level. * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01
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These results are visualized graphically in Figure 12. The figure, as in the tables, shows clearly that across
the relevant outcomes there is no discernible difference between students in the treatment and control

groups.
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Figure 12 Control and treated students’ average outcomes (normalized indexes 0-1)

For students, we present regression estimates both at the individual and school levels. The reason for
presenting the second estimate is that, as mentioned above, the individual link between baseline and
follow-up survey is not always assured. Therefore, school-level estimates might provide more precise
estimates if the link between the answers is frequently mistaken, and would therefore introduce noise
into the estimate. We see that the school-level estimates are slightly more imprecise than those at the
individual-level: there are precision gains from running the regression at the individual level. In school-
level estimates, each school is given equal weight, regardless of the number of students participating,
while with the individual regressions, schools participating with more students have greater weight in
the estimation. However, the estimates are quantitatively and qualitatively identical, suggesting the
level of the specification (and hence the weight assigned to schools participating with more students)

does not drive the interpretation of the results.
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Table 34 School- Level Regressions: ITT Estimates

e

(1) (2) 3) (4) (5) (6)
Exp. w. | Attitudes Use of Digital | Attitudes Motivation Self-perceived
Feedback toward FA Tools toward DFA Performance
Practices

Control .49 .66 31 .66 .67 0.36

group

mean

Treated -0.005 0.001 -0.005 0.000 0.002 -0.005
[-0.042,0.031] | [-0.047,0.049] | [-0.037,0.027] | [-0.049,0.050] | [-0.038,0.043] | [-0.039,0.030]

% Change | -1% 0.1% -1.6% 0% 0.2% -1.4%

N 141 141 141 141 141 140

95% confidence intervals in brackets All estimations include the level of baseline outcome at the class level as

control, for students, teachers, and school. * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01

In both the individual and school-level regressions, the coefficients are close to zero, statistically
insignificant, and small in magnitude when compared to the baseline mean. In short, we find no
evidence that the Toolkit had a significant impact on any of the outcomes measured for students. We
find this is consistent with the limited effects found for teachers and school leaders, and therefore not
reflect in practices that might affect students (such as the use of digital tools), and with very limited use

of the Toolkit among students ( 15% accessed it more than once.)
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Table 35 Summary of findings on students

Outcome Impact Security of the Evidence Interpretation
Experience
Experience with feedback @ @ @ There is no evidence of any change
0 @@@
practices in students’ experience of (D)FA
practices in the classroom. This is in
Use of Digital Tools line with the zero effects found on
0
(D)FA adoption by teachers.
Attitudes
Attitudes toward FA 0 There is no evidence of any change
in students’ attitudes toward (D)FA.
Attitud 4 DEA This can be explained by the fact
ttituaes towar
that students were exposed onl
0 posed only
sporadically to the Toolkit.
Motivation and
Performance
Motivation at School 0 There is no evidence of any change
in  students’ motivation and
Self-p ved performance. The lack of effects is
elf-Perceive
borf consistent with the evidence that,
erformance
despite higher knowledge, there is
no change yet in teacher practices.
0

The absence of direct effects of
access to the Toolkit is not
surprising given the low effective

use on the part of students (only 6%
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of students accessed at least three

times)

How to read this table. For each outcome, we report information about the ‘impact’ estimate and the
‘security of the evidence'. By impact, we mean: the effect of the intervention (i.e., the treated/control
average difference in each outcome), which is summarized with “-” (negative) “0” (null) or “+” (positive)
symbols. The size of the impact is indicated by the number of “-” and “+”, which ranges from 1 to 3. By
security of the evidence, we mean the extent to which the impact estimate is statistically precise,
consistent across alternative modeling strategies or outcome specifications and robust to additional

statistical checks.
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6. Conclusions and next steps

Summary of findings

In spite of the significant body of research pointing to the potential of formative assessment to improve
students' achievement and self-regulated learning, very little evidence exists on what interventions
should be pursued to enhance schools’ readiness to fully and purposely implement (digital) formative

assessment practices.

Based on an understanding of formative assessment as a practice that should involve not only teachers,
but also students and school leaders as active players, effective approaches to raise the adoption of
formative assessment should bring forward comprehensive whole school approaches rather than
stand-alone interventions. A further policy challenge comes from the potential of digital technologies:
the literature suggests that computers and digital technologies have the potential to facilitate teachers
and students in carrying out formative assessment. Yet to leverage their potential, access to and
proficiency in using new technologies need to be widespread in schools. The Assess@Learning policy
experimentation was set up and launched as an attempt to provide some empirically grounded answers

to these challenges.

Within the A@L policy experimentation, a new online Toolkit (i.e., the A@L Systemic Toolkit) was
developed and made available (chiefly school leaders, teachers and students) in 208 ISCED-2 schools in
five EU Member States during the 2021/2022 school year. The A@L Toolkit provided school actors with
a wealth of resources about (digital) formative assessment, which were meant to increase awareness,

knowledge, attitudes and adoption of DFA.

To test whether the Toolkit had an effect on these dimensions, a randomized controlled trial evaluation
was set up and run. The study involved 208 schools, 846 teachers and 2,517 7th grade students across
the five participating countries. From a methodological point of view, the study ran smoothly and was
in line with the most rigorous standards in the field of experimental evaluation of educational
interventions. However, a fully representative sample of schools was not obtained: the degree of
participation was lower than expected, and consequently, the sample size was lower than anticipated-
with pronounced variations across participating countries. While the experimental protocol held overall,

the low numbers of participants in some countries, alongside differential attrition rates between
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treatment and control groups, does not allow for a systematic analysis of the potentially different effects
of the Toolkit in the different contexts. Moreover, the ambitious goal of the project to affect several
actors (school leaders, teachers, students) at the same time has also been limited by practical
circumstances. Students’ involvement and use of the Toolkit was very limited, as shown above. The
Toolkit's use by school leaders was greater, but still limited. For these reasons, the analysis has been
largely refocused on the outcomes of teachers, who have been, within the experimentation, the main

users of the platform.
In what follows, we summarize the main lessons learned of the policy experimentation.

First, not everyone accepted the invitation to use the Toolkit. 62% of school leaders, 68% of teachers,
and 33% of students accessed the A@L Toolkit at least once. Most users liked the Toolkit: a large
majority of teachers and school leaders said that the Toolkit was useful to their learning needs and will
use its contents in their everyday work. Even if the experimentation was run in a peculiar school year-
which was still affected by the Covid-19 pandemic and remote learning-these are magnitudes of
interest from a policy point of view. Not everyone, even if showing a first interest in the intervention,
eventually showed up and made use of the offered Toolkit. The take up for school leaders and teachers
are similar, about 6 out of 10 made use of the toolkit at least once, but the figure for students is much
lower. These differences can be partially explained by the practical difficulties arising when trying to fit
new activities in the daily classroom activities. Likely, if scaled up to the entire school population and
under similar contextual circumstances, these take up rate would be lower, because participants in the

A@L already provided some consent to participate in the first place and were encouraged to do so.
In general, the A@L Toolkit had limited effects on school leader, teacher and student outcomes.

The A@L Toolkit had no effect on school leaders’ or students’ outcomes, while it had some effects on
some of the teacher outcomes. It increased teachers’ objective knowledge about formative assessment:
teachers in the treatment group showed higher capacity in distinguishing formative from summative
assessment practices. There is also weak evidence in support of a modest effect of the A@L Toolkit on
teachers’ awareness about (digital) formative assessment, i.e. teachers in the treatment group declare
that they themselves know what (digital) formative assessment is and what it implies for teachers' roles.
These effects appear to be stronger for teachers in schools with lower baseline levels of diffusion of FA
practice and, particularly, the effect on awareness seems to be concentrated among those teachers

who started with low levels of awareness.

68



Technical Evaluation Report | Deliverable4.1 . —

Interpretation

Overall, the A@L Toolkit had limited effects on schools’ readiness to implement DFA. It increased teachers’
knowledge and awareness of (digital) formative assessment, but it did not affect any other outcomes of
interest. The limited effects can be partly explained by the fact that in the participating sample of
schools, school leaders and teachers were already quite familiar with FA and reported relatively high

levels of awareness and practices of FA.

The two outcomes affected by the Toolkit (awareness and knowledge) concern the first two ‘steps’ in the
Logical Framework (Figure 1), i.e. the two outcomes that, in theory, are expected to be the first to be

affected by the Toolkit.

ru

The null effects on the teachers’ “use indicators” and school leaders’ planned support can, at least in
part, be explained by the limited period of exposure and the ‘light touch’ intervention. Due to difficulties
in recruitment of schools, the period of exposure to the Toolkit was shortened and de facto occurred
over a period of four to five months. Moreover, the analysis necessarily followed the same timeline,
with the follow-up questionnaires taking place before the end of the school year (as designed in the
original protocol). It is plausible —and even likely - that effects of such an intervention take longer to
manifest themselves, and do not appear immediately. For example, it is unlikely that teachers would

change practices within the same school year, while it is more likely for them to make changes from

one year to the next.

Whether shorter-term effects, such as increased knowledge, might be reflected in longer-term changes
remains an open question and should not be fully dismissed due to the lack of immediate results. Yet,
whether an information treatment like the A@L Toolkit has the potential to trigger a change in teachers’
attitudes and induce them to change/adapt their assessment practice, or if, alternatively, other kinds of

interventions are needed to induce meaningful changes in teacher practice, is still an open question.

If an information treatment is deemed valuable in itself, reflection is needed to understand which
configurations and contextual implementation conditions are necessary to enhance its effectiveness and
impact on knowledge beyond the short term. An information intervention could be delivered in
different formats and at different levels of intensity, it could allow for more or less structured modalities
of use and peer interaction, it can be delivered fully online, fully offline or in hybrid formats, and so on.
Yet it is not straightforward to expect if and which of the possible tweaks to the modes of

implementation of the intervention can improve its effectiveness.
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A final aspect to be considered concerns the generalizability of results. The sample of participating
schools is not representative of the schools in the participating countries. Even though a stratified
sampling procedure was put in place to select schools that were to be invited to participate, the
recruitment in reality was selective and the acceptance rate varied substantially across countries. As
seems to be confirmed by our baseline data, most likely participants were positively selected and this
has to be considered when interpreting the results. As mentioned above, school leaders participating
in A@L show very high familiarity with DFA and teachers who joined the project had very positive
attitudes toward DFA and these starting conditions could be responsible, at least in part, for the null
effects, considering that the leeway for any intervention to increase the value of an indicator which is

already high, is inevitably very limited.
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Appendices

A. Baseline questionnaires

A@L Baseline questionnaire for school leaders (BS-SCH)

Version: 5
Date: Feb 2 2021
Introduction

This questionnaire is targeted to school leaders and, as such, it should be filled in by the school head,

the deputy school head or the assistant school head.

The same person filling in this questionnaire also commits to fill in a short follow-up questionnaire

in late spring 2022 at the end of our experimental research.

This questionnaire is expected to last 30 mins and is aimed at collecting information related to [ISCED
2 - indicate the country-specific selected level]. Hence, if your school includes also other grades,

please consider only [ISCED 2 - indicate the country-specific selected level] when answering.

The main goal of this questionnaire is to know how students are assessed in your school assigning an
especial attention to formative assessment (FA) and how digital technologies are used to carry out
formative assessment in your school (i.e. digital formative assessment, DFA). Formative assessment
is a complex and multidimensional concept. According to a widely accepted definition, by formative
assessment we mean a process dedicated to both gathering information on student progress and
understanding which may be used to guide next steps in teaching and learning processes. FA can
include activities undertaken by the teacher as well as activities undertaken by their students in
assessing themselves and/or their peers and aims at providing information to be used as feedback to
improve learning. Formative assessment is sometimes referred to as assessment FOR learning, while

summative assessment is referred to assessment OF learning.

The questionnaire is organized in the following sections:
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A School's availability and use of digital devices

A1 Availability of digital devices

A2 Use of digital devices

B. The impact of the COVID-19 pandemic in your school
C Student assessment

C.1 School’s student assessment policy and practice
C.2 School’s strategy on (digital) formative assessment
C.3 Actual use of (digital) formative assessment in the school
C.4 Your views about student learning

D School characteristics

E Individual background

We are aware that school leaders and staff may be very busy in these times. Hence, to try and make

your life as easy as possible while still collecting this education-relevant set of information:

e We attach the pdf version of the questionnaire just for you to have an anticipation of the

questions, not to be filled in (add a watermark like ‘copy’);

e We allow that section A1 is filled in by school administrative staff or a teacher, but all other
sections must be filled in by the school head or the deputy school head (who also fills in the

follow up survey);

e it is perfectly fine if you don’t know some answers, as the goal of the survey is collecting a
representative picture of what school leaders know and do not know. Hence in some questions

a“l don't know” option is provided.
e Answers can be saved in case you cannot answer to it in one shot
e Assistance is made available to you at [add contact info]
School identification

X0. Country
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1. Estonia
2. Finland
3. Greece
4. Portugal
5. Spain

X0. School name

[free text/controlled text alphanumeric code]
X0. School code

[free text alphanumeric code]

A School’s availability and use of digital devices

In this section, we kindly ask you to provide us with some information about the availability and the use

of digital devices among teachers and students in your school.

Please, note that, in this questionnaire, by digital devices we mean digital devices that are connected
to the Internet (such as: desktop computers; notebook or laptop computers; netbook computers; tablet

devices; smartphones) and that available for teaching or learning activities.

* Note only for Portugal:

By school we mean the school building selected for this project, not the entire school cluster
A1 Availability of digital devices

Q.1 Please, enter a number for each response related to students and the digital devices available in

your school.

If you don’t know the exact number, please give your best possible estimate.

Number
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Students attending the school

Allow numbers

from 0 to 9999

[ISCED 2 - indicate the country-specific selected level] students

attending the school

Allow numbers

from 0 to 9999

Desktop computers (e.g. tower PCs) connected to the Internet
that [ISCED 2 - indicate the country-specific selected level]

students can use for educational purposes

Allow numbers

from 0 to 9999

Laptops or notebooks connected to the Internet available that
[ISCED 2 - indicate the country-specific selected level] students

can use for educational purposes

Allow numbers

from 0 to 9999

Tablets connected to the Internet available that [ISCED 2 -
indicate the country-specific selected level] students can use

for educational purposes

Allow numbers

from 0 to 9999

Q.2 Please, enter a number for each response related to teachers and the digital devices available in

your school.

If you don't know the exact number, please give your best possible estimate

Number

1.

Teachers working in your school

Allow numbers

from 0 to 9999

2. Teachers currently teaching [ISCED 2 - indicate the country-

specific selected level] students

Allow numbers

from 0 to 9999
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3. Desktop computers (e.g. tower PCs) connected to the Internet | Allow numbers
that [ISCED 2 - indicate the country-specific selected level] | from 0 to 9999

teachers can use

4. Laptops or notebooks connected to the Internet that [ISCED 2 | Allow numbers

- indicate the country-specific selected level] teachers can use | from 0 to 9999

5. Tablets connected to the Internet that [ISCED 2 - indicate the | Allow numbers

country-specific selected level] teachers can use from 0 to 9999

Q.3 Please, enter a number for each response related to the classes and the classrooms’ availability of

digital devices in your school.

Please, note that by ‘class’ we mean the group of students, while for ‘classroom’ we mean the physical

space. If you don’t know the exact number, please give your best possible estimate

Number
1. [ISCED 2 - indicate the country-specific selected level] classes | Allow numbers
(i.e. groups of students) from 0 to 9999
2. [ISCED 2 - indicate the country-specific selected level] | Allow numbers
classrooms equipped with Interactive whiteboards from 0 to 9999

Q.4 Where do [ISCED 2 - indicate the country-specific selected level] students access the Internet for

educational purposes in this school?

Please select one response in each row

1.Yes 2. No 9. | don't

know
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1. In the school computer laboratory (or other

common spaces, e.g. the school library)

2. Intheir classroom

Q.5 How many computer laboratories (or other common spaces equipped with digital devices
connected to the Internet) are accessible for [ISCED 2 - indicate the country-specific selected level]

students?
|___ | Number (Allow numbers from 0 to 999)

Q.6 Does your school provide [ISCED 2 - indicate the country-specific selected level] teachers or students

dedicated digital devices (e.g., a laptop or a tablet)?

By “dedicated digital devices” we mean devices which are school property but used exclusively by a

teacher or student and not shared with others.

Please, select the answer that applies best. Only one answer possible.

1. Yes, 2. Yes, 3. Yes, but 4. No, to
accordin only for none
to g to some
all specific specific
individua projects/
| needs subjects..

1. Teachers

2. Students
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Q.7 Does your school actively promote [ISCED 2 - indicate the country-specific selected level] students

to use their own personal digital devices for learning purposes during lessons?

By “personal digital devices”, we mean digital devices that belong to students (i.e., not those provided
by the school), such as personal laptop or notebook; personal tablet; personal mobile phone or

smartphone.

Please, select the answer that applies best. Only one answer possible.
1. Yes, in all lessons
2. Yes, in some lessons, according to the specific needs

3. No, in any case

A2 Use of digital devices in teaching and learning
Q.8 Does your school have any of the following;:

Please select one response in each row

1. Yes 2. No 9. | don't

know

1. Its own written statement promoting the
use of digital devices for pedagogical

purposes

2. Its own policy and actions to use digital
devices for teaching and learning in specific

subjects

3. Formal discussions with and among
teachers about the use of digital devices for

pedagogical purposes

77



A

Technical Evaluation Report | Deliverable4.1 .

4. A specific policy or programme to prepare

students for responsible internet behaviour

5. Data-processing agreements (DPA) with
software suppliers regarding the student
data that they manage (e.g. Parnassys,
Magister, etc.)? A DPA indicates what
suppliers can and cannot do with students’

aata.

6. Incentives or encouragement for teachers to

integrate digital devices in their teaching

7. A specific training programme for teachers
to integrate the use of digital devices in their

teaching'

8. ICT technical staff providing technical

support

9. ICT staff in charge of providing pedagogical
advice on the use of digital technologies (i.e.

digital tutors)

Q.9 Does your school identify one or more online learning environments that [ISCED 2 - indicate the

country-specific selected level] teachers can use in their teaching?

By online learning environment, we mean any online platform on which a variety of teaching and

learning activities can be carried out (such as Moodle, Blackboard, Edmodo, Google, Classroom TM).

Please select the response that applies best to your school.
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1. Yes, the school identifies one or more online learning environments and teachers are not

allowed to use others

2. Yes, the school recommends one or more online learning environments, but teachers are free

to use others

3. No, the school does not have a policy on this, teachers are free to use the online learning

environments they prefer

Q.10 How many [ISCED 2 - indicate the country-specific selected level] teachers in your school use online

learning environments in their teaching?

By online learning environment, we mean any online platform on which a variety of teaching and

learning activities can be carried out (such as Moodle, Blackboard, Edmodo, Google, Classroom ™ or

any other system owned by the school).

Only one answer possible.

1. 0%

2. Between 1% and 25%

3. Between 25% and 50%

4. Between 50% and 75%

5. More than 75%

9. | don't know

Q.11 To what extent do you agree with the following statements about your school's capacity to

enhance learning and teaching in [ISCED 2 - indicate the country-specific selected level] using digital

devices?

Please select the response that applies best to your school.

1.
Strongly

agree

Agre

3.
Disagre

e

4,
Strongly

disagree

9.l don't

know

79



A

Technical Evaluation Report | Deliverable4.1 .

1. The number of digital devices
connected to the Internet is

sufficient

2. The school's Internet bandwidth

or speed is sufficient

3. The number of digital devices for

instruction is sufficient

4. Digital devices at the school are
sufficiently powerful in terms of

computing capacity

5. The availability of adequate

software is sufficient

6. Teachers have the necessary
technical and pedagogical skills to
integrate digital devices in their

teaching

7. Teachers have sufficient time to
prepare lessons that make use of

digital devices

8. Adequate professional
development  resources  for
teachers to learn how to use
digital devices for pedagogical

purposes are available
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9. An effective online learning

support platform is available

10. Teachers are provided with
incentives to integrate digital

devices in their teaching

11. The school has sufficient qualified

technical assistant staff

B. The impact of the COVID-19 pandemic in your school

In this section, we ask you some questions related to your school’'s experience of the COVID-19 related

crisis.

Q.12 Please, estimate the overall proportion of days your school building was closed to [ISCED 2 -

indicate the country-specific selected level] students because of the COVID-19 pandemic.
Do not count the time that your school was scheduled to be closed for school holidays or vacations.
If your school had to close and reopen multiple times, please count all closing times.

Please, select the answer that applies best. Only one answer possible.

School Year | 1.0% 2. Between | 3. Between |4. Between |5. More than

1% and 25% | 25% and 50% | 50% and 75% | 75%

1.2019/2020

2. 2020/2021

(until now)
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Q.13 After the COVID-19 outbreak, how have your school’s ICT equipment assets changed?

Please select one response in each row

1. 2. 3. 4, 5.Strongl | 9. | don't
Strongly |Increased | Remained | Diminishe |y know
increase the same d diminish

d ed

1. ICT
hardware
(number
of digital
devices,
internet

speed)

2. Software
(online
platform,

tools)

3. ICT
technical
staff
providing
technical

support

4, ICT staff
in charge
of
providing
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pedagogi
cal advice
on the
use of
digital
technolog
ies  (i.e.
digital

tutors)

Q.14 Overall, how would you describe your school's response to the COVID-19 pandemic?

Please select one response in each row

1. 2. 3. 4. 9. | don't
Strongly | Agree | Disagree | Strongly | know

agree disagree

1. Remote or blended
teaching has been
obstructed by the limited
ICT resources of the

school

2. Remote or blended
teaching  has been
obstructed by the limited
ICT equipment of

students at home
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3. Remote or blended
teaching has not
exploited the ICT

resources available at

school
4. Teachers have
participated in

professional

development on digital
teaching specifically
organised in response to

the Covid-19 crisis

5. Teachers in my school
have cooperated with
each other to adapt their

teaching and assessment

6. Remote and blended
learning  during  the
COVID-19 crisis has acted
as an accelerator for
progressing with digital
learning and assessment

in my school

7. Remote or blended
teaching has been

obstructed by the limited
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ICT equipment of

teachers at home

C Student assessment

This section includes questions related to the student assessment practices employed in your school as

well as to your views about assessment.
C.1 School’s student assessment policy and practice

Q15.1 Regarding your school, who has a significant responsibility for deciding on budget allocations

within the school?

Please mark as many choices as appropriate.

1. Yes

1. School Head

2. Other members of the school management team

3. Teachers

4. School governing board

5. Local municipality/regional, state, or national/ federal

authority

Q15.2 Regarding your school, who has a significant responsibility for establishing student assessment

policies?

Please mark as many choices as appropriate.

1. Yes
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1. School Head

2. Other members of the school management team

3. Teachers

4. School governing board

5. Local municipality/regional, state, or national/ federal

authority

Q15.3 Regarding your school, who has a significant responsibility for choosing which learning materials

are used?

Please mark as many choices as appropriate.

1. Yes

1. School Head

2. Other members of the school management team

3. Teachers

4. School governing board

5. Local municipality/regional, state, or national/ federal

authority

Q15.4 Regarding your school, who has a significant responsibility for determining course content,

including national/regional curricula?

Please mark as many choices as appropriate.
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1.Yes

1. School Head

2. Other members of the school management team

3. Teachers

4. School governing board

5. Local municipality/regional, state, or national/ federal

authority

Q.16 Are any of the following student assessment practices employed in your school?

Please select one response in each row.

1.Yes 2. No 3.1 don’t know

1. Mandatory standardised tests

2. Non-mandatory standardised tests

3. Written and oral tests created and

scored by teachers

4. Activities and tasks designed to
elicit evidence of understanding (e.g.
learning tasks, questioning, dialogue,

etc.)
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5. Student performance-based

assessments (e.g. portfolios)

6. Student self-assessment

7. Students’ peer assessment

Q.17 In your school, is assessment of [ISCED 2 - indicate the country-specific selected level] students

used for any of the following purposes?

Please, select one response in each row.

1. Ye 2. No |3. | don't

S know

1. To guide students’ learning

2. To inform parents about their child’s progress

3. To make decisions about students’ retention or

promotion

4. To group students for instructional purposes

5. To compare the school with other schools, or to

district/national performance

6. To monitor the school’s progress from year to

year
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7. To make judgements about teachers'

effectiveness

8. To identify aspects of instruction or the

curriculum that could be improved

9. To adapt teaching to the students’ needs

10. To award certificates to students

11. To encourage student interaction with other

students

12. To encourage active student involvement in

learning

13. To provide feedback to students

14. To encourage peer assessment

15. To encourage self-assessment

16. To stimulate collaborative learning

C.2 School’s strategy on (digital) formative assessment

The goal of this section is to know how students are assessed in your school assigning an especial
attention to formative assessment (FA) and how digital technologies are used to carry out formative

assessment in your school (i.e. digital formative assessment, DFA).

By formative assessment (FA) we mean a process dedicated to both gathering information on student
progress and understanding which may be used to guide next steps in teaching and learning processes.

FA can include activities undertaken by the teacher as well as activities undertaken by their students in
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improve learning. Formative assessment is sometimes referred to as assessment FOR learning, while

A
O

summative assessment is referred to assessment OF learning.

Q.18 Please, express the extent to which you agree/disagree with the following statements

Please, select one response in each row.

1. Strongly | 2. Agree | 3.

agree

Disagree

4,
Strongly

disagree

_—

| feel | know quite well what

“formative assessment” is

2. | would feel confident to explain
to teachers in my school what

“formative assessment” is

3. | feel I know quite well what

“digital formative assessment” is

4. | would feel confident to explain
to teachers in my school what

“digital formative assessment” is

Q.19 Does your school require or actively encourage teachers to acquire knowledge and competences

in each of the following activities?

Please, select one response in each row.
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1. Yes, they are

required to

2. Yes, they are
actively

encouraged to

3. No, it's up to

them to

Integrating digital learning in

their instructional practice

Using digital tools for student
assessment (both formative

and summative)

Using digital tools for
monitoring student progress

over time

Integrating digital tools into

teaching and learning

Using subject-specific digital
learning  resources (e.g.,

tutorials, simulation)

Using e-portfolios for

assessment

Using digital tools to develop
authentic (real-life)

assignments for students

Q.20 Does your school offer...

Please, select one response in each row.
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1. Yes 2. No 3. | don't
know
1. Online platforms and tools for students’ autonomous
and collaborative learning?
2. Teacher professional development on how to use
digital tools for formative assessment?
3. Incentives or recognition (either monetary or non-
monetary) to teachers to encourage them adopt
formative assessment approaches?
4. Tools to help teachers develop formative assessment
(e.g. lesson planners, guidelines, exemplars)?
5. Formal or informal sessions to share best practices
with other school teachers on digital formative
assessment?
6. Whole school initiatives on adopting (digital)
formative assessment?
Q.21 How are teacher appraisals conducted in your school?
Please, select one response in each row.
1.Yes 2. No /
Does not
apply
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1. Teacher appraisals in my school are conducted regularly

(every year)

2. Appraisals include a focus on teachers’ competence to

implement formative assessment

3. Appraisals include a focus on teachers’ competence to

design and score summative assessments

4. Appraisals include a focus on teachers’ digital

competences for teaching

5. Appraisals include students’ feedback about teachers

C.3 Actual use of (digital) formative assessment in the school

With the following questions we will ask you about teachers’ actual use of (digital) formative student

assessment in your school.

Q.22 Please, estimate the broad proportion of [ISCED 2 - indicate the country-specific selected level]

teachers in your school who make use of formative assessment in their teaching activity
One answer possible.
1. 0%
2. Between 1% and 25%
3. Between 25% and 50%
4. Between 50% and 75%
5. More than 75%
6. ldon't know
Q.23 Do the majority (i.e., >50%) of teachers use digital devices to implement formative assessment?
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One answer possible.
1. Yes
2. No
3. Idon't know

Q.24 Are any of the following digital practices/tools employed by [ISCED 2 - indicate the country-specific

selected level] teachers in your school?

Please, select the answer that applies best. Only one answer possible.

1. Yes 2. No 3. | don't

know

1. Personalised learning platforms (e

portfolios/digital diaries)

2. Social media (blogs, wikis, etc.)

w

. Digital storytelling

4. E-textbooks

5. Mobile learning

6. Classroom polling

7. Dashboards and monitoring tools

8. Digital games

Q.25 What would your school need most to effectively support digital formative assessment?
Please select one response in each row
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1.
Strongly

agree

2.Agree

3.Disagre

e

4.5trong
ly

disagree

3.1 don't

know

1. More/better digital devices

connected to the Internet in the

school
2. More/better digital devices
connected to the Internet by

students at home

3. Increased/improved access to
learning management systems or
learning platforms (e.g. Moodle,

Blackboard, = Edmodo,  Google,

Classroom TM)

4. MoreICT administrative support

within the school

5. MorelCT support for teachers to

adapt available platforms for

learning

6. More opportunities for teacher
professional development on digital

learning environments

95



A

Technical Evaluation Report | Deliverable4.1 .

7. More opportunities for
professional  development on

formative assessment

8. Higher levels of agreement by
parents to the use of digital tools in

school

9. Guidelines/protocols about how
to include digital tools in formative

assessment.

C.4 Your views about student learning

In this section we ask you two questions related to your views about the importance of a list of aspects
and practices for student learning. In answering these questions, please, think about [ISCED 2 - indicate

the country-specific selected level] education in general and not your particular school.
Q.26 How would you rank the following aspects in terms of their potential impact on student learning?

Please, sort the following aspects according to their importance: from 7st (the most important) to 7th

(the least important)

order

1. Gaining and maintaining access to the state-of-the-art education technology in

learning

2. Improving methods and practices of summative assessment

3. Having access to high quality professional development for teachers

4. Developing collaboration among teachers
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5. Improving methods and practices of formative assessment

6. Improving teacher-parent relationships

7. Establishing a supportive and inclusive school environment for learning

Q.27 How important do you think the following factors are to improve student learning?

Please select one response in each row: scale from 0 (not important at all) to 10 (very important)

0-10

1. Establishing personalised learning goals for students

2. Tracking individual students’ progress towards personalised learning

goals.

3. Providing students feedback on their performance

4. Adapting instruction to students’ needs

5. Actively involving students in the learning process

6. Establishing a classroom culture that encourages interaction between

teachers and students and among students

7. Systematic use of digital assessment tools in the classroom

8. Enhancing students’ capacity to be autonomous learners

D School characteristics

In this section, we kindly ask you to tell us something about your school. This information will be treated
in an anonymized and aggregate way.
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* note for Portugal only:
By school we mean the school building selected for this project, not the entire school cluster
Q.28 What is the average age of teachers in your school?

Only one answer is possible. If you don't know the exact number, please give your best possible

estimate.
Leave blank if you don't know.
Please round up to whole
Allow number between 0 and 99
||
Q.29 What is the proportion of teachers in your school holding a Master (or equivalent) degree?
Only one answer possible. If you don't know the exact number, please give your best possible estimate.
1. 0%
2. Between 1% and 25%
3. Between 25% and 50%
4. Between 50% and 75%
5. More than 75%
6. | don't know

Q.30 Please, estimate the broad percentage of [ISCED 2 - indicate the country-specific selected level]

students in this school who have the following characteristics

Special needs students are those for whom a special learning need has been formally identified
because they are mentally, physically, or emotionally disadvantaged. [Often they will be those for whom
additional public or private resources (personnel, material or financial) have been provided to support

their education.]

Socio economically disadvantaged homes refers to homes lacking the basic necessities or

advantages of life, such as adequate housing, nutrition or medical care.
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e

An 'immigrant student' is one who was born outside the country. A 'student with migrant

background’ has parents who were both born outside the country.

Students may fall into multiple categories.

Please select one response in each row

None

2. 1%
to 10%

3. 10%
to 30%

4. 30%
to 60%

5. More
than
60%

1. Students whose first language is
different from the language(s) of
instruction or from a dialect of

this/these languages(s)

2. Students with special needs

3. Students from socio

homes

economically disadvantaged

4. Students who are immigrants or

with .migrant background

Q.31 In your school, to what extent is the learning of students hindered by the following phenomena?

Please select one response in each row.

1. Not at

all

2. Very little

3. To some

extent

4. Alot

1. Student truancy

2. Students skipping classes
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3. Students lacking respect for

teachers

4. Student use of alcohol or illegal

drugs

5. Students intimidating or bullying

other students

6. Students not being attentive

7. Teachers not meeting individual

students’ needs

8. Teacher absenteeism

9. Staff resisting change

10. Teachers being too strict with

students

11. Teachers not being well prepared

for classes

E Individual background

In this section, we kindly ask you to tell us something about yourself. These data will be treated in an

anonymised and aggregate way.
Q.32 What is your main role in the school?
Only one answer possible

1. School head
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2. Deputy school head
3. Other (e.g., assistant school head)
Q.33 Are you currently teaching?
Only one answer possible
1. Yes
2. No
Q.34 Gender
Only one answer possible
1. Female
2. Male
3. Other/Prefer not to say
Q.35 How old are you?
Only one answer possible.
1. Below 30 years old
2. 30-39yearsold
3. 40-49 years old
4. 50-59 years old
5. over 60
6. Prefer not to say
Q.36 What is the highest level of formal education you have completed?
Only one answer possible.
1. Upper secondary education

2. Post-secondary non-tertiary education
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3. Short-cycle tertiary education
4. Bachelor’s or equivalent level
5. Master's or equivalent level
6. Doctoral or equivalent level
7. Prefer not to say

Q.37 How many years of work experience do you have regardless of whether you worked full-time or

part time?

Do not include any extended periods of leave such as maternity/paternity leave.
Please write a number in each row.

Write O (zero) if none.

Leave blank if you prefer not to say.

Please round up to whole

Allow number between 0 and 99

_—

|__| Year(s) working in the current role it this school

N

| _| Year(s) working in the current role in total

w

|__| Year(s) working as a teacher in total (include any years of teaching)

Q.38 During the last 12 months, have you participated in any form of professional development

targeted to you in your current role?

Professional development is defined as activities that aim to develop school leaders professional skills

knowledge and expertise (such as online or in person courses, conferences, peer observations, etc.).
Only one answer possible.

1. Yes

2. No

3. Prefer not to say
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A@L Baseline questionnaire for teachers (BS-TEACH)

Version: 5

Date: July 9 2021

Instructions for the technical team in charge of uploading the questionnaire on the web

platform are written in blue.

In red, parts of the questionnaire to be adapted by National Coordinators.

Introduction

Welcome to the A@L survey!

Are you a teacher who believes in innovation and the need to constantly improve your methods? Then

the A@L project is for you!

The A@L project is the largest European policy experimentation ever launched for digital formative
assessment. Your school is one of 400 lower secondary schools in five countries that have been invited
to take part in this major European research project. Each school participates with one class, “The

Assess@Learning Class”, but teachers from other classes can also participate [add contact info]

This survey is important to provide us with some insights needed to the A@L research. So thank you

very much for your collaboration!

The survey consists of 19 questions. It will take you around 15 minutes to complete it, we thank you in

advance for your time!
Please note that answers can be saved in case you cannot answer to it in one shot

Assistance is made available to you at [add contact info]

School identification

X0. Country
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Dropdown menu

X0. School name

[free text/controlled text alphanumeric code]

X0. School code

[free text alphanumeric code]

Q1 Are you teaching in your school’s [“Assess@Learning Class”] in the school year 2021/2022?

The Assess@Learning target class is the class officially participating in the Assess@Learning project. If
you are not sure about what this is, please contact your school's reference person for the project or the

school head.
1. Yes, | teach in this class
2. No, I teach only in another class/other classes

Q2 What are the main subjects you are teaching in the [“Assess@Learning Class"]?

If you don't teach in the [“Assess@Learning Class”], please indicate the subjects you teach in

other classes.

In case the exact name of your subjects does not appear below, please mark the category you think

best fits the subject.

Multiple choice possible

Reading and writing

Includes reading and writing in the mother tongue, reading and writing in the language of
instruction, reading and writing in the tongue of the country (region) as a second language

(for non-natives), language studies, public speaking, literature

Mathematics

Includes mathematics, mathematics with statistics, geometry, algebra etc.
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Science

Includes science, physics, physical science, chemistry, biology, human biology,

environmental science, agriculture/horticulture/forestry

Foreign languages

Includes languages different from the language of instruction

Other subjects

Q3 Please estimate the broad percentage of students who have the following characteristics in the

[“Assess@Learning Class"].

If you don't teach in the [“Assess@Learning Class”], please provide the answers for the class in which

you spend the most time.

This question asks about your personal perception. It is fine to base your reply on rough estimates.

Please mark one choice in each row

Answer modality: 1) None; 2) Less than 25%; 3) About 50%; 4) More than 50% 5) All

None Less than | About More than | All
25% 50% 50%

1. Students with low achievement

2. Students with low motivation

3. Students capable of being

autonomous learners

Q4 Please, express the extent to which you agree/disagree with the following statements
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Please, select one response in each row.

Answer modality: 1) Strongly disagree; 2) Disagree; 3) Agree; 4) Strongly agree

Strongly

disagree

Disagree

Agree

Strongly

agree

1. | feel | know quite well what

“formative assessment” is

2. | would be able to provide
concrete examples to my colleagues
about what "formative assessment”

is

e

3. | feel | know quite well what the
role of the teacher in “formative

assessment” is

4. 1 would feel confident to explain
to my colleagues how to use digital

tools to assess students

Q5 What do you think student assessment should be?

Please, answer by thinking what you believe assessment should be in theory, rather than thinking at

your own practical experience.

Please, select one response in each row.

Answer modality: 1) Strongly disagree; 2) Disagree; 3) Agree; 4) Strongly agree

Assessment should be...

Strongly

disagree

Disagree

Agree

Strongly

agree

106



A

Technical Evaluation Report | Deliverable4.1 .

1. anintegrated part of lesson planning

2. a way to adjust instruction on the basis of learning

results

3. a way to give students frequent feedback on their

learning process

4. an action that takes place at the end of a teaching
cycle to verify if the learning objectives have been

achieved

5. a way to set personalised learning goals

6. an indicator of how effective a teacher is

7. a process aimed at eliciting students’ self-assessment

8. a way to stimulate peer assessment

9. a way to stimulate effective classroom discussions

10. an activity primarily meant to assign grades

11. an activity that is entirely carried out by teachers

12. a way to sort students based on their ability

13. something that reduces the time that could be

otherwise spent on teaching

14. a way to foster students’ character
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Q6 In order to improve student learning, how important do you think are the following activities?
Please select one response in each row.

Scale from 0 (not important at all) to 10 (very important)

1. Establishing personalised learning goals for each student

2. Telling students what you hope they will learn

3. Adapting instruction to students’ needs

4. Making encouraging but specific and focused comments to students

5. Specifying students a better/different way of doing something

6. Establishing a classroom culture that encourages interaction among students

7. Providing opportunities for students to assess one another’'s work and give

feedback to one another

8. Getting students to suggest ways they can improve

9. Providing time for students to reflect and talk about their learning

10. Getting students to review their own work and record their progress

11. Using standardized criteria for assessment

Q7 Do you think digital tools potentially provide an added value to any of these listed aspects?

Please select one response in each row
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Answer modality: 1) Strongly disagree; 2) Disagree; 3) Agree; 4) Strongly agree

e

Digital tools potentially provide an added value to...

Strongly

disagree

Disagree

Agree

Strongly

agree

1. delivering timely feedback to students

2. diagnosing learning needs and providing

personalised instruction

3. monitoring learning over time

4, facilitating students’ co-creation process

5. enhancing student self-reflection and self-

assessment

6. helping students develop planning and self-

regulation competences

7. providing opportunities for student peer-

assessment

8. enabling students to easily find past feedback

9. enabling teachers and students to work

asynchronously on a collaborative document

10. visualizing abstract concepts

11. providing automated feedback so that students

can practice with exercises on their own

109



A

Technical Evaluation Report | Deliverable4.1 .

12. helping teachers make quicker decisions (e.g.

online quizzes)

Q8 How confident would you feel...
Please, select one response in each row.

Answer modality: 1. Not at all confident, 2. slightly confident, 3. fairly confident, 4. completely confident

not |slig | Fairl | Co
at htly |y mpl
all | conf | conf | etel

conf | iden | iden |y

iden | t t conf
t iden
t

1. using digital tools (e.g. dashboards, mobile learning tools) to send

tasks and exercises to students?

2. using digital tools for monitoring student progress over time?

3. using digital resources (e.g., tutorials, simulation) to promote

students’ deeper learning?

4. using e-portfolios/digital diaries to support student self-

assessment?

5. using digital tools (e.g. Kahoot) to carry out classroom polling?

6. using digital resources to promote student collaboration?
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7. using digital rubrics to define and share learning goal

S?

concepts and ideas?

8. using concept maps to ask students to draw relations between

differentiate group tasks?

9. using digital tools (e.g. communication software, dashboards) to

Q9 When assessing student learning, how often do you...

Please select one response in each row.

Answer modalities: 1) Never or almost never; 2) Sometimes, 3) Often, 4) Always or very often

Never or
almost

never

Sometim

es

Ofte

n,

Always
or very

often

1. provide written feedback on student work in

addition to a grade?

2. let students evaluate their own progress?

3. observe students when working on particular tasks

and provide immediate feedback?

4. involve students in actively giving comments, and

even assigning grades, to their peers' final work?

5. use quick quizzes during class to make sure that

students keep up with the lessons?
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6. have an exam review, or a Q&A session with

students, after grading?

7. dedicate time for discussions, in which you ask
many open-ended questions and encourage students

to ask questions of each other?

8. provide the opportunity to individual students to
respond to my feedback or discuss the feedback

together?

Q10 When assessing student learning, how often do you employ...
Please select one response in each row.

Answer modalities: 1) Never or almost never; 2) Sometimes, 3) Often, 4) Always or very often

Never or | Sometim | Ofte | Always
almost es n or very

never often

1. e-portfolios/digital diaries?

2. Digital storytelling?

3. Social media and communication platform (blogs,

wikis, facebook group)?

4, e-textbooks?

5. Mobile learning?

6. Classroom polling/interactive white boards?
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7. Rubrics?

8. Dashboards and monitoring tools?

9. Concept/mind maps?

10. Collaborative software?

11. Digital games (individual or multi-player

educational games)?

Q11 Please, express the extent to which you agree/disagree with the following statements

Please, select one response in each row.

Answer modalities: 1. Strongly disagree 2. Disagree 3. Agree 4. Strongly agree

Strongly

disagree

Disagre

e

Agre

e

Strongly

agree

1. My class sizes allow me to individualize instruction

for all students

2. My class periods provide enough time to use

formative assessment

3. I have enough time to plan formative assessments

4. | have administrator support to incorporate

formative assessment into my teaching practice

5. The curriculum luse includes support for formative

assessment
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6. My school provides me with material/tools to

support formative assessment

7. My school provides me with technology to support

formative assessment

8. My school provides me with adequate training on

formative assessment practices

Q12 Gender

Only one answer is possible

1. Female

2. Male

3. Other/Don’t want to answer
Q13 How old are you?

Only one answer is possible.

-_—

Below 30 years old
2. 30-39yearsold
3. 40-49 years old
4. 50-59 years old
5. over 60
6. Don't want to answer
Q14 What is the highest level of formal education you have completed?

Only one answer is possible.
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1. Upper secondary education

2. Post-secondary non-tertiary education
3. Short-cycle tertiary education

4. Bachelor’s or equivalent level

5. Master's or equivalent level

6. Doctoral or equivalent level

7. Don't want to answer

Q15 How many years of work experience do you have regardless of whether you worked full-time or

part time?
Do not include any extended periods of leave such as maternity/paternity leave.
Write O (zero) if none.
Leave blank if you don't want to answer.
Please round up to whole
Allow number between 0 and 99
1. |_|_| Year(s)working as a teacher in total (include any years of teaching)

Q16 Have you attended either pre-service or in-service training specifically focused on formative

assessment in the last two years?
1. Yes
2. No

3. Don't know

END
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A@L Baseline questionnaire for students

Introduction
Hello, dear student, and welcome to the Assess@Learning survey!

This survey aims to collect your views on assessment and learning. Your teacher will guide you through
the survey, and then you can answer each question during class time or at home (as instructed by your

teacher). Filling-in the survey will take you 10 to 15 minutes.

As we do not collect your name in the surveys, your answers are anonymous: this means that nobody

will know what you answered, not even your teacher or your parents.

Your answers are automatically saved, so you don't need to complete the survey in one go. You can

pause and complete the survey later if you wish.

If you have any question, don't hesitate to ask your teacher.
Best wishes from the Assess@Learning team

A Experience and Perceptions of Assessment Practices

Q1 Typically at school, it happens that...

Please choose one response in each row.

For “my work”, please think of any of the following activities: home or class assignments, written or oral

tests.

Answer modalities: 1) Never or almost never; 2) Sometimes, 3) Often, 4) Always or very often

1. Ateacher discusses my work with me

2. A teacher asks me to comment on what went well and what didn't go well in

my work
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3. When | do not understand something, a teacher tries to explain it in a different

way

4. | give comments on my classmates’ work

5. A teacher and | discuss together what | will have to learn

6. | score or evaluate my own work

7. My classmates give comments on my work

Q2 What do you think is important for your learning?
Please, choose one response in each row.

Answer modality: 1) Strongly disagree; 2) Disagree; 3) Agree; 4) Strongly agree

1. Having the opportunity to evaluate my own work

2. Receiving comments on my work from other students

3. Giving comments on other students’ work

4. Receiving a grade for my work

5. Taking quizzes to test what | have learned

6. Having classroom discussions on what we are learning

7. Receiving specific comments and advice from teachers on how to improve

my work

8. Making my own choices on how to organise my learning
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9. Feeling comfortable to make mistakes

10. Working in groups on a task

B Use of Digital Tools
Q3 Do you use the following digital tools for learning purposes

This could be inside the classroom or at home during home work. Please choose one response in each

row.

Answer modalities: 1) Yes 2) No 3) | don't know (what this is)

1. Online quizzes (for example Kahoot or Mentimeter)

2. Digital concept/mind maps (for example Mindmup)

3. e-portfolios/digital diaries (for example OneNote, Mahara)

4. Communication platform (for example Microsoft Teams) and social media

5. Digital educational games

6. Dashboards and monitoring tools (for example Edmodo, LAMS)

7. Scoring rubrics with performance levels

8. Collaborative software (for example Google docs, Google Classroom, Padlet)

9. Interactive white boards

Q4 To what extent do you disagree or agree with the following statements about digital tools for
learning?
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Please, choose one response in each row.

Answer modality: 1) Strongly disagree; 2) Disagree; 3) Agree; 4) Strongly agree

1. Digital tools allow students to find study material more easily

2. Digital tools help students do assignments on their own

3. Digital tools help students better understand what they know

4. Digital tools help students find past assessments from teachers more easily

5. Digital tools help students work together

6. Online quizzes help students quickly understand what they have learned

and what they still need to learn

7. Digital tools are useful for students to set and track their learning goals

C Study motivation and school performance
Q5 How much do you agree with the following statements about yourself?
Please, choose one response in each row.

Answer modality: 1) Strongly disagree; 2) Disagree; 3) Agree; 4) Strongly agree

1. Ilike working as hard as | can

2. Once | start a task, | do it until it is finished

3. lenjoy improving on my past performance
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4. If I am not good at something, | try harder until | master it rather than

moving on to something else

5. Trying hard at school is important for me

Q6 How much do you agree with each of these statements?
Please, choose one response in each row.

Answer modality: 1) Strongly disagree; 2) Disagree; 3) Agree; 4) Strongly agree

1. lusually do well at school

2. School is easy for me

3. | have trouble at school

4. School is harder for me than for many of my classmates

5. lam just not good at school

D Background questions
Q7 Gender

Only one answer is possible

1. Female
2. Male

3. Other/Don't want to answer
120



A

Technical Evaluation Report | Deliverable4.1 .

Q8 Year of birth
Please write your year of birth
| ||| year
Q9 What grade are you in?
1. [national identification of the TARGET grade]
2. Other
Q10 What is the highest level of education of your parents?

Please, choose one response in each row.

1. University | 2. High school 3. Other 9. 1 don't know/I
degree or don't want to
higher answer

Father

Mother

Q11 Is there a computer or tablet with internet connection at home?

Think of any computer (desktop computer, personal laptop or notebook), or tablet device (iPad etc.)

with an Internet connection.

1. Yes, and | can have access to it/them any time | need for school

2.Yes, and | can have access to it/them for school if someone else in the house is not using it/them
3.No

END
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B. Follow-up questionnaires

A@L follow-up questionnaire for school leaders (FUS-SCH)

Introduction

Thank you for taking the time to fill out this second and last questionnaire for the Assess @ Learning
project! It will last about 20 minutes and include questions about your school experience in particular

with assessment and the use of digital tools for learning.

Please note that this questionnaire should be filled out by the same person (school heads, the deputy

school heads or assistant school heads) who filled in the baseline questionnaire in 2021.
Thank you again for your time and cooperation!

Your participation makes this project possible!

Q.1 How many teachers teach in the A@L project target class?

Please, consider all teachers that taught in the class in the current school year regardless of their subject
or the amount of hours and regardless of whether they participated in the A@L project or not. If you

don't remember the exact number right now, please enter your best estimate.
| __ | free text/controlled text numeric code]
Q.2 How many students are in the A@L project target class?

Please, consider all students belonging to the class in the current school year regardless of whether
they participated in the A@L project or not. If you don't remember the exact number right now, please

enter your best estimate.
| __ | free text/controlled text numeric code]
Q.3 Please express the extent to which you agree/disagree with the following statements

Please select one response in each row.
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1. Strongly | 2. Agree | 3. 4.
agree Disagree | Strongly

disagree

-_—

| feel | know quite well what

“formative assessment” is

2. | would feel confident to explain
to teachers in my school what

“formative assessment” is

3. | feel | know quite well what

“digital formative assessment” is

4. | would feel confident to explain
to teachers in my school what

“digital formative assessment” is

Q.4 Does your school require or actively encourage teachers to acquire knowledge and competences

(e.g through continuous professional development) in each of the following activities?

Please select one response in each row.

1. Yes, they | 2. Currently not, | 3. No and it is not

are but it is likely that | foreseen
required/acti | they  will be
vely required/actively

encouraged | encouraged in the

to near future
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1. Integrating digital
learning in their

instructional practice

2. Using digital tools for
student  assessment
(both formative and

summative)

3. Using digital tools for
monitoring student

progress over time

4. Integrating digital tools
into  teaching and

learning

5. Using subject-specific
digital learning
resources (e.g.,

tutorials, simulation)

6. Using e-portfolios for

assessment

7. Using digital tools to
develop authentic (real-
life) assignments for

students

Q.5 Does your school offer...
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Please select one response in each row.

1.Yes

2.
Currentl
y  not,
but it
will
likely
happen
within
next

year

3. No

9.1 don't

know

1. Online platforms and tools for students’

autonomous and collaborative learning?

2. Teacher professional development on how to

use digital tools for formative assessment?

3. Incentives or recognition (either monetary or
non-monetary) to teachers to encourage them to

adopt formative assessment approaches?

4. Tools to help teachers develop formative
assessment (e.g. lesson planners, guidelines,

examples)?

5. Formal or informal sessions to share best
practices with other school teachers on digital

formative assessment?
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formative assessment?

6. Whole-school initiatives on adopting (digital)

Q.6 Please estimate the broad proportion of [ISCED 2 - indicate the country-specific selected level]

teachers in your school who use formative assessment in their teaching.

Only one answer is possible.
1. 0%
2. Between 1% and 25%
3. Between 25% and 50%
4. Between 50% and 75%
5. More than 75%

6. |don't know

Q.7 What would your school need most to effectively support digital formative assessment?

Please select one response in each row

1.
Strongly

agree

2.Agree

3.Disagre

e

4.Strong
ly

disagree

9.1 don't

know

1. More/better digital devices

connected to the Internet in the

school
2. More/better digital devices
connected to the Internet by

students at home
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3. Increased/improved access to
learning management systems or
learning platforms (e.g. Moodle,
Blackboard, = Edmodo,  Google,

Classroom TM)

4. MoreICT administrative support

within the school

5. MorelCT support for teachers to
adapt the available platforms to

students’ learning

6. More opportunities for
professional development on digital

learning environments

7. More opportunities for
professional  development on

formative assessment

8. Higher levels of agreement by
parents on the use of digital tools in

school

9. Guidelines/protocols about how
to include digital tools in formative

assessment

Q.8 How important do you think the following factors are for improving student learning?
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In this question we ask you about your views about the importance of a list of aspects and practices for
student learning. In answering this question, please think about [ISCED 2 - indicate the country-specific

selected level] education /n general and not your particular school.

In each row, please assign a score on a scale from 0 (not important at all) to 10 (very important).

0-10

1. Establishing personalised learning goals for students

2. Tracking individual students' progress towards personalized learning

goals

3. Providing students with feedback on their performance

4. Adapting instruction to students’ needs

5. Actively involving students in the learning process

6. Establishing a classroom culture that encourages interaction between

teachers and students and among students

7. Systematic use of digital assessment tools in the classroom

8. Enhancing students’ capacity to be autonomous learners

Questions on the Assess@Learning toolkit
*kAF**EFThis section is not to be included in the questionnaire for CONTROLS**#*##kkkak

Q.9 Since December 2021, have you personally logged on to the A@L toolkit at least once and why?
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The A@L toolkit is integrated in the web platform created within the Assess@Learning project, and it

contains information about digital formative assessment.
Please select the answer that best describes your choice and the reason for your choice.
Only one answer is possible.
1. YES, Because | feel | lack the specific competences on digital formative assessment
2. YES, Because | was curious
3. YES, because | think it's important that our school invests in formative assessment
4. YES, for other reasons
5. NO, | did not feel the toolkit offered useful information or training resources
6. NO, | do not feel the need because | already have proper competences for what | need to do
7. NO, | was not informed about it
8. NO, for time constraints
9. NO, There were technical problems and | didn't manage to access it
10. NO, | prefer other ways of training such as face to face training
11. NO, For other reasons
Q.10 What have you learned on the A@L toolkit, if you accessed it?
Please mark all items that apply.
1. Why (digital) formative assessment is important for my school
2. What (digital) formative assessment is about
3. How | can introduce and support DFA in my school
4. The infrastructure necessary for digital formative assessment
5. Concrete ideas how to support DFA in my school
6. Concrete ideas how teachers can implement DFA in their teaching

7. Concrete idea how | can foster change at my school
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8. 1 didn't access the Toolkit
Q.11 How do you assess the following aspects of the A@L toolkit?

Please, express the extent to which you agree/disagree with the following statements. One answer per

item.
Strongly agree; Agree; Disagree; Strongly disagree; N/A

If you haven't accessed the A@L toolkit, select N/A for all items.

-_—

Registration and Login to the toolkit were easy to manage
2. The online toolkit was easy to navigate
3. Ireceived adequate support when needed
4. The overall quality of the toolkit met my expectations
5. The contents of the toolkit were new to me
6. The content of the toolkit was easy to understand
7. The structure of the toolkit was clear and logical
8. The videos available in the toolkit provided relevant input
9. The case studies were very relevant
10. I will recommend this toolkit to a colleague
11. 1 have already used ideas from the toolkit in my everyday work
12. 1 will use the ideas and examples presented in the toolkit in my everyday work
13. Overall, the content of the toolkit was useful to my learning needs
Q.12 Overall, how would you rate the A@L toolkit?
From O (I did not like it at all) to 10 (I liked it very much).
If you haven't accessed the A@L toolkit, please enter O.
|__| [space for number only]

Q.13 Comments
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Please, leave your comments and suggestions for improving the A@L toolkit. If you have nothing to add,

simply indicate “N/A".

[Leave space for comments]
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A@L Follow-up questionnaire for teachers (FUS-TEACH)

Introduction

Thank you for taking the time to fill out this second and last questionnaire for the Assess @ Learning

project!

The questionnaire will last about 20 minutes and includes questions about your views about student
assessment and the ways in which you use digital technologies in your professional practice, in

particular when assessing students.

Thank you again for your time and cooperation!

Your participation makes this project possible!

Q.1 Please express the extent to which you agree/disagree with the following statements.
Please select one response in each row.

Answer modality: 1) Strongly disagree; 2) Disagree; 3) Agree; 4) Strongly agree

Strongly Disagree | Agree Strongly

disagree agree

1. I feel l understand what “formative

assessment” is

2. | would be able to provide my
colleagues with concrete examples

of “formative assessment”

3. | feel | know quite well what the
role of the teacher is in “formative

assessment”
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4. | would feel confident explaining
to my colleagues how to use digital

tools to assess students

Q.2 What do you think student assessment should be?

Please answer by thinking about what you believe assessment should be in theory, rather than based

on your own practical experience.
Please select one response in each row.

Answer modality: 1) Strongly disagree; 2) Disagree; 3) Agree; 4) Strongly agree

Assessment should be... Strongl Strong
y Disagr | Agr |ly
disagre | ee ee |agree
e

1. Anintegrated part of lesson planning

2. A way to adjust instruction on the basis of learning

results

3. A way to give students frequent feedback on their

learning process

4. An action that takes place at the end of a teaching
cycle to verify the extent to which the learning objectives

have been achieved

5. Away to set personalised learning goals

6. An indicator of how effective a teacher is
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7. A process aimed at eliciting students’ self-assessment

8. A way to stimulate peer assessment

9. A way to stimulate effective classroom discussions

10. An activity primarily meant to assign grades

11. An activity that is entirely carried out by teachers

12. Away to sort students based on their ability

13. Something that reduces the time that could

otherwise be spent on teaching

14. A way to build students’ character

Q.3 In order to improve student learning, how important do you think are the following activities?
In each row, please assign a score on a scale from 0 (not important at all) to 10 (very important).

Scale from 0 (not important at all) to 10 (very important)

0-10

1. Establishing personalised learning goals for each student

2. Telling students what you hope they will learn

3. Adapting instruction to students’ needs

4. Giving encouraging but specific and focused comments to students
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5. Indicating to students a better/different way of doing something

6. Establishing a classroom culture that encourages interaction among students

7. Providing opportunities for students to assess one another’s work and give

feedback to one another

8. Getting students to suggest ways they can improve

9. Providing time for students to reflect and talk about their learning

10. Getting students to review their own work and record their progress

Q.4 Do you think digital tools potentially provide added value to the following aspects?
Please select one response in each row

Answer modality: 1) Strongly disagree; 2) Disagree; 3) Agree; 4) Strongly agree

Digital tools potentially provide an added value to... | Strongly | Disagre Stron
disagree | e Agre |gly
e agree

1. Delivering timely feedback to students

2. Diagnosing learning needs and providing

personalised instruction

3. Monitoring learning over time

4. Facilitating students’ co-creation processes
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5. Enhancing student self-reflection and self-

assessment

6. Helping students develop planning and self-

regulation competences

7. Providing opportunities for student peer-

assessment

8. Enabling students to easily find past feedback

9. Enabling teachers and students to work

asynchronously on a collaborative document or task

10. Visualizing abstract concepts

11. Providing automated feedback so that students

can complete exercises on their own

12. Helping teachers make quicker decisions (e.g.

online quizzes)

Q.5 How confident would you feel...
Please select one response in each row.

Answer modality: 1. Not at all confident, 2. slightly confident, 3. fairly confident, 4. completely confident

not |slig | Fairl | Co

at htly |y mpl

all conf | conf | etel
conf y
conf
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iden

iden

iden

iden

1. Using digital tools (e.g. dashboards, mobile learning tools) to set up

tasks and exercises for students?

2. Using digital tools for monitoring student progress over time?

3. Using digital resources (e.g., tutorials, simulation) to promote

students’ deeper learning?

4, Using e-portfolios/digital diaries to support student self-

assessment?

5. Using digital tools (e.g. Kahoot) to carry out classroom polling?

6. Using digital resources to promote student collaboration?

7. Using digital rubrics to define and share learning goals?

8. Using concept maps to ask students to draw relations between

concepts and ideas?

9. Using digital tools (e.g. communication software, dashboards) to

differentiate group tasks?

10. Integrating the use of different digital tools in lesson plans to

promote specific learning and assessment goals?

Q.6 When assessing student learning, how often do you...

Please select one response in each row.
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e

Answer modalities: 1) Never and | don't plan to do it; 2 Never, but | plan to do it in the future; 3)

Sometimes, 4) Often, 5) Very often or always

Never
and |
don't
plan to

do it

Never,
but |
plan to
do it in
the

future

Sometim

es

Ofte

Very
often
or

alway

1. Provide written feedback on student work

in addition to a grade?

2. Let students evaluate their own progress?

3. Observe students when working on
particular tasks and provide immediate

feedback?

4. Involve students in actively giving
comments, and even assigning grades, to

their peers' final work?

5. Use quick quizzes during class to ensure

students keep up with the lessons?

6. Have an exam review, or a Q&A session,

with students after grading?

7. Dedicate time to discussions, in which you
ask open-ended questions and encourage

students to ask each other questions?
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8. Provide the opportunity to individual
students to respond to your feedback or

discuss the feedback together?

Q.7 When assessing student learning, how often do you employ...
Please select one response in each row.

Answer modalities: 1) Never and | don't plan to; 2 Never, but | plan to in the future; 3) Sometimes, 4)

Often, 5) Very often or always

Never and | Never, Sometim | Ofte | Very often or
I don't | but I |es n always
plan to plan to

in  the

future

1. e-portfolios/digital diaries?

2. Digital storytelling?

3. Social media and
communication platforms (blogs,

wikis, facebook groups)?

4. e-textbooks?

5. Mobile learning?

6. Classroom polling/interactive

whiteboards?
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7. Rubrics?

8. Dashboards and monitoring

tools?

9. Concept/mind maps?

10. Collaborative software?

11. Digital games (individual or

multiplayer educational games)?

Q.8 For each of the statements, please indicate if you think it is right, wrong, or you do not know.

Only one answer is possible. 1) Right, 2) Wrong, 9) | don't know. Select “I don't know” only if you really

can't say.
1. Summative assessment is for grading and formative 2) 9) I don't
assessment is for giving feedback 1) Right | Wrong know

2. No matter what form a test takes, it is how the results
are used that determines whether it is formative or

summative

3. Formative assessment is primarily aimed at assigning

grades

4. Multiple-choice tests are always summative, while
performance assessments such as portfolios and projects

are always formative
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5. One purpose of formative assessment is to give regular
feedback to students to help them move forward in their

learning

6. One purpose of formative assessment is to collect

feedback from students in order to improve teaching

7. Summative assessment takes place at the end of the

school year

8. Formative and summative assessments are two

alternative ways of looking at student learning

Q.9 Have you attended training with a focus on digital formative assessment in this school year (2021-

2022)?
1. Yes
2. No
3. Don't know

Q.10 How likely is it that you will participate in training specifically focused on digital formative

assessment in the next 12 months?

1. Very unlikely

2. Unlikely
3. Likely
4. Very likely

Questions on the Assess@Learning toolkit
***k**k***This section is not to be included in the questionnaire for CONTROLS********%*%

Q.11 Since December 2021, have you personally logged on to the A@L toolkit at least once and why?
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The A@L toolkit is integrated in the web platform created within the Assess@Learning project, and it

contains information about digital formative assessment.
Please select the answer that best describes your choice and the reason for your choice.

Only one answer is possible.

—_

. YES, Because | feel | lack the specific competences on digital formative assessment;
2. YES, Because | was told so by my school head
3. YES, Because | was curious
4. YES, Because a colleague told me it was interesting
5. YES, for other reasons
6. NO, | did not feel the toolkit offered useful information or training resources
7. NO, | do not feel the need because | already have proper competences for what | need to do
8. NO, | was not informed about it
9. NO, for time constraints
10. NO, There were technical problems and | didn't manage to access it
11.NO, | prefer other ways of training such as face to face training
12. NO, For other reasons
Q.12 What have you learned on the A@L toolkit, if you accessed it?
Please mark all items that apply.
1. Why (digital) formative assessment is important
2. What (digital) formative assessment is about
3. What formative and summative assessment are
4. Benefits of digital formative assessment
5. Tools for digital formative assessment

6. How to give and receive feedback
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7. How to start with digital formative assessment practices

8. Concrete ideas how | can implement DFA in my teaching

9. 1 did not access the toolkit

Q.13 How do you assess the following aspects of the A@L toolkit?

Please, express the extent to which you agree/disagree with the following statements. One answer per

item.

If you haven't accessed the A@L toolkit, please select N/A for all items.

1. Strongly | 2.Disagree | 3.Agree 4.Strongly | 9. N/A

disagree agree

1. Registration and Login
to the toolkit were easy to

manage

2. The online toolkit was

easy to navigate

3. | received adequate

support when needed

4. The overall quality of
the toolkit met my

expectations

5. The contents of the

toolkit were new to me
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6. The content of the
toolkit was easy to

understand

7. The structure of the
toolkit was clear and

logical

8. The videos available in
the  toolkit  provided

relevant input

9. The teaching scenarios

were relevant

10. | will recommend this

toolkit to a colleague

11. 1 have gained practical
ideas of how | can improve

my teaching practice

12. | have already used
ideas from the toolkit in

my everyday work

13. I will use the ideas and
examples presented in
the toolkit in my everyday

work
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14. Overall, the content of
the toolkit was useful to

my learning needs

Q.14 Overall, how would you rate the A@L toolkit?
From 0 (I did not like it at all) to 10 (I liked it very much).
If you haven't accessed the A@L toolkit, please enter 0.

[space for number only]

Q.15 Comments

Please, leave your comments and suggestions for improving the A@L toolkit. If you have nothing to add,

simply indicate “N/A".

[Leave space for comments]
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A@L Follow-up questionnaire for students (FUS-STU)

Introduction

Thank you for taking the time to fill out this second and last questionnaire for the Assess @ Learning

project!

The questionnaire will last about 10 minutes and includes questions about your school experience in

particular with assessment, the use of digital tools and your attitudes towards learning.
Thank you again for your time and cooperation!

Your participation makes this project possible!

Student assessment

Q.1 At school, it typically happens that...

Please choose one response in each row.

For “my work,” please think of any of these activities: home or class work, written or oral tests.

Answer modalities: 1) Never or almost never; 2) Sometimes, 3) Often, 4) Very often or always

1. Ateacher discusses my work with me

2. A teacher asks me to comment on what went well and what didn't go well in

my work

3. When | do not understand something, a teacher tries to explain it in a different

way

4. | give comments on my classmates’ work

5. Ateacher and | talk together about what | will learn
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6. | score or evaluate my own work

7. My classmates give comments or scores on my work

8. The teacher gives me as much or as little information as | need to improve my

work

Q.2 What do you think is important for your learning?
Please, choose one response in each row.

Answer modality: 1) Strongly disagree; 2) Disagree; 3) Agree; 4) Strongly agree

1. Having the opportunity to evaluate my own work

2. Receiving comments on my work from other students

3. Giving comments on other students’ work

4. Receiving a grade for my work

5. Taking quizzes to test what | have learned

6. Having classroom discussions about what we are learning

7. Receiving specific comments and advice from teachers on how to improve

my work

8. Making my own choices on how to organise my learning

9. Feeling comfortable to make mistakes

10. Working in groups on a task
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Use of Digital Tools
Q.3 Do you use these digital tools for learning?

This could be inside the classroom or at home during home work. Please choose one response in each

row.

Answer modalities: 1) Yes 2) No 3) | don't know (what this is)

1. Online quizzes (for example Kahoot or Mentimeter)

2. Digital concept/mind maps (for example Mindmup)

3. e-portfolios/digital diaries (for example OneNote, Mahara)

4. Communication platforms (for example Microsoft Teams) and social media

5. Digital educational games

6. Dashboards and monitoring tools (for example Edmodo, LAMS)

7. Scoring rubrics with performance levels

8. Collaborative software (for example Google docs, Google Classroom, Padlet)

9. Interactive whiteboards

Q.4 How much do you disagree or agree with these statements about digital tools for learning?
Please choose one response in each row.

Answer modality: 1) Strongly disagree; 2) Disagree; 3) Agree; 4) Strongly agree
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1. Digital tools allow students to find study material more easily

2. Digital tools help students do assignments on their own

3. Digital tools help students better understand what they know (e.g. through

automated feedback)

4. Digital tools help students find past assessments from teachers more easily

5. Digital tools help students work together

6. Online quizzes help students quickly understand what they have learned

and what they still need to learn

7. Digital tools are useful for students to set and track their learning goals

Study motivation and school performance
Q.5 How much do you agree or disagree with these statements about yourself?
Please, choose one response in each row.

Answer modality: 1) Strongly disagree; 2) Disagree; 3) Agree; 4) Strongly agree

1. Ilike working as hard as | can

2. Once | start a task, | do it until it is finished

3. lenjoy improving on my past performance
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4. If I am not good at something, | try harder until | master it rather than

moving on to something else

5. Trying hard at school is important for me

Q.6 How much do you agree or disagree with each of these statements?
Please choose one response in each row.

Answer modality: 1) Strongly disagree; 2) Disagree; 3) Agree; 4) Strongly agree

1. lusually do well at school

2. School is easy for me

3. | have trouble at school

4. School is harder for me than for many of my classmates

5. lam just not good at school

Background questions

Q.7 Gender

Only one answer is possible

1. Female

2. Male

3. Other/Don’t want to answer
Q.8 Year of birth

Please write the year when you were born
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| [l _[_[year
Q9. What is the highest level of education of your parents?

Please, choose one response in each row.

1. University | 2. High school 3. Other 9. I don't know/I
degree or higher don't want to
answer

Father

Mother

Questions on the Assess@Learning toolkit
*rkHAFF*This section is not to be included in the questionnaire for CONTROLS**#*#*#kt
Q.10 Since December 2021, have you visited the A@L toolkit at least once?

The A@L toolkit is integrated in the web platform the website created within the Assess@Learning

project, which contains information about digital formative assessment.

Please select the answer that best describes your choice and the reason for your choice.

-_—

. YES, only in classroom with my teachers

N

YES, both in classroom and by my own

w

YES, only by my own
4. No, | have never used it
Q.11 The toolkit made me think about...

The A@L toolkit is the website created within the Assess@Learning project, which contains information

about digital formative assessment.

Please mark all items that apply.
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1. How I like to learn

2. How | know if | do well at school

3. Why feedback is useful for my learning

4. What good feedback is

5. That my feedback can help others

6. How to plan my own learning

7. 1did not access the Toolkit
Q.12 Overall, how would you rate the A@L toolkit?
From O (I did not like it at all) to 10 (I liked it very much).
If you haven't accessed the A@L toolkit, please enter 0.
|__I
[space for number only]
Q.13 Comments

Please, leave your comments and suggestions for improving the A@L toolkit. If you have nothing to add,

simply indicate “N/A".

[Leave space for comments]
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C. Integrity checks

Table C1 Probability of being assigned to the treatment group. School-Level. Standard error in

parentheses
(1) (2)
N students with BS-STUD 0.003 0.003
(0.006) (0.006)
Nteachers with BS-TEACH -0.009 -0.007
(0.018) (0.020)
Respondent is School Head -0.122
(0.119)
Respondent is Currently Teaching 0.002
(0.135)
Had FA course in last 12 months 0.130
(0.122)
Years in the current role in this school -0.001
(0.004)
Years in the current role in total 0.003
(0.004)
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Years as a teacher in total -0.004
(0.005)
N students in the school -0.000
(0.000)
Nteachers in the school -0.000
(0.002)
Students average class size -0.000
(0.001)
Teachers average class size 0.002
(0.009)
Education: below Master 0.136
(0.151)
Education: master or PhD -0.097
(0.135)
Schools with bugs in the BS -0.111
(0.092)
N 207 207
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F 0.184 1.027
p 0.832 0.429

Note: the regression includes block variables from the randomization design (country, above/below
median of share of teachers who use DFA, above/below median of number per capita of digital devices).
The first model (column 1) includes school level variables only while the second one (column 2) includes
also school leader’s characteristics. One Estonian school is missing from the initial sample as the school
leader filled in the questionnaire on paper. Missing values are imputed with the within-strata median
for that variable (max. 8 missing). Stars indicate usual significance levels (*p<0.1, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01).

Joint significance F-test, and related p-value, are presented at the end of the table.

Table C2 Probability of being assigned to the treatment group. Teacher-Level. Standard error in

parentheses
(1)
Teaches A@L Class -0.053
(0.077)
Female -0.071
(0.048)
Aged over 50 0.035
(0.044)
Master or Above 0.041
(0.045)
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Attended FA training 0.017
(0.051)
Years of Experience -0.004
(0.003)
Math -0.112**
(0.051)
Reading -0.106*
(0.054)
Science -0.084
(0.053)
Languages -0.061
(0.057)
Other subject -0.110*
(0.059)
Awareness Index (Normalized) -0.036
(0.113)
Formative Index (Normalized) -0.083
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(0.182)

Summative Index (Normalized) -0.154
(0.129)

FA attitudes (Normalized) 0.461%**
(0.180)

DFA attitudes (Normalized) -0.332*
(0.174)

DFA competence (Normalized) -0.047
(0.109)

FA use (Normalized) 0.011
(0.113)

DFA use (Normalized) -0.051
(0.144)

N 846

F 0.989

p 0.475

Note: the regression includes block variables from the randomization design (country, above/below

median of share of teachers who use DFA, above/below median of number per capita of digital devices).
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Missing values are imputed the within-strata median for that variable (max. 65 missing). Stars indicate
usual significance levels (*p<0.1, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01). Joint significance F-test, and related p-value, are
presented at the end of the table. Column (1) indicates the results of the regression at the teacher level
with clustered standard errors at the school level. There are 188 schools, lower than in Table 4 because

some schools have no teachers who completed the baseline.

Table C3 Probability of being assigned to the treatment group. Student-Level. Standard error in

parentheses
(1)
Female -0.024
(0.019)
A@L Grade 0.006
(0.053)
Father University Degree -0.036
(0.030)
Mother University Degree 0.044
(0.029)
PC at Home -0.004
(0.028)
Experience with feedback Index (Normalized) 0.018
(0.090)
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Attitudes towards FA Index (Normalized) -0.188%*
(0.112)
Attitudes towards DFA Index (Normalized) 0.023
(0.079)
Use of digital tools Index (Normalized) -0.057
(0.079)
Motivation Index (Normalized) 0.139
(0.091)

Self-perceived performance Index (Normalized) | 0.058

(0.071)
N 2517
F 1.023
p 0.428

Note: the regression includes block variables from the randomization design (country, above/below
median of share of teachers who use DFA, above/below median of number per capita of digital devices).
Missing values are imputed the within-strata median for that variable (max. 66 missing). Stars indicate
usual significance levels (*p<0.1, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01). Joint significance F-test, and related p-value, are
presented at the end of the table. Column (1) indicates the results of the regression at the student level
with clustered standard errors at the school level. There are 174 schools lower than in Table 4 because

some schools have no students who completed the baseline.
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Table C4 Overall attrition rates and differential attrition between the treatment and the control groups

Attrition Differential attrition

School School

leaders Teachers | Students | leaders Teachers Students
EE 39.1 37.7 56.9 -12.1 -8.7 -14.3
EL 9.7 16.6 48.2 -8.3 -0.5 0.7
ES 47.8 51.7 64.9 30.3 -14.6 4.2
FI 333 35.1 34.0 22.4 14.3 1.9
PT 6.1 10.5 1.7 -6.1 -11.5 2.5
Total 18.8 20.4 35.8 -0.6 -5.8 -2.2
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