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In the paper, we deal with the comparison of the evaluation of students' language skills in two environments, on-site and online.
Testing took place through the moodle platform, where we used e-test, during the first and second waves of the pandemic. The main
aim of the research was to find out what impact the environment in which the testing takes place has on the test results, i.e. in which
environment students achieved better results. Printed tests were used for on-site testing. The on-site testing took place in the
academic years 2018/2019 (summer term) and 2019/2020 (winter term). The online testing took place in the academic years
2019/2020 (summer term) and 2020/2021 (winter term). We compared the results of the testing, which took place in person at the
university, with the results that the students achieved during the online testing. In the research of testing, we used the method of
quantitative analysis and descriptive statistics, which allow us to better understand the correlation between the results obtained in onsite and online testing. Based on the data analysis, we confirmed the alternative hypothesis H1: Students who took part in on-site
testing achieve better results than students who took part in online testing. Testing results show that students achieve better results in
on-site testing than in online testing.
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Introduction
The covid-19 pandemic has hit the whole world. Life has moved overnight into the online world. And
what was previously mentioned only on a sci-fi level suddenly began to take place in real life. All areas of
life have been affected, including teaching in schools and universities. In Slovakia, schools and universities
were the first to respond to the impending pandemic. Already two days after the announcement of the first
case of the corona, most schools, including universities, closed. The education process has gradually moved
from stone universities to the world of the Internet. In this online world, teachers have had to switch from onsite teaching to online teaching. From face-to-face teaching in a one-way communication from the teacher to
the unknown voice that came from the computer speaker. Namely, the switching off cameras by students has
become a typical feature of the educational process in the online space. The shift from face-to-face to online
teaching required an adaptation of university teachers and students, with both facing several challenges
(Gradišek, Polak, 2021, p. 304). The education was more individualised (Poláková, Klímová, 2021), the
student was isolated from his classmates, he was dependent on his technical equipment.
The transition of the education process is not easy and in the first wave, it was not well managed in
Slovakia, because teachers and also students were not used to teaching and learning online. Practically from
day to day, they had to learn to use new software and change didactic methods. During the second wave of
the pandemic, teachers were better prepared for the situation. There were already more online teaching
platforms on the market and teachers had plenty of time to get acquainted with the new software. However,
there were more obstacles to distance education. Many teachers and students had to deal with insufficient
hardware equipment, insufficient Internet speed. The educational process has also been affected by lesser
interaction between teachers and students. It has resulted in losing motivation and lack of concentration
(Gonçalves, Sousa, Pereira, 2020). On the other hand, modern applications and online platforms have made
it possible to use new visual learning experiences (Jennifer, Lipin, 2020). Despite the fact that electronic
materials and new communication methods have been used in teaching so far (Gayoso, 2016, Hrdličková,
2018; Sokolova, Ševečková, 2019; Klimova, Zamborova, 2020; Azarova et al., 2020; Trishchuk et al., 2020),
the new situation has necessitated the involvement of these forms of teaching even more intensively. The
integration of modern technologies into distance learning is one of the biggest didactic challenges today
(Saienko, Lavrysh, Lukianenko, 2020). It is therefore natural that for the outlined reasons many academics
are currently focusing on distance learning in their research (Önöral, Kurtulmus-Yilmaz, 2020; TriviñoCabrera, Chaves-Guerrero, Alejo-Lozano, 2021; Lemay, Doleck, Bazelais, 2021).
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One of the issues that teachers have to face during the COVID-19 pandemic is the issue of evaluation of
students' skills. Achieving a fair evaluation in virtual space is not easy at all. We also need to keep in mind
that some students may use unfair methods. For this reason, too, it is necessary to approach testing very
carefully. This question often occurs when academics teach and test via the Internet during the COVID-19
pandemic.
In the paper, we deal with testing the language skills of students at the University of Economics in
Bratislava, which took place in two different environments, on-site and online. Printed tests were used for
on-site testing. The on-site testing took place in the academic years 2018/2019 (summer term) and
2019/2020 (winter term). Online testing took place in the academic years 2019/2020 (summer term) and
2020/2021 (winter term). The aim of the research was to find out how the different environments in which
students took the tests influence the results the respondents achieved i.e. in which environment students
achieved better results.
Literature review
An important part of the teacher's work is not only to teach students a foreign language but also to
assess their knowledge. Assessment is an essential component in the learning process because most students
focus on assessment and consider it as a success indicator of their performance; hence, it has the power to
drive students ’learning (Kearney, 2013; Khalaf et al, 2020)
Especially during the covid-19 pandemic, the question of how to assess students' knowledge in online
teaching comes to the fore. It is important to define and distinguish what is online learning, e-learning, or
blended learning. Online learning relies on a web-based delivery platform and requires internet access, pure
e-learning can take place without internet access, for example, by using DVDs to deliver the educational
content. Blended learning combines the e-learning component with another traditional face-to-face, lecturebased learning in and outside of the classroom (Frehywot, et al., 2013, Hijril et al., 2020). E-learning can be
defined as the delivery of training material via information and communication technology (ICT), including
the internet, CD-ROM, DVD, smartphones, and other media, both inside and outside of the classroom
(Ruggeri et al., 2013, Frehywot et al., 2013; Morozova et al., 2020). At present, pure e-learning is being
applied at Slovak colleges and universities.
Unfortunately, the number of scientific and pedagogical research and works on the use of information
technologies in the implementation of foreign language education in non-linguistic universities is still
insufficient (Pyanzina, 2013, Zubro, 2018). We anticipate that the covid-19 pandemic will affect this area as
well, and research into the use of information and communication technologies in the educational process
will come to the fore.
In this paper, we compare two environments in which students took tests. The on-site environment,
where students had to be physically present during testing, was changed by the advent of the pandemic into
the online environment. This change in the learning environment influenced changes in conducting the
assessment of knowledge. The online environment also affected the level of quality of education, which went
down rapidly. Information technologies can significantly increase the level of education in the case of
blended learning, but they cannot replace a teacher who has an irreplaceable role in the educational process.
The researchers were tasked with selecting the most appropriate testing platform. They had three
options: Microsoft Forms, Google Forms, and e-test in the Moodle platform.
Google Forms is a full-featured forms tool that comes free with the Google account. We can add a
standard question, drag-and-drop questions. We can customise the form with а simple photo or colour
themes, and gather responses in Forms or save them to a Google Sheets spreadsheet. Forms are among the
Internet's most versatile tools (Sivakumar, 2019).
The term Moodle was introduced by Stephen Downes and George Siemens in the year of 2008. Moodle
T-L tool has gained popularity from 2012 to 2018 in various top universities in the USA like Stanford,
Pennsylvania, MIT, Harward, Washington, and Michigan (Voogt et al., 2015; Van Niekerk, 2015, Basetty et
al., 2020). Moodle is an e-learning software platform that can potentially be integrated into delivering any
subject matter. Although Moodle has been integrated into language acquisition courses in colleges and
universities, it is not a panacea for language learning and/or teaching in schools (Amer, Abu Jaber, 2012).
Moodle is a popular learning tool for new-age learners that can be used for E-Learning in Computer Science
education and can be developed with pedagogical principles (Basetty et al., 2020). The moodle platform was
one of the options with which testing can be performed. Besides, Moodle, Microsoft Forms, and Google
Forms were considered.
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Methods
In the research of the results of testing in two different environments, we used the method of
quantitative analysis and descriptive statistics, which allow us to better understand the correlation between
the results obtained in on-site testing and online testing.
We set H0 (null hypothesis): Students whose language skills were tested online achieved better results
than students whose language skills were tested on-site.
H1 (alternative hypothesis): Students whose language skills were tested on-site achieved better results
than students whose language skills were tested online.
Knowledge testing is always performed at the end of the semester because the assessment of learning is
more comprehensive when it is undertaken at the end of the programme to ensure that a student has reached
a set of defined goals and objectives (Anziani, Durham, Moore, 2008).
Standardised tests were used to test the knowledge. The student could reach 100b in each test. We chose
the standardised test to ensure validity and objectivity in the evaluation of results (Butašová, Lalinská, 2014).
The testing took place on the university premises. During the covid-19 pandemic, teaching shifted from an
on-site environment to an online environment. Online teaching took place through MS Teams, which is part
of Office 365.
In the summer term, 2019/2020, and winter term 2020/2021 3124 students took part in the online
testing. During the summer term 2019/2020, we explored testing options. We had 3 testing platforms
available. Microsoft Forms, Google Forms, and e-test in Moodle. Office 365 includes Microsoft Forms,
which lets you create simple tests. In these tests, it is possible to create questions with a choice, and
questions with a short answer. Google Forms is part of the Google Account. Google Forms can be used for
testing. The options are similar to Microsoft Forms, but offer a wider range of options such as short answer,
paragraph, select one of the options, drop-down menu, file upload. E-test within the Moodle platform
provides a wide range of knowledge testing tools such as multiple-choice, true/false, matching, short answer,
numerical, essay, drag and drop into text, embedded answers (Cloze), random short-answer matching, select
missing words. After comparing the individual tools within the Google Account, Office 365, and Moodle
platforms, we decided on an e-test within the Moodle platform, which offers the widest range of suitable
testing tools. Testing via e-test online took place in the academic years 2019/2020 (summer term) and
2020/2021 (winter term). 1483 students took place in the online testing in the summer term and 1641
students took place in the online testing in the winter term
Participants
The research was attended by 6068 students. 1466 students took part in testing in the academic year
2019/2020 (winter term (WT)). 1478 students carried out the tests in the academic year 2018/2019 (summer
term (ST)). During this period, testing was performed in an on-site university environment. Testing via e-test
took place in the academic years 2019/2020 (ST) and 2020/2021 (WT). 1483 students took part in the
summer term 2019/2020. 1641 students carried out e-test in the academic year 2020/2021. The respondents
were first-year bachelor's students at the University of Economics in Bratislava, whose first foreign language
was English.
Apparatus and materials
During testing, standardised tests were used. These tests took the same form in on-site and online
testing. The test consisted of 3 parts. The first part was focused on checking the knowledge of respondents
from the professional vocabulary. The exercises used in this section are matching, short answers. The second
part tested the knowledge of grammar. In this section, we used the short answer exercise. The final part was
focused on the respondents' ability to work with the text, i.e. here we checked reading comprehension and
used the drag and drop into text exercise.
Procedures
In the research, we compared 2 testing environments (on-site and online) and the results that students
achieved. During the testing, which took place on-site in the period before the covid-19 pandemic at the
university, the students registered for the exam via the AIS (Academic Information System) platform. They
had a choice of at least 3 exam dates. The on-site form of testing knowledge took place in the lecture rooms.
Before testing, students' participation was checked on the basis of printed attendance sheets from the AIS
platform. Students had 70 minutes to complete the test.
Due to the covid-19 pandemic, the educational process has been moved into online space at colleges and
universities. From this situation, the task to find a way to evaluate students in an online space arose. During
the summer semester, we tried out 3 platforms that the University of Economics in Bratislava made available
to us. The first platform which we tried was Microsoft Forms. This platform is part of Office 365. Microsoft
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Forms can be used for testing. Subsequently, we tried Google Forms, which are part of the Google Account
and are very similar to Microsoft Forms. The last platform we decided to test was the e-test in Moodle. To
maintain the validity and reliability of the data, the form of online testing was practically identical to the
form of on-site testing. Students had to register for the exam through AIS. They had a choice of at least 3
exam dates. The test had 100 points. If a student does not manage to obtain 51% of the grade assessment at
the due date, he/she is entitled to have a second examination by the end of the exam period of the relevant
semester.
Results
To compare the course of testing, which took place in two different environments, we used data
obtained from AIS. To maintain the validity of the data we decided to compare the same number of
semesters, i.e. 2 semesters (summer term 2018/19, winter term 2019/20), in which students 'knowledge of
English was tested on-site at the university and 2 semesters (summer term 2019/20, winter term 2020/21), in
which students' knowledge of English language was tested online.
In the comparison, we took into account the number of students who enrolled in the English language
course, the number of students who successfully passed the test in due time, the number of students who
successfully passed the test in the remedial period, the students who had to resit the exam, the number of
students who did not attend the exam (X). In addition to the number of students, we decided to compare the
ratings achieved.
In the period (summer term 2018/19, winter term 2019/20), 2944 students were to carry out the tests onsite. In the period (summer term 2019/20, winter term 2020/21), 3124 students were to carry out the tests
online.
Collected data achieved from AIS we can see in table 1 and table 2 (ST – summer term, WT – winter
term; A -100-91, B – 90-81, C 80-71, D 70-61, E 60-51, FX 80-0, X – student did not take part in testing).
Table 1. On-site testing
term

number of
students

examination in
the due time

resit

X

A

B

C

D

E

FX

2018/2019
ST+2019
/2020 WT

2944

2136

418

390

268

416

530

584

505

251

73%

14%

13%

9%

14%

18%

20%

17%

9%

Table 2. Online testing
term

ST
2019/2020
WT
2020/2021

number
of
students
3124

examination
in the due
time
1641

resit

X

A

B

C

D

E

FX

112
2

361

290

412

618

628

339

476

52,5%

36
%

11,5%

9,2%

13,1%

19,9%

20,1%

11%

15,2%

The data presented in the tables were the basis for the statistical evaluation of the obtained data.
We used descriptive statistical methods to analyse the data because descriptive statistics expresses the
results of statistical research in a clear form using tables, graphical representations, calculations, and
descriptive characteristics. In table 3 we present a frequency distribution table which gives us information on
the basic properties of the statistical file in terms of the examined feature that is provided by the frequency
distribution indicators related to the on-site testing: absolute frequency (ni) representing the number of
students who got the specific number of points, the cumulative frequency (Ni), relative frequency (fi), the
number of all students who took part in the testing (n). The class interval (xi) representing the number of
points corresponding to specific grades (A – FX). xi´ is the midpoint (of the class intervals).
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Table 3. On-site testing
Class
interval
91-100
81-90
71-80
61-70
51-60
0-50

ni

Ni

xi´

xi´*ni

ǀxi´- x ǀ*ni

268
416
530
584
505
251
2554

268
684
1214
1798
2303
2554
x

95
85,5
35,5
65,5
55,5
25
x

25460
35568
18815
38252
28027,5
6275
152397,5

9468,406421
10745,22788
12810,16641
3404,646829
2105,913273
8702,201449
47236,56226

(xi´- x

*ni

334517,6125
277547,8898
309623,3271
19848,66443
8781,922207
301706,4146
1252025,831

fi
0,104933
0,162882
0,207518
0,228661
0,197729
0,098277
1

In data analysis, we focused on the evaluation of mode, median, quartiles, absolute deviation, and
standard deviation in on-site testing and online testing. The statistical evaluation of the achieved data is used
to confirm or refute hypothesis H0.
Based on the definition of modus, a modal interval is the one with the highest abundance, i.e. mode is
the number that has the maximum frequency in the entire data set. In our case, most students had an
evaluation of 64.65 points (grade D).
̂
Mod (x) = 61+9*((584-530)/((584-530)+(584-505))) = 64,65414
̂
̂
The median represents the mean value of an ordered statistical file. Median is the point that divides the
entire data into two equal halves. One-half of the data is less than the median, and the other half is greater
than the same. Half of the students who took the test on-site have 61, 97 points or less and half of the
students have 61, 97 points or more.
̃

̃

̃

̃

( )

̃

r = (1/2)*2554 = 1277
Med (x) = 61+9*((1277-1214)/584) = 61,97089
Quartiles are the points in the data set that divides the data set into four equal parts. Q1, Q2 (median), and
Q3 are the first, second, and third quartiles of the data set.
̃
̃
( )
( )
̃
̃
̃

Q1 r = 638,5 Q1 = 81+9*((638,5-268)/416) = 89,01563
Q3 r=1915,5 Q3 =51+9*((1915,5-1798)/505) = 53,09406
The lower quartile means that 25% of students have 89.02 points or less and 75% of students have 89.02
points or more. The third quartile means that 75% of students have 53.09 points or less and 25% of students
have 53.09 or more points. These values are also expressed in the box and whisker plot graph.
Difference
Min.
0
0
Q1
53,09406 53,09406
Q2,Med(x) 61,97089 8,87683
Q3
89,01563 27,04474
Max.
100
10,98437

0

20

40

60

80

100

Graph 1. Box and Whisker Plot – Online Testing
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The Absolute Deviation from Mean (MAD), describes the variation in the data set, in the sense that it
tells the average absolute distance of each data point in the set. In the on-site testing, it is 18,49513. The
number of points for individual students differs from the average value by an average of 18.50 points.
̅
̅ = (1/2554)*47236,56226 = 18,49513
|
̅|
The standard deviation (s) is the average amount of variability in the dataset. It tells us, on average, how
far each value lies from the mean. In this research it is the number of points that students gained during onsite testing, differing by an average of 22.14 points.
(
( )
̅)
s = √( )
= (1/2554)*1252025,831 s = √( ) = 22,1409
Table no. 4, in contrast to Table no. 3, provides information related to online testing. It presents a
frequency distribution table which gives us information on the basic properties of the statistical file in terms
of the examined feature that is provided by the frequency distribution indicators related to the online testing
such as absolute frequency (ni) representing the number of students who got the specific number of points,
the cumulative frequency (Ni), relative frequency (fi), the number of all students who took part in the testing
(n). The class interval (xi) representing the number of points corresponding to specific grades (A – FX). xi´ is
the midpoint (of the class intervals).
Table 4. Online testing
Class
interval
91-100
81-90
71-80
61-70
51-60
0-50

ni

Ni

xi´

xi´*ni

ǀxi´- x ǀ*ni

290
412
618
628
339
476
2763

290
702
1320
1948
2287
2763
x

95
85,5
35,5
65,5
55,5
25
x

27550
35226
21939
41134
18814,5
11900
156563,5

11117,3489
11880,30257
13079,54615
5548,810713
394,7024973
15072,21354
57092,92436

(xi´- x

*ni

426191,1948
342576,6727
276819,6236
49027,54829
459,5577031
477251,3044
1572325,901

fi
0,104958
0,149113
0,22367
0,227289
0,122693
0,172277
1

The most frequent value that appears in the online marking is 61,30, i.e. the most students had a score of
61.30 points (grade D).
̂
mod (x) = 61+9*((628-618) / ((628-618) + (628-339))) = 61,301
̂
̂
The median of 61,88137 indicates that half of the students who took the test online have 61,88 points or
less and half of the students have 61,88 points or more.
̃
̃
( )
̃
̃
̃

̃=61+9*((1381,5-1320)/628) = 61,88137
The lower quartile, denoted as Q1, is 89,7542. It is the middle number that falls between the smallest
value of the dataset and the median. The lower quartile means that 25% of students have 89,75 points or less
and 75% of students have 89,75, and more points. The third quartile or the upper quartile is 54,2986 and it is
the central point that lies between the median and the highest number of the distribution. The third quartile,
denoted as Q3, means that 75% of students have 53.30 points or less and 25% of students have 53.30 or more
points.
̃
̃
( )
( )
̃
̃
̃

Q1 =81+9*((690,75-290)/412) = 89,7542
Q3 = =51+9*((2072,25-1948)/339) = 54,2986

Min
Q1
Q2, Med.
Q3
Max

0
54,29867
61,88137
89,75425
100

78

Difference
0
54,29867
7,5827
27,87288
10,24575
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Graph 2. Box and Whisker Plot – Online Testing
The absolute deviation from the mean in the online testing is 20,66338, i.e. the number of points for
individual students differs from the average value by 20.66 points on average.
̅
̅ = (1/2763)*57092,92436 = 20,66338
|
̅|
The standard deviation (s) in the number of points that students obtained during online testing is 23,855,
i.e. the number of student points during online teaching differs by an average of 23.86 points.
(
( )
̅)
s = √( )
=(1/2763)*1572325,901 = 569, 064 s = √( ) = 23,855
In on-site and online testing, the average evaluation of students is mark D. The difference is in the
average number of points that students achieved. In the on-site form of testing, students surprisingly
achieved an average of 3.35 points more. There are also differences in other parameters. The standard
deviation of the number of points achieved by students who took the test in person is 22.15. The standard
deviation of the number of points achieved by students who took the test online is 23.86.
On bar graph no. 3 we see the numbers of students in each semester who were admitted to the university
(Students A), the numbers of students who actively participated in the teaching (Students B), and the
numbers of students who did not participate in the educational process (Students C). During the summer
term, 2018/2019 and the winter term 2019/2020 students took exams on-site. During the summer term,
2019/2020 and the winter term 2020/2021 students took exams online. In bar graph no. 3 we can see the
differences in individual categories.

1800
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0

1188
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1641
1467

1483
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1478
1366

1466

188

112

173

ST 2018/2019

WT 2019/2020

ST 2019/2020

WT 2020/2021

students A

1466

1478

1483

1641

students B

1188

1366

1296

1467

students C

278

112

188

173

students A

students B

students C

Линейная (students A)

Экспоненциальная (students A)

Graph 3. Number of Students
Bar graph no. 4 shows marks achieved in on-site and online testing. The most commonly used rating is
D in both types of testing. The most surprising finding is that the FX rating is significantly higher in online
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testing. 476 students were rated FX in online testing compared to 251 students who were rated FX in on-site
evaluation, i.e. the difference in rating FX between on-site and online is 225 students that count against
online testing.
700

618

600

628
584

530

500

505

400
300

476

416412

390
361

339

268290

251

200
100
0

A

B

C

D

E

FX

X

PAPER TEST

268

416

530

584

505

251

390

E-TEST

290

412

618

628

339

476

361

PAPER TEST

E-TEST

Graph 4. Marking
In table 5, we see a comparison of the number of students who successfully passed the test for the first
time with the number of students who had to resit the exam again. The result is surprising. 84% of students
who took the on-site test successfully passed the test for the first time, and only 16% of all students who took
the test had to take the test again. The situation is significantly different in online testing, where only 59% of
students successfully passed the test for the first time and 41% of students had to resit the test again.

НАЗВАНИЕ ОСИ

2500

2136

2000

1641

1500

1122

1000
418

500
0

examination in due time period

resit

on-site

2136

418

e-test

1641

1122
НАЗВАНИЕ ОСИ
on-site

e-test

Graph 5. Examination in due time period versus resit
Discussion
The European Parliament resolution on the future of European education in the context of the COVID19 pandemic (2020/2760 (RSP)) states that the COVID-19 pandemic has perhaps caused the most serious
disruption to global education and training systems in history, with a whole generation of students at risk of
losing areas of study, and whereas a pandemic could reverse the progress made over several decades. These
losses are likely to lead to lower future incomes for the generation concerned and may also have a negative
impact on labour productivity growth and the competitiveness of the European Union as a whole because the
same generation is facing labour market entry, which is significantly affected by the economic crisis caused
by the COVID-19 pandemic.
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The research of online teaching during the pandemic revealed the unpreparedness of universities and
teachers for a sudden change in the teaching environment. At the beginning of the pandemic, most university
teachers submitted assignments via email and were looking for ways to implement the teaching in the online
environment. By the end of the summer term 2019/2020, teachers were better oriented in the online
environment and were preparing for the final online testing of students' knowledge. The testing was carried
out in a significantly different environment from the traditional classroom environment. The task of the
research team was to find the most suitable way of testing knowledge in the online environment, to analyse
the achieved results, and compare them with the results achieved by students whose knowledge was tested on
the university premises in the period just before the covid-19 pandemic.
In the research, we decided to use quantitative analysis and descriptive statistics, which would allow us
to compare the results of testing achieved by the students that sat for the examination, as we mentioned
before, in two different environments, on-site at the university premises and online at home. The aim of the
research was to determine in which environment the students achieved better results.
The first step was to find the most appropriate way to implement the test. We looked at the 3 testing
options we had available: Microsoft Forms, which is part of Office 365 Forms, Google Forms, which is part
of the Google Account, and e-test in the Moodle platform. Different platforms offer different options for
testing We evaluated Microsoft Forms as the weakest platform concerning testing. This platform offers very
limited options that can be used as a supplement to teaching, or for simple testing of knowledge. Short
answers can be used in the test, a choice of several options. Google Forms are similar to Microsoft Forms,
but easier to use, it is possible to change the form in the test (this option is not in the Microsoft Forms, i.e. if
you forget to set the form as a test you cannot change it in the Microsoft Forms). The Google Forms
environment is more intuitive than Microsoft Forms, i.e. tests or exercises are easier to create, offer a wider
range of options.
We evaluated the e-test in Moodle as the best platform. This platform met our requirements. It offers a
wide range of testing exercises: multiple-choice, true/false, matching, short answer, numerical, essay, drag
and drop into text, embedded answers (Cloze), random short-answer matching, select missing words. The
advantage of this platform is a wide range of exercises. This e-learning platform can serve as teaching
support, for example for handing over assignments, assessment, testing knowledge. Another advantage is
that all teachers and students of the university have access to this platform. The disadvantage is that for
creating some exercises the code is required.
During 4 terms, we tested a total of 6068 first-year full-time students for bachelor's studies. 2944
students wrote the test on-site and 3124 wrote the test online.
Based on the analysis of the data and their statistical evaluation, we can conclude that students who sat
for the examination in person on the university premises achieved significantly better results than students
who took the test online. If we compare their marks, only 9% of students who took the test in person
received FX marks, i.e. the knowledge of 9% of students was insufficient and the students did not pass the
exam. 15% of students who sat for the examination online fail the exam. As we can see the difference is 6%.
There are also differences in the marks from A-E between the compared groups of students, but they are not
as significant as in the FX evaluation.
By evaluating the data obtained from AIS, we refuted hypothesis H0 (null hypothesis): Students whose
language skills were tested online achieved better results than students whose language skills were tested onsite.
We confirmed alternative hypothesis H1: Students whose language skills were tested on-site achieved
better results than students whose language skills were tested online.
This result surprised us. We expected students to achieve better results in an online environment that is
close to them. We assume that this result is significantly influenced by the fact that these students, who wrote
the online test, also completed the online educational process. As we stated in the introduction, the
educational process in the online environment does not have the same level as the on-site educational
process, in which all participants in the educational process are present.
The situation in which we found ourselves, and in which the testing was carried out during the covid-19
pandemic at the University of Economics, is different from testing, which took place in person at the
university premises. Examination during the covid-19 pandemic was performed under completely different
conditions. Students carried out the exam from home. They had to use their computers. Slow, unsteady
Internet or limited access to the Internet from home was often a problem during the educational process and
also during taking the test, especially for students from villages where the Internet coverage was limited.
Teachers were also confronted with similar problems. We assume that technical problems may have also
affected the results achieved during the testing.
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The research of online learning is nothing new and online course of instruction has already long been
present in many universities, mostly as part of blended learning, at all academic levels and forms of
education, being more manifestly used in the case of distance-learning programmes (Schiffman et al., 2019,
Balula, Moreira, 2014, Maican, Cocorada, 2021). The issue of online testing, which would not take place in
computer laboratories at university premises, has not received much attention so far, as no one expected a
pandemic that would cause a long-term shift of on-site education to online education, which ends with online
testing of knowledge from home. We believe that the covid-19 pandemic will change the way scientists look
at this issue and that online testing will get more attention from the scientific community. We see a space for
research into the methodology and didactics of not only online education, but also online testing. The results
of such research would help teachers to better orient themselves in the possibilities of online education and
testing of students' knowledge.
Conclusions
In this article, we looked at the results of testing in two different environments. The first case involved
testing the language skills of the students of the University of Economics in Bratislava on-site. Teaching that
preceded testing was conducted in person, i.e. students in person attended classes. In the second case,
students' language skills were tested in the online environment and the educational process was carried out
online.
Based on the analysis of the achieved data, we can conclude that students whose teaching took place
online and also carried out the online test, achieved worse results than students who participated in the
course in person and completed the test on-site. This fact was also confirmed by the result of our research.
The covid-19 pandemic showed the state of education. The informatisation of schools is necessary, but
in a covid-19 pandemic, it is clear that this is not enough. Education moved to a home environment where
families faced the lack of adequate technical equipment. In addition to computers, they also had to secure the
Internet, which was often unstable and slow. Teachers faced the same problem.
This state opens the door to further research, the aim of which would be to find out how students and
teachers perceive online education. And how the Ministry of Education should help to secure the educational
process in the event of a pandemic.
References:
Amer, A. & Abu Jaber, S. (2012). Moodle-Based Preparation for English Meitsav Standardized Tests in Arab Elementary and Junior
High Schools in Israel. In L. G. Chova, I. C. Torres & A. L. Martinez (Ed.), 4th International Conference on Education and
New Learning Technologies (pp. 5383-5383). Barcelona: IATED.
Anziani, H., Durham, J. & Moore, U. (2008). The relationship between formative and summative assessment of undergraduates in
oral surgery. European Journal of Dental Education, 12(4), 233-238. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1600-0579.2008.00524.x
Azarova, L., Pustovit, T., Radomska, L. & Horchinska, L. (2020). Use of Information Technologies in Studying Phraseology in the
Course of Ukrainian as a Foreign Language. Advanced Education, 16, 39-48. https://doi.org/10.20535/2410-8286.206786
Balula, A.. & Moreira, A. (2014) Evaluation of Online Higher Education; Springer International Publishing: Berlin, Germany.
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-05425-4
Basetty, M., Dayananda, P., Niranjanamurthy, M., Pardeep, K. & Munish, S. (2020). Outcome-based Education for Computer
Science in E-learning through Moodle-Palarch’s. Journal Of Archaeology Of Egypt/Egyptology, 17(9), 8740-8752.
Retrieved January 12, 2021, from https://www.archives.palarch.nl/index.php/jae/article/view/5842/5721
Butašová, A. & Lalinská, M. (2014). Tvorba a hodnotenie testov pre meranie úrovne B1 a B2 podľa spoločného európskeho
referenčného rámca pre jazyky. Moderné vzdelávanie pre vedomostnú spoločnosť. Bratislava: ŠPÚ.
Frehywot, S., et al (2013). E-learning in medical education in resource-constrained low-and middle-income countries. Human
Resources for Health, 11(4), 1-15. https://doi.org/10.1186/1478-4491-11-4
Gayoso, I. A. (2016). Pedagogical Challenges in Online Teaching Language. Lingua et Vita, 10, 133-144. Retrieved January 12,
2021, from https://linguaetvita.sk/www_write/files/issues/2016/10/d_14_133az144_dmj_gayoso_14_letv_102016.pdf.
Gonçalves, S., Sousa, M. J. & Pereira, F. S. (2020). Distance Learning Perceptions from Higher Education Students—The Case of
Portugal. Education Sciences, 10(12), 1-15, https://doi.org/10.3390/educsci10120374
Gradišek, P. & Polak, A. (2021). Insights into learning and examination experience of higher education students during the Covid-19
pandemic. Journal of Contemporary Educational Studies, 72(138), Special Issue, 286-307. Retrieved January 12, 2021,
https://www.sodobna-pedagogika.net/en/archive/load-article/?id=1826
Hijril, I., Aceng, R. & Emzir, E. (2020). The Effect of Moodle E-Learning Material on EFL Reading Comprehension. International
Journal of Multicultural and Multireligious Understanding, 7(10), 120-129. http://dx.doi.org/10.18415/ijmmu.v7i10.2069.
Hrdličková, Z. (2018). Improving Reading Skills Using On-Line Newspapers and Magazines. Lingua et Vita, 14, 75-84, Retrieved
January 12, 2021, from https://linguaetvita.sk/www_write/files/issues/2018/14/d_09_75az84_dmj_hrdlickova_142018.pdf.
Jennifer, G. A., Lipin, R. (2020). Students’ Reflections on Pandemic Impacted Chemistry Learning. Journal of Chemical Education,
97(9), 3327-3331. doi: 10.1021/acs.jchemed.0c00613.
Kearney S. (2013). Improving engagement: the use of ‘authentic self-and peer-assessment for learning’ to enhance the student
learning
experience.
Assessment
&
Evaluation
in
Higher
Education,
38(7),
875-891.
https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2012.751963

82

Advanced Education, 17, 2021
Khalaf, K., El-Kishawi, M., Moufti, M. A. & Al Kawas, S. (2020). Introducing a comprehensive high-stake online exam to final-year
dental students during the COVID-19 pandemic and evaluation of its effectiveness. Medical Education Online,
25(1). https://doi.org/10.1080/10872981.2020.1826861
Klimova, B. & Zamborova, K. (2020). Use of Mobile Applications in Developing Reading Comprehension in Second Language
Acquisition A Review Study. Education Sciences, 10(12). https://doi.org/10.3390/educsci10120391.
Lemay, D. J., Doleck, T. & Bazelais, P. (2021). Transition to online teaching during the COVID-19 pandemic. Interactive Learning
Environments. https://doi.org/10.1080/10494820.2021.1871633.
Maican, M.-A. & Cocorada, E. (2021). Online Foreign Language Learning in Higher Education and Its Correlates during the
COVID-19 Pandemic. Sustainability, 13, 781. https://doi.org/10.3390/su13020781
Morozova, A. L., Byzina, Y. N., Trostina, K. V. & Godina, D. K. (2020). Information Technologies in Foreign Language Education.
European Journal of Contemporary Education, 9(4), 827-838. DOI: 10.13187/ejced.2020.4.827.
Önöral Ö. & Kurtulmus-Yilmaz, S. (2020). Influence of Covid-19 Pandemic on Dental Education in Cyprus: Preclinical and Clinical
Implications with E-Learning Strategies. Advanced Education, 16, 69-77. https://doi.org/10.20535/2410-8286.212792
Poláková, P. & Klímová, B. (2021). The Perception of Slovak Students on Distance OnlineLearning in the Time of Coronavirus—A
Preliminary Study. Education Sciences, 11(2), 1-7. https://doi.org/10.3390/educsci11020081
P'yanzina, E. P. (2013). Kompetentnost' prepodavatelya distantsionnogo obucheniya kak osnova kachestva sistemy distantsionnogo
obucheniya [The competence of a distance learning teacher as the basis for the quality of a distance learning system]. In: L.
A. Zaks (Ed.), Rossiya v mire XXI veka: mezhdu nasiliem i dialogom: sb. nauchn. tr. (pp. 144-146). Ekaterinburg.
Ruggeri, K., Farrington, C. & Brayne, C. (2013). A global model for effective use and evaluation of e-learning in health.
Telemedicine and E-Health, 19(4), 312-321. https://doi.org/10.1089/tmj.2012.0175
Saienko, N., Lavrysh, Y. & Lukianenko, V. (2020). The impact of educational technologies on university teachers' self-efficacy.
International
Journal
of
Learning,
Teaching
and
Educational
Research,
19(6),
323-336.
https://doi.org/10.26803/ijlter.19.6.19
Schiffman, S., Vignare, K., & Geith, C. (2019). Why do Higher-Education Institutions Pursue Online Education? Online Learning,
11. https://doi.org/10.24059/olj.v11i2.1727
Sivakumar, R. (2019). Google Forms in Education. Journal of Contemporary Educational Research and Innovations, 9(1), 35-39.
Retrieved 16 January 2021 from http://www.jceri.com/abstract2.php
Sokolova, A. & Ševečková, M. (2019). Electronic Textoooks: New Challenges. Lingua et Vita, 15, 85-95. Retrieved 16 January 2021
from https://linguaetvita.sk/www_write/files/issues/2019/15/d_08_85az95_dmj_seveckova_152019.pdf.
Trishchuk, O. Figol, N., Faichuk, T. & Fiialka, S. (2020). Students’ and Teachers’ Perceptions of Using Electronic Textbooks in
Educational Process. Advanced Education, 15, 116-123. https://doi.org/10.20535/2410-8286.208318
Triviño-Cabrera, L., Chaves-Guerrero, E. I. & Alejo-Lozano, L. (2021). The Figure of the Teacher-Prosumer for the Development of
an Innovative, Sustainable, and Committed Education in Times of COVID-19. Sustainability, 13(3).
https://doi.org/10.3390/su13031128.
Van Niekerk, J. (2015). National Report on Education and Technology: South Africa. Retrieved 16 January 2021 from http://ifipeducation.ning.com/page/national-reports-on-education-and-technology.
Verheyen, S. (2020). Návrh uznesenia predložený na základe otázok na ústne zodpovedanie O-000052/2020 a O-000053/2020 v
súlade s článkom 136 ods. 5 rokovacieho poriadku o budúcnosti európskeho vzdelávania v kontexte pandémie COVID-19
(2020/2760(RSP)). Retrieved 16 January 2021 from https://www.europarl.europa.eu/doceo/document/B-9-20200338_SK.html.
Voogt, J., Fisser, P., Good, J., Mishra, P., & Yadav, A. (2015). Computational thinking in compulsory education: Towards an agenda
for research and practice. Education and Information Technologies, 20(4), 715-728. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-0159412-6
Zubro, T. (2018) Actual Trends in Education in the European Union. In M. Pialucha & O. Nestorenko (Eds.), Modern Management:
Logistics and Education : Monograph (pp. 91-106). Opole: Wyższa szkoła zarządzania i administracji w Opolu.
Received: March 10, 2021
Accepted: April 19, 2021

83

