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Apstrakt 

Debate on teaching and learning in school-based orientation is becoming more concentrated. 

It is important to note that each study in terms of educational policy in Kosovo, requires a 

highlighted study because recent years have seen a struggle between the "progressive" and the 

"traditional" approach to teaching. Constructivist theory has to do with the construction and 

approval of the learning process in practice, for example constructivist approach in terms of 

learning requires pedagogy in "progress" or "active learning", it requires students to be 

engaged in practical activities and a profound thinking in search of meaning. It is also 

important to acknowledge that attention devoted to constructiveness in school may have served 

the educational curriculum, as well as the learning process of students. 

Constructivists put more emphasize to the knowledge that is in use rather than to the gathering 

of facts, concepts and solid and mechanical skills. Constructivist teaching enables students to 

build new ideas based on interaction with the ideas, concepts and previous knowledge they 

have gained from their life experience. 
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PERSPEKTIVA KONSTRUKTIVISTIČKE NASTAVE U 

SREDNJIM ŠKOLAMA NA KOSOVU: INTERAKCIJA 

IZMEĐU SUBJEKTIVNIH FAKTORA  

Abstract 

Debata o nastavi i učenju u školskoj orijentaciji postaje sve koncentriranija. Važno je 

napomenuti da svaka studija u pogledu obrazovne politike na Kosovu zahtijeva naglašenu 

studiju jer je poslednjih godina vidljiva borba između „progresivnog“ i „tradicionalnog“ 

pristupa nastavi. Konstruktivistička teorija ima veze s konstrukcijom i odobravanjem procesa 

učenja u praksi, na primjer konstruktivistički pristup u smislu učenja zahtijeva pedagogiju u 

"napretku" ili "aktivnom učenju", zahtijeva od učenika da budu uključeni u praktične 

aktivnosti i duboko promišljanje u potrazi za smislom. Također je važno prihvatiti da je pažnja 

posvećena konstruktivnosti u školi možda poslužila obrazovnom planu i programu, kao i 

procesu učenja kod učenika. 

Konstruktivisti stavljaju veći naglasak na znanje koje je u upotrebi, a ne na prikupljanje 

činjenica, koncepata i čvrstih i mehaničkih vještina. Konstruktivistička nastava omogućava 

učenicima da izgrade nove ideje na osnovu interakcije sa idejama, konceptima i prethodnim 

znanjem koje su stekli iz svog životnog iskustva. 

 



 

 

118 | Remzi Bujari 

 

 

Key words: faktori, čas, nastava, konstruktivizam, učenje, perspektiva. 

INTRODUCTION 

The greatest impact of constructivism in education practices begins in the 21st 

century, and teachers need to find a way to apply this approach, as it relates to the 

build of knowledge in the learning process, based on previous student experience and 

the guidelines on constructivist basis. This means: new and non-recurring things, with 

creative learners, inventors and discoverers. Teachers must apply constructivism, 

where teaching improvement is fast, quality increases in classrooms, schools and 

educational institutions. 

During the learning process, students are active, learning is based on the 

interaction between subjective factors, and learning is related to life. So there are 

many reasons why constructivism should be implemented in school. Constructivism 

has its roots in the past, but the use of this term, as well as the practical application of 

this concept, began later. Constructivism is the theory of learning, where students 

interact with each other and with the teacher, while the teacher is committed to 

achieving the highest achievement, and thus helps students continually achieve their 

tasks. In the constructivist class, students are free to give their opinion, to seek the 

opinion of others, to have critical thinking on the teaching process, etc. The use of 

constructivism in the classroom shows students how to build knowledge, cooperate 

with others and come up with multiple perspectives for a problem. 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE  

1.1.Short history 

The first ideas for constructivism lead to Socrates, Platon, and Aristotle. 

Socrates is especially the thinker who is known as the first constructivist (Hursen, C. 

& Ayca, S. 2012, Jia, 2010), who, with regard to internal human activities, had a 

practical or research approach. Although Socrates is considered the first 

constructivist, there are a number of authors-thinkers, which with their writings have 

made a valuable contribution and have influenced the development of constructivism 

as a concept and theory of teaching. Writers who influenced constructivism are: John 

Dewey, Maria Montessori, Władysław Strzemiński, Jean Piaget, Lev Vygotsky, 

Heinzvon Foerster, Jerome Bruner, Herbert Simon, Paul Watzlawick, Ernstvon 

Glasersfeld, Edgar Morin, Giambattista Vico, Immanuel Kant. (Shaheen, without 

publishing year)  

Also, constructivism as a philosophical point of view is related to the view of 

Descartes's skepticism and rationalism, which defends the view that external reality 

can not be recognized or exists only depending on the cognitive experiences of the 

individual (Papineau, 2009). 

 

 

 



 

 

The perspective of constructivist teaching in Kosovo secondary schools: the 

interaction between subjective factors | 119 

1.2.Definition and Meaning of Constructivism 
Constructivism, in essence, is a theory, based on observation and scientific 

study, in relation to how people learn. Through constructivism, people build their 

understanding and knowledge of the world through experiencing things and reflecting 

on these experiences (Bereiter, 1994, Bhattacharjee, 2015). The general feeling of 

constructivism is that this is a theory of learning where learners acquire new 

knowledge based on an interaction between what they know and the knowledge with 

which they come into contact (Resnick, 1989). Constructivism proposes that the 

concepts of knowledge derive from meaningful research, in which students are 

engaged in a build of knowledge process from their experience (Applefield et al., 

2001). 

Constructivism is a cognitive and meaningful learning theory that implies that 

individuals build or make new considerations based on the interaction between their 

existing knowledge and new phenomena with which they come into contact (Ghaemi, 

2016). 

Constructivism is a learning strategy that involves cooperation between 

teachers, students and others, tailored to the needs and goals of individual learners, 

and through this approach lifelong learning is developed (Bhattacharjee, 2015). 

Constructivism is an epistemological view of acquiring knowledge by giving 

importance to the building of knowledge, instead of transmitting knowledge and 

recording information transmitted by others.  

The role of the student is conceived to build his knowledge, and to make their 

transformation. But what does it mean to build knowledge? Within constructivism 

there are different notions of the nature of knowledge and the process of knowledge 

building (Applefield et al., 2001). 

 

According to Christie, Constructivism is a theory of learning: 

- Learning is an active process; 

- Knowledge is built from experience; 

- Learning is a personal interpretation of the world; 

- Emphasizes problem solving and understanding; 

- Uses authentic tasks, experiences, evaluations, ratings; 

- Content presented holistically - not in particular small parts (2005). 

Active learning is characterized by the high level of student involvement in the 

learning process, and its basis is on constructivism that considers learning as a 

reflection process from personal experience. This type of learning requires that 

teachers take the role of a trainer and assistant, make use of real life experiences and 

have the expectation that students reach levels of a certain quality (Tileston, 2007). 

Active learning is a complementary experience for students and involves 

extensive planning by the teacher. Active learning requires students to analyze, 

synthesize, evaluate content and interact with other students and produce their content 

version in a paper, essay, project or discussion. 

Constructivism in today's pedagogical literature is emphasized as a philosophy 

and pedagogy of learning. In the philosophical sense, the constructivist theory has in 

its foundation the concept that, by reflecting on their experiences, people are able to 

build the meaning and reality in which they live (Peci, 2004). At the core of 
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constructivist pedagogy is not the provision of students with a range of skills and 

supposed skills by a group of education experts, but it is the preparation of students 

to survive and adapt to life. Constructivist theory thus creates a completely new 

pedagogical and educational context, shifting from the supposed educational needs 

from the outside to the educational needs to be sufficient in life and defined in the 

process of life experiences. John Dewey, regarding the link between school life and 

community life, among other things, expressed the need to change the methods and 

material base of school work in order that the school responds best to the needs of 

today's society (Dewey, 2003). The constructivist perspective of learning and teaching 

represents a shift from looking at students in response to external incentives in order 

to see students as "active in building their knowledge"; they claim that "social 

interactions are important in building knowledge" (Bruning, Schraw, Norby, & 

Ronning, 2004). 

Problems over the constructivism, and other theories of learning, it is not that 

they get wrong answers, but that they ask wrong questions! They require answering 

the question "how do students learn?" (Woolnough, 1998) 

Constructivist views rely on ideas that students actively develop their 

knowledge and do not take them passively, as packed packages, by teachers or by 

external sources (Woolfolk: 2011: 311). Constructivists, in the learning process, put 

more emphasis on the knowledge that is in use rather than on the gathering of facts, 

concepts and solid abilities. Learning goals include developing skills in order to find 

and solve complex structural problems, critical thinking, research, self-determination 

and transparency towards multiple perspectives (Driscool, 2005). 

 

Most of the constructivist theories agree with two central ideas: 

- Students are active in building their knowledge; 

- In the process of building knowledge, social interactions are important 

(Bruning, Shcraw, Norby & Ronning, 2004). 

The perspectives of constructivism on the role of the individual, the importance 

of creating meaning and the active role of the student are the elements that make the 

theory attractive to educators. Teachers are usually aware of the role of preliminary 

learning in pupils' learning process, recognizing that students are not empty lists or 

empty containers waiting to be filled with knowledge (Jones, M. Gail & Laura Brader-

Araje, 2002). 

Constructivism is based on student activity, interaction between subjective 

factors, student experiences, stimulating critical thinking, and in all of these, also a 

very important role has the teacher. The teacher has a more instructive role, 

encouraging the students and helping them to perform certain duties and tasks. 

2. METHODOLOGY AND METHODS   

2.1. The aim of the research 

This study aims, through quantitative approach, to examine the perspective of 

constructivist teaching in Kosovo secondary schools and the interaction between 

subjective factors. 
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2.2. Questions and Hypotheses of the Research  
 

Research questions:  

- Are there differences between students and teachers in the perception of 

constructivism in the classroom?  

- Are there differences in the age of teachers in perceiving the implementation of 

constructivism in the classroom?  

- Are there differences in the level of education and the age of teachers regarding the 

application of constructivism? 

 

Alternative Research Hypothesis: 
- There are differences between students and teachers in the perception of 

constructivism in the classroom; 

 

Ancillary hypotheses: 
- Younger teachers’ pay more importance to the interaction of subjective factors in 

the learning process; 

- The interaction between subjective factors in the classroom depends on the 

educational level of the teachers. 

 

2.3. The representative group 
 

The representative group consists of 327 participants, 260 pupils and 67 teachers, 188 

of which are in primary and lower secondary schools and 139 in upper secondary 

schools, 197 are female and 130 are male. 
 

 

2.4. Research instruments 
 

To accomplish the research, two Likert scale research instruments were used. The 

student questionnaire has been standardized 

(stelar.edc.org/instruments/constructivist-learning-environment-survey-cles), but the 

same instrument has been modified and adapted for study needs, while the teacher’s 

instrument is based on the student’s instrument, but questions are adapted for teachers. 

The questionnaire consists of 3 parts: general information, instructions and 

supplementary questions. Within the questions, there are 6 degrees with a total of 34 

questions. 
 

2.4.1. Instrument Reliability (Reliability Statistics) 
 

2.4.1.1. Reliability analysis results according to the Guttman model 
 

According to the Guttman model, the lowest coefficient of reliability from the 

calculated six coefficients is 0.699 lambda, while the highest value is 0.915 lambda. 

Based on these results, it can be noticed that the meter is very reliable. 
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Table no. 2.1. Guttman's instrument reliability 

 

 
 

2.4.1.2. Reliability Analysis Results by Alpha Chronbach's Model 
 

Alpha Chronbach's total coefficient of reliability of the meter is 0.862, which is high 

value and indicates that the instrument used is very reliable. 

 

Table no. 2.2. The reliability of the Alpha Chronbach's model 

 
 

2.5. Statistical analysis 
 

All data was analyzed through the Social Science Statistical Package (SPSS), version 

21. To test the internal stability of the instrument, Alpha Cronbach’s was used, 

assuming the value above 0.7 as a value that indicates whether the questionnaire has 

internal consistency or not, as well as the Guttman model, with 6 measurement scales. 

The data obtained from the questionnaire regarding constructivism have been of the 

Likert scale, respectively the level of implementation is presented from 1 (almost 

never) to 5 (almost always).  Therefore, to analyze this data, it was initially done their 

recoding, so that from 5 levels that were at the beginning, 3 levels (levels) of 

implementation of constructivism were finally created. 

- High level of implementation, included responses in which participants responded 

with "often" and "almost always", and 

- Low level of implementation, included responses in which participants responded 

with "seldom" and "sometimes" 

- The zero level of implementation, included the answers in which participants 

responded with "almost never". 

Within descriptive statistics, were treated: the average, mode, median, standard 

deviation, one-way ANOVA test. 
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3. RESULTS  

3.1. Frequency of results  
Based on this we can say that: not a very large number of participants do not consider 

constructivist activities are being implemented in the classroom, whereas a large 

number think that constructivist activities are being implemented. 

Participants evaluated that the degree, the commitment of learners to learn is at the 

highest level of implementation, since around 91.9% say that students are determined 

to learn, 7.5% have evaluated that the implementation rate is low, while 0.6% of 

participants evaluate that the implementation rate is almost zero. About 73.3% of 

participants have the perception that classroom interaction is applied at a high level, 

23.9%, that the interaction of students in the classroom is low, while 2.8% estimate 

that the interaction of students is not practiced at all. Approximately 68.8% of 

participants consider that teachers support students in performing high-level tasks, 

23.1%, evaluate that teacher’s support is low, while 8.1% of participants consider that 

teachers’ support to students is not done at all. Approximately 65.96% of participants 

consider classroom learning to be related with their life and their experience to a high 

level, 28.44 evaluate that classroom learning relates to life and student experiences at 

a low level, while 5.6% consider that classroom learning is hardly related to the life 

and experience of students. About 48.6% of participants consider that critical thinking 

of students is respected at a high level, 33.9%, that critical thinking is respected at a 

low level, while 17.5% believe that critical thinking is not respected at all. About 

20.3% of the participants expressed that the cooperation of teachers and students in 

the preparation and planning of the learning process is at a high level, 37.5% of the 

participants estimate that the cooperation of the students and the teachers in the 

preparation and planning of the learning process is at a low level, while 42.2% of 

participants consider that there is almost no cooperation between students and teachers 

regarding the preparation and planning of the learning process. 

Based on the results presented in the chart, it is noted that there are differences in 

frequency results across the scales. From the results of the scales, the overall 

frequency results are derived, and it is noticed that about 61.5% of participants 

estimate that constructivism is implemented at a high level, 25.7% of them estimate 

that the implementation of constructivism is done at a low level, while 12.8% of the 

participants, estimate that constructivism does not apply at all. 

 

Table: 3.1. Frequency results 
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3.2. Correlation between variables 
 

3.2.1. Interaction of subjective factors 
 

Based on the results, it can be concluded that there is no significant correlation and 

statistical significance between independent variables: gender, age group, educational 

level and teacher work experience and variables related to the interaction of subjective 

factors. 

Table: 3.2. Correlation between variables 

 

 
 

3.3. Descriptive statistics and hypotheses  

3.3.1. Mean, standard deviation, mode and median  
 

Based on the results, it is noticed that the highest average is the student's commitment 

to learning, 4.6, is the conversation-student interaction, 4.1, the third is the average 

rate of the teacher support, 3.9, then is personal significance, the average of 3.8 of 

critical thinking-opinion, 3.4 and common control has the lowest average. The general 

average is 3.65, while the standard deviation is 1.1, which is an indication of a 

relatively good grouping. Median, generally at all levels has a high score, where the 

highest score is on the scale: the student's determination to learn, 5 is the interaction 

of the students, 4.25 then is the teacher's support, 4.15 is personal significance, 4, then 

is critical thinking, 3.7 and joint control, 2, with a total score of 3.85, which is 0.2 

higher than average (mean). The outcomes of the mode are higher, where the scales: 

the student interaction, the student's commitment to learn and the support of the 

teachers, have a score of 5, then the result of the scales comes, personal importance, 

4.15, critical thinking, 3.7 joint control, 1, while the overall score is 4, which is a 

higher score than the average and the median. 

 

Table: 3.3. Mean, Std. Deviation, median and mode 
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3.3.2. Results related to hypotheses 
 

Main hypothesis: There are differences between students and teachers in perceiving 

the implementation of constructivism in the classroom 

In Table: 3.4, the results of the variance analysis are presented, where the difference 

between students and teachers on the scales are analyzed: personal importance, critical 

thinking in the classroom, joint control, conversation-interaction between students, 

determination of students to learn, teacher support to students. 

Based on the results, it is noted that, for the scale of personal significance, the value 

of F=62.2, while p=0.000<0.05. Therefore, we can say that there is a distinction 

between the groups regarding the perception of the relation of learning from the life 

and experiences of students. Regarding the scale of personal importance, the zero 

hypothesis is not supported, but an alternative hypothesis. Concerning this scale, it 

can be concluded that there are differences in the perception of students and teachers 

regarding the implementation of constructivism in the classroom. 

  Concerning the scale of critical thinking, based on the results, it is noted that the 

value of F=7.634, while the value of p=0.182>0.05. Based on these results, it can be 

concluded that there are no distinctions between the groups in the student's critical 

thinking and in this case the hypothesis zero is supported, while the alternative 

hypothesis is rejected. 

The variance analysis results for the scale: joint control, indicate that the value of 

F=62.2, while the value of p=0.000 <0.05. Based on these results, it can be concluded 

that there is a distinction between the groups regarding the perception of the joint 

control and in this case the zero hypothesis is rejected and alternative hypotheses is 

supported. 

The variance analysis results for the scale: conversation-interaction between the 

students, show that the value of F=0.540, while value of p=0.620> 0.05. Based on 

these results, it can be concluded that there is no discrepancy between the groups in 

terms of the scale: conversations-student interaction and in general zero hypothesis is 

supported. The variance analysis results for the scale: the student's determination to 

learn, show that the value of F=22,567, while the value of p=0.023 <0.05. Therefore, 

based on these results, we can say that there are differences between groups and the 

hypothesis zero is rejected, and the alternative hypothesis is supported. The results of 

the variance analysis for the scale: the teacher's support to the students shows that the 

value of F=56, while p=0.0005<0.05. Since the value of p=<0.05, it can be concluded 

that there are differences between teachers and students regarding the scale of teacher 

support to students. Based on these results, it can be concluded that the zero hypothesis 

is rejected and alternative hypotheses are supported. Based on the analysis of variance, 

from 6 scales, in 4 of them, there are differences between students and teachers 

regarding the implementation of the constructivist approach, and according to this we 

can say that alternative hypotheses are supported and in meanwhile there are 

differences between the perception of students and teachers regarding the 

implementation of constructivism in the classroom. 
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Table: 3.4. Results of the ANOVA test for the questionnaire scales 

 

 
 

Hypothesis: The younger teachers pay more attention to the interaction in the 

teaching process 
 

The NOVA test analysis was made only for a number of variables that are considered 

more related to the interaction of subjective factors in the classroom. Based on the 

results, it is noted that in only three variables the value of p<0.05. In the variable: 

Teachers friendly behavior with students, value of p=0.20<0.05, variable: Readiness 

of teachers to help students, value of p=0.002<0.05, variable: Student interaction-

conversations for problem solving, p=0.44<0.05. For these variables, the hypothesis 

zero is rejected/dismissed and alternative hypotheses are supported. In all other 

variables, the value of p>0.55, therefore, there is no difference between younger and 

older teachers in the development of classroom interaction. Based on the results, it 

can be said that zero hypothesis is supported and alternative hypothesis is 

rejected/dismissed.  
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Table: 3.5. Results of the ANOVA test, the age of the teachers 
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Hypothesis: Interaction between subjective factors in the classroom depends on 

the educational level of teachers 
 

Table: 3.6. Results of the ANOVA test, the educational level of the teachers 

 

 
Testing the differences of teachers based on their educational level for interaction in 

the teaching process, is done through variance analysis (ANOVA). 
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Based on the results presented in the table, it is noticed that in most variables there are 

differences between teachers based on their education. In variable with the value of 

p>0.05: Assistance to teachers to plan what students will learn, p=0.075>0.05, Student 

conversations for problem solving, value p=0.068>0.05, Request for other students to 

explain their ideas, value p=0.115> 0.05, Teacher Assistance with lessons, p=0.164, 

Readiness of teachers to help students, value p=0.479>0.05, Teacher interest to 

communicate with students, p=0.081>0.05. In these variables the zero hypothesis is 

supported. Variables where P=0.01<0.05: Student cooperation with teachers for 

selection of activities, p=0.040<0.05, Student-teacher cooperation for the duration of 

activities, p=0.01<0.05: Supporting teachers to plan what the students will learn, 

p=0.030<0.05, Student-teacher interaction for selecting the type of activity, 

p=0.026<0.05, Explanation of student ideas, p=0.033<0.05, Teacher friendly behavior 

with students, p=0.048<0.05, Teachers interest for student problems, p=0.004<0.05. 

out of 13 subscales have been tested by the variance test, in six of them, the value of 

p>0.05, while in seven values of p<0.05. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Based on the results, it can be noticed that, in some of the scales, the participants 

did not give a positive answer. At the personal significance scale, most participants 

agree that students are provided with knowledge based on their experiences, where it 

is important that lessons are related to life. Regarding the critical thinking-voice of 

the students, less than half of the participants have a positive opinion, the rest of the 

participants either have a neutral or negative opinion. Regarding the cooperation of 

teachers and students on the organization, development of activities, and 

consideration of teacher’s over student’s suggestions, it is noted that the results 

indicate a lack of cooperation between teachers and students for the organization of 

the learning process. 

The research results show that most of the teachers in the secondary schools 

enable the interaction and exchange of students' ideas. Regarding students' 

commitment to learn, the results show a strong student's commitment to learn. 

Regarding the support of teachers in relation to the students, the results show that 

teachers provide good support to pupils in fulfillment of their duties. 

Concerning the results of the descriptive statistics relating to the hypotheses, it 

can be concluded that there are differences between the perception of students and 

teachers regarding the implementation of constructivism in the classroom. There is no 

difference between a teacher's age and the development of interaction of the subjective 

factors in the classroom. Also, we cannot say that there are differences based on the 

level of teacher education regarding the interaction of subjective factors in the 

classroom. 
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REZIME  

Na osnovu rezultata može se primijetiti da na nekim skalama učesnici nisu dali pozitivan 

odgovor. Na skali ličnog značaja, većina učesnika se slaže da se učenicima pruža znanje 

na osnovu njihovih iskustava, pri čemu je važno da nastava bude vezana za život. Što se 

tiče kritičkog mišljenja-glasa učenika, manje od polovine učesnika ima pozitivno 

mišljenje, a ostali imaju neutralno ili negativno mišljenje. Što se tiče saradnje nastavnika 

i učenika na organizaciji, razvoju aktivnosti, kao i uvažavanju sugestija nastavnika, 

uočava se da rezultati ukazuju na nedostatak saradnje između nastavnika i učenika za 

organizaciju procesa učenja. 

Rezultati istraživanja pokazuju da većina nastavnika u srednjim školama omogućava 

interakciju i razmjenu ideja učenika. Što se tiče predanosti učenika učenju, rezultati 

pokazuju snažnu predanost učenika učenju. Što se tiče podrške nastavnika u odnosu na 

učenike, rezultati pokazuju da nastavnici pružaju dobru podršku učenicima u ispunjavanju 

njihovih obaveza. 

S obzirom na rezultate deskriptivne statistike u vezi sa hipotezama, može se zaključiti da 

postoje razlike između percepcije učenika i nastavnika o primjeni konstruktivizma u 

učionici. Ne postoji razlika između starosti nastavnika i razvoja interakcije subjektivnih 

faktora u učionici. Takođe, ne možemo reći da postoje razlike na osnovu nivoa 

obrazovanja nastavnika u pogledu interakcije subjektivnih faktora u učionici.. 

 

 

 

 

 


