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Drawing upon a wider piece of research, this chapter1 focuses 
on assessment in teacher education programmes. It reports on data 
collected in five Portuguese public universities and four Polish public 
universities. In total, 789 student teachers participated in the study. 
It aims at investigating student teachers’ ideas associated with 
assessment and the most used methods of assessment considering 
their experience in teacher education. The participants reported more 
ideas associated with a summative purpose of assessment than ideas 
related to a formative purpose in both countries. As for the assessment 
methods, the data suggest that Portuguese students are assessed using 
a greater variety of methods, while Polish students highlight mainly 
the use of methods such as written tests/exams, group projects and 
group oral presentations.
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1 The project reported in this chapter was funded by the Portuguese Foundation for Science 
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Introduction
Students’ motives, expectations and preparedness for higher education 
not only affect how they approach learning tasks, but they also impact 
on how students adjust to the wider higher education environment 
(Byrne & Flood, 2005). Understanding the nature and purpose 
of teaching and learning entails the consideration of the social, political, 
cultural and economic contexts in which they are embedded (Flores, 
2016a). A look at existing international literature on teaching and 
learning reveals some common trends; for example, a growing emphasis 
on issues of accountability and an outcome-led orientation, but also 
diverse modes of government intervention, different strategies and 
learning environments, and various understandings of assessment and 
improving teaching and learning quality (Flores, 2016a; Flores, 2011; 
Darling-Hammond, Newton & Wei, 2010).

A diverse and heterogeneous population of students requires 
changes in teaching practice, with less focus on teacher-centred 
approaches and more on the learning outcomes that students have 
to achieve (Sally, 2005; Miller et al., 1998; Rust, 2002) in line with 
a more student-centred perspective (Flores, 2019b; Myers & Myers, 
2015; Webber, 2012; Kahl & Venette, 2010; Black & Wiliam, 1998). 
Different reasons (motivating students, encouraging activity, providing 
guidance and feedback, rating and selection) will have an impact 
on the choice of assessment instruments, which may include a wide 
variety of methods suitable for different contexts and purposes (Sally, 
2005). In this chapter, Portuguese and Polish student teachers’ views 
of assessment are presented.

The present chapter aims (1) to get to know the ideas associated 
with assessment and methods of assessment used in teacher education; 
(2) to identify the ideas that Portuguese and Polish student teachers 
associate with assessment, taking their experience into account; and 
(3) to identify the methods used in Portuguese and Polish teacher 
education, taking student teachers’ experience into account.

The study is part of a larger research project entitled The use 
of alternative methods of assessment in higher education: A study 
of university teacher and students funded by the Foundation for 
Science and Technology (SFRH/BD/122094/2016) and it was approved 
by the Ethics Committee on Research on Social and Human Sciences 
of the University of Minho (SECSH 037/2016).
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Assessment in Higher Education
Assessment is at the core of teaching and learning in higher education. 
It is highly influential in shaping the learning experience of students 
(Thomas et al., 2019; Ramsden, 2003). The central role that assessment 
plays in learning and teaching is increasingly being recognised in higher 
education (Hughes, 2011) because the ways in which students are 
assessed can really make a difference in the way they learn (Sally, 
2005). Assessments are used to investigate what people know and 
can do and to make decisions regarding whether they have learnt what 
was expected (Baird, 2017).

It is assumed that assessment in higher education faces a number 
of challenges (Carless, 2007). One of the core problems is that 
assessment is about several things at once (Ramsden, 2003), or what 
Boud (2000) refers to as "double duty". It is about grading and learning; 
it is about evaluating student achievements and teaching them better; 
it is about standards and invokes comparisons between individuals; 
it communicates explicit and hidden messages (Carless, 2007). 
Assessment, thus, engenders tensions and compromises (Carless, 
2007). Many current assessment practices do not promote independent, 
reflective, critical learners and this focus is incompatible with 
current academic aims (Freeman, 1995; Boud, 1990). In other words, 
the external pressures on higher education may cause assessment 
to assume a primarily summative function. Because it is viewed 
by policy makers as an agent of educational reform (Linn, 2000), 
comparisons and generalisations on the basis of derived data are 
a logical consequence (Maclellan, 2004).

Students should have the ability to self-regulate their own learning, 
internally motivate themselves when no external forces are present, and 
be able to tap into deep learning approaches and strategies (Byrne et al.,  
2010; Malan, 2014). Educators need to create environments where 
students can develop lifelong learning skills. This requires the use 
of different forms of learning tools through intentional interventions 
(Malan & Stegmann, 2018; Hassan, Fox & Hannah, 2014; Vickerman, 
2009).

The distinction between formative and summative assessment 
is not easy to make (Hernández, 2012; Knight & Yorke, 2003; Brown 
et al., 1997). The key difference between these two types of assessment 
is not when they are used but their purpose and the effect that 
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these practices have on students’ learning. Some assessments 
in higher education are designed to be both formative and summative 
(Hernández, 2012; Yorke, 2007; Taras, 2005; Knight & Yorke, 2003). 
Such assessment tasks are considered formative because they provide 
feedback so that the students can learn from them. Furthermore, 
the same assessment task fulfils a summative function because a grade 
is awarded and contributes to the overall results of the course (Knight 
& Yorke, 2003; Heywood, 2000). The different purposes of assessment 
overlap or, at times, are in conflict with each other (Hernández, 2012; 
Bloxham & Boyd, 2007; Brown et al., 1997).

Much has been written about the purposes served by assessment 
in higher education (Liu & Carless, 2006; Boud & Falchikov, 2005; Boud, 
2000; Peterson & Irving, 2008). Firstly, a common goal of assessment 
is to provide students with a certification of achievement (Broadfoot 
& Black, 2004). This view of the assessment of learning has long been 
associated with more summative means of assessment practice (Boud 
& Falchikov, 2006). Another purpose of assessment in higher education 
is to facilitate and to guide student learning. From this perspective, 
assessments allow lecturers to assess and improve teaching as well 
as help students manage personal learning processes (Thomas, 2019; 
Villarroel et al., 2018; Wiliam, 2007). In this formative perspective 
of the assessment, the literature presents three principles that are 
believed to support student learning through assessment. Firstly, 
assessment tasks are learning-oriented (Wicking, 2020; Turner 
& Purpura, 2016; Jones & Saville, 2016; Carless, 2011). There is also 
a variety of tasks that are used in order to assess achievement with 
a multiplicity of methods. Secondly, students are encouraged to engage 
with feedback (Wicking, 2020; Crisp, 2012; Nicol & Macfarlane-Dick, 
2006), which is rich in detail and comes from both formal and informal 
sources. Thirdly, students’ expertise in assessing their own (and others’) 
performance is developed through such means as peer-assessment 
(Patchan, Schunn & Clark, 2018; Li & Gao, 2016; Li, Liu & Steckelberg, 
2010; Li, Liu & Zhou, 2012; Falchikov, 2007) and self-assessment 
(Li, 2018; Hill, 2016; Brown, Dewey & Cox, 2014; Ryan & Ryan, 2013; 
Bourner, 2003; Zimmerman, 2002; Dochy, Segers & Sluijsmans, 1999). 
However, it is possible that the implementation of formative assessment 
practices would be problematic with students raised in a culture where 
such practices are uncommon (Wicking, 2020).
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Student-centred assessment has been widely discussed in recent 
years, being considered a practice that is increasingly valued in higher 
education (Webber, 2012) and associated with the evaluation component 
of effective pedagogy (Myers & Myers, 2015). This perspective 
is based on fundamental aspects such as constructive and timely 
feedback, the student’s active and autonomous role (Webber, 2012; 
Sluijsmans, Dochy & Moerkerke, 1999; Sambell & McDowell, 1998), 
the use of higher-order thinking (Light & Cox, 2003; Falchikov, 2005), 
problem-solving and competencies development in real contexts 
(Dochy, Segers, & Sluijsmans, 1999). At the same time, student-
centred assessment promotes collaborative learning between 
students and teachers, allowing them to understand how their learning 
is taking place (Webber, 2012), enabling more effective learning 
(Struyven et al., 2005; Tang et al., 1999; Birenbaum & Feldman, 1998; 
Sambell & McDowell, 1998) and allowing self-regulation with effects 
on students’ performance and their approach to learning (Pereira 
& Flores, 2019; Pereira, Flores, Veiga Simão & Barros, 2016; Boud 
& Falchikov, 2007; Huba & Freed, 2000).

Assessment methods and approaches need to be focused 
on evidence of achievement rather than the ability to convey information.  
To be valid, the assessment needs to focus on what is intended to be learnt 
as well. If we want our students to demonstrate employability when 
they graduate, our assessments need to be designed to be practice- 
-oriented (Sally, 2005). The methods used need to be authentic, that 
is, assessing what they claim to assess, not just what is easy to assess 
(ibidem). Any assessment strategy needs to be efficient (Brown et al.,  
1994). Assessment tasks need to be an integral part of the learning 
process, as well as feedback. The moment in which assessment occurs 
is a key issue, since the answers given to the assessed work need 
to allow opportunities for correction, improvement and future learning 
(Sally, 2005). Current literature on assessment argues that the process 
should be a transparent one, with criteria that are explicit and clear 
to all concerned (assessors and assessed) from the outset (Sally, 2005; 
Thorpe, 2000; Brown & Glasner, 1999; Gibbs & Rowntree, 1999).

Although traditional methods are effective in some contexts and for 
given purposes, they may not be suitable for all purposes of assessment 
and may encourage only the reproduction and memorisation 
of knowledge (Pereira & Flores, 2019; Perrenoud, 1999; Biggs, 2003). 
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Thus, the use of given assessment methods, their adequacy to teaching 
and learning’s goals and the nature of the courses are of paramount 
importance. According to the literature, non-traditional methods 
of assessment have emerged especially to overcome less successful 
aspects in traditional assessment methods.

It is important to understand how assessment practices are viewed 
in a constructive way, and not just as judgments. Summative feedback, 
which enables judgments to be made for progression and completion, 
needs quite clearly and overtly to report to the assessment criteria 
and to be strongly aligned to the curriculum objectives (Sally, 2005).  
On the other hand, formative feedback is crucial. It needs to be detailed, 
comprehensive, meaningful to the individual, fair, challenging and 
supportive, which is a tough task for busy academics (ibidem).

Learning from feedback is something that can cause anxiety 
in students and teachers. Teachers spend a significant amount 
of time developing feedback for students, and it can be frustrating 
when it appears that they are not reading or acting on those 
comments. Students who receive feedback do not necessarily have 
the emotional and strategic competencies to process and implement 
feedback to develop their learning. For feedback to be effective 
(Ramon-Casas, 2019; Hughes, 2011; Nicol & Macfarlane-Dick, 2006), 
it is necessary to use some simple strategies that increase its impact 
without increasing the amount of feedback that is given (Allal, 2019; 
Panadero, Jonsson & Botella, 2017; Panadero, Jonsson & Strijbos, 2016). 
Some of the potential benefits in learning and development reported 
in the international literature include increased autonomy, motivation 
(Brown, 2004; Pope, 2001), student responsibility (Somervell, 1993), 
critical thinking and interpersonal skills aimed at deepening 
the understanding of the evaluation criteria and achieving quality 
performance (Dochy, Segers, & Sluijsmans 1999; Patri, 2002).  
Thus, by providing adequate and timely feedback to students (Gibbs, 
1999), it is possible to improve learning outcomes (Li & Gao, 2016; 
Li & Steckelberg 2005; Pope, 2001). This is even more relevant 
in teacher education programmes in so far as student teachers will also 
need to learn from assessment as they will be teachers in the future.
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Initial teacher education:  
Key topics in international literature
Globalisation and internationalisation are two prominent features that 
influence teacher education (Gray, 2010). Initial Teacher Education 
(ITE) has been discussed from a wide range of perspectives, focusing 
on its structure and curriculum, field experiences and coursework 
and the interplay between them, as well as the learning experiences 
of student teachers (Flores, 2017; Flores, 2016b; Townsend, 2011; 
Darling-Hammond, Newton & Wei, 2010). 

A look at the international literature reveals a number 
of restructuring processes in ITE taking place in different countries such  
Russia (Valeeva & Gafurov, 2017), Hong Kong (Goodwin, 2012), 
the Netherlands (Hammerness, Tartwijk & Snoek, 2012), Australia (Mayer,  
Pecheone & Merino, 2012), the USA (Darling-Hammond, 2012; Imig,  
Wiseman & Imig, 2011) and Portugal (Flores, 2011). An analysis of this 
literature suggests that teaching practice in ITE varies not only in terms 
of location in the different programmes and their length but also 
in regard to its philosophy, aims and assessment methods (Flores et al.,  
2016). Thus, it is possible to identify different "practices" in ITE curricula 
internationally and diverse ways of articulating them with other 
components of the programmes (Flores, 2017).

In recent years, the issue of teaching quality and teacher education 
has attracted the attention of many researchers all over the world 
(Valeeva & Gafurov, 2017; Friese, 2016; Maschke & Stecher, 2016; 
Woolhouse & Cochrane, 2015; Brante et al., 2015; Donitsa-Schmidt 
& Weinberger, 2014; Childs & Menter, 2013; Flores, 2011). Linking 
theory and practice in ITE is of great importance internationally (Valeeva 
& Gafurov, 2017; Flores, 2016b; Van Nuland, 2011; Korthagen, Loughran 
& Russell, 2006). It is one of the major issues in ITE, but at the same 
time it is noted in international research that a disconnection exists 
between theory and practice (Flores, 2016b). Although practicum 
is recognised as a core element in ITE curricula, there is no consensus 
about its goals, strategies and required competences (Flores, 2016b). 
Meanwhile, it is necessary to support classroom practice and research 
in the curriculum (Valeeva & Gafurov, 2017).

Several aspects related to ITE are discussed internationally. For example, 
Tang (2002) points out that student teachers are active agents making 
evaluative judgments on the more theoretical forms of knowledge learnt 
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in higher education. Evans (2010) identified teacher education graduates’ 
strong focus on the classroom and their belief that only experience can 
truly prepare them for teaching. Wæge and Haugaløkken’s (2013) study 
shows the importance of the direct relevance of theory to daily tasks 
in the classroom (Tang, Wong & Cheng, 2016). While these studies show 
the tendency to privilege practice over theory, in the study developed 
by Allen and Wright (2014) on a Master’s programme in postgraduate 
teaching, student teachers widely valued both the theoretical and 
practical components in their programme. Taken together, these studies 
are important for understanding the subjective experiences of student 
teachers and assessing the value of different aspects of ITE (Tang, Wong 
& Cheng, 2016).

The theory-practice debate is a perennial issue in the field 
of teacher education (Korthagen, 2010; Kessels & Korthagen, 1996; 
Shulman, 1998), and the issue has been analysed in the structural 
arrangement of ITE programmes. Hennissen, Beckers, and Moerkerke 
(2017) identify two major approaches of the ITE programme structure 
regarding the theory-practice relationship: (1) a deductive (theory- 
-first) approach which begins with theory and focuses on how to use 
theory in practice, and (2) an inductive (practice-first) approach which 
starts with practical experiences and the need to link them to theory 
(Tang et al., 2019).

Research that examines student teachers’ perspectives suggests that 
they tend to prioritise practice over the more theoretical aspects of ITE 
(Mayer et al., 2015; Tang, Wong & Cheng, 2012; Hobson et al., 2008) and 
judge the value of theory with respect to direct relevance to daily tasks 
in the classroom (Tang et al., 2019; Wæge & Haugaløkken, 2013). 

The implementation of research in ITE has been internationally 
identified as a key element in its development and improvement 
(Flores, 2016b; Munthe & Rogne, 2015; Niemi & Nevgi, 2014; Kansanen  
2014). Flores (2016b, p. 212) notes that "in some cases it is non- 
-existent; in other cases it is not explicit in the curriculum but 
it is up to the training institutions to foster the development 
of student teachers’ research competences, for instance during 
practicum; and, in other cases, an explicit curriculum unit on research 
methods is included in the curriculum as well as an inquiry approach 
to the practicum". Thus, it is essential that student teachers develop 
deep understandings about teaching and learning by investigating their 
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own practice, as learning to be a teacher is a complex, contextual and 
idiosyncratic process (Flores, 2019b, 2006, 2001).

Teacher Education in Portugal and Poland
Portugal and Poland are both part of the European Union and thus, 
despite many cultural differences, there are also similar aspects that 
led us to consider these two countries in the present study.

Teacher education in Portugal and Poland, especially Initial 
Teacher Education, is – similarly to other European countries 
– part of the higher education system (Madalińska-Michalak, 2018). 
In Poland in 2005 and in Portugal in 2006, the governments approved 
acts that made changes to the new model of higher education 
organisation regarding studies and their duration, in accordance 
with the principles of the Bologna Declaration (in Poland, the Law 
on Higher Education Act of 27 July 2005; in Portugal, Decree-Law 
No. 74/2006 of 24 March). In both countries, higher education 
is organised into a binary system consisting of university education 
and polytechnic education, each with distinct purposes that translate 
into specific curricular concepts (Rede Eurydice, 2010). The first cycle 
of the higher education system – undergraduate level – lasts for three 
years; the second cycle – Master’s degree level – lasts for two years, 
and the Integrated Master’s degree combines the first and second 
cycles (five years); and the third cycle – Ph.D. – lasts for a maximum 
of five years. Under the Bologna Process, a number of common tools 
have been developed to support the transformation process for more 
student-focused systems. These include the European Credit Transfer 
and Accumulation System (ECTS), the Diploma Supplement and 
the National Qualification Frameworks. In the course of the Bologna 
Process, the ECTS has clearly emerged as a crucial element in a process 
aimed at making European higher education more transparent and 
intelligible (Rede Eurydice, 2009; Stachowiak-Kudła, 2012).

The ITE programmes in Portugal have been restructured 
as a result of the implementation of the Bologna Process. According 
to the legal framework (Decree-Law No. 43/2007), the professional 
qualifications for teaching (from pre-school to secondary education) 
are to be based on a number of key elements: (i) a higher professional 
qualification for teachers (second-cycle level, i.e. Master’s degree); 
(ii) a curriculum based on learning outcomes in the light of teacher 
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performance; (iii) a research-based qualification; (iv) the importance 
of practicum (observation and collaboration in teaching situations 
under the supervision of a mentor/supervisor); (v) school-university 
partnerships; and (vi) the quality assurance of teachers’ qualifications 
and ITE (Flores & Ferreira, 2016). In 2014, a new legal framework for ITE 
in Portugal was published (Decree-Law No. 79/2014), which includes 
the following curriculum components: (i) training in the subject matter; 
(ii) general educational training; (iii) specific didactics (for a given 
level of teaching and subject matter); (iv) cultural, social and ethical 
education; and (v) professional practice (Flores & Ferreira, 2016).

In Poland, from 1990 up to 2015, ITE was provided within two 
sectors of the education system: the higher education sector and 
the school education sector. Degree programmes, including first-, 
second- and long-cycle programmes, were offered within university 
type HEIs, namely universities, technical universities, polytechnics and 
academies. Non-degree postgraduate programmes were offered in non- 
-university HEIs (with no rights to confer the academic degree of doctor).  
In the school education sector, college programmes, including teacher 
training colleges and foreign language teacher training colleges, were 
offered. From 2015 onwards, ITE has only been offered at higher 
education institutions.

ITE and training standards were formulated in the Regulations 
of the Minister of Science and Higher Education on initial teacher 
training standards (2012, 2019). This legislation regulates ITE for 
school education teachers, thus defining training models or paths that 
lead to the qualifications required to enter the teaching profession. 
However, a huge level of autonomy was left to the universities that were 
responsible for designing the programmes for prospective teachers.

In the current context, the minimum qualification for teaching 
at pre-primary and primary level (the first stage: grades 1–3) is still 
a tertiary education degree at bachelor level, which is obtained after 
three years. However, pursuant to the Regulation of the Minister 
of Science and Higher Education of 27 September 2018 and 
the Regulation of the Minister of Science and Higher Education 
of 25 July 2019 regarding ITE studies, studies in the field of pre-school 
and early school education are conducted – as they were before 2005 –  
as uniform five-year Master’s studies. This has obvious consequences 
for teacher education in this field.
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For those intending to work at primary schools (the second stage: 
grades 4–8) and at upper secondary level, the final qualification 
is a Master’s degree. At present, teachers who hold a higher education 
diploma (a bachelor’s or Master’s degree) represent 98% of all teachers 
working in the school education sector. Master’s degree studies seem 
to be the most popular route of training for teachers in school education 
of all levels. In Poland, the high quality of pre-school education 
is guaranteed by the very well-prepared teaching staff at nursery 
schools. They are mostly university graduates holding a Master’s degree 
(84.0% of teaching staff) or, less often, a bachelor’s degree (11.8%) 
(Madalińska-Michalak, 2017).

Two models of initial training exist side by side: the first 
is the concurrent model, which is the prevalent one. Students following 
a degree programme in a given field of study may choose a teacher 
specialisation track; in this way, they complete their professional teacher 
training and acquire a teaching qualification, as part of their degree 
programme, parallel to their subject-specific training. The second 
is the consecutive model, which is available to those who have not 
taken a teacher specialisation track as part of a degree programme 
in a given field of study and choose the teaching profession later.  
They may obtain a teaching qualification upon the completion of a non- 
-degree postgraduate programme or a qualification course (Kolanowska, 
2018).

Method and data collection
Data were obtained through the administration of a survey to university 
students in both countries. In Portugal, data were collected between 
February and June 2017. After obtaining the authorisation to conduct 
the study from the Presidents of Faculties, Schools and Institutes and 
from the Presidents of the Pedagogical Council of each Faculty, School and 
Institute, acceptance was obtained from directors of the programmes. 
In Poland, data were collected between February and June 2018. After 
obtaining the authorisation to conduct the study, the questionnaire 
was translated into Polish and subsequently validated by higher 
education experts. A face-to-face questionnaire was administered 
by the researcher in both countries to student teachers attending 
all years of studies in teacher education programmes of the 1st and  
2nd cycles of studies.
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Participants
In total, 789 student teachers participated: 355 Portuguese students 
from five public universities and 434 Polish students from four public 
universities. Missing information relates to the fact that some students 
did not answer the question. A detailed description of the demographic 
characteristics of the participants is presented in Table 1.

Table 1. Demographic characteristics of the participants

DEMOGRAPHIC 
CHARACTERISTICS

PORTUGAL POLAND

N % N %

GENDER

Male 57 16.1 16 3.7

Female 280 78.9 407 93.8

Missing 18 5.0 11 2.5

AGE

Under 20 97 27.3 74 17.1

[20–25] 191 53.8 323 74.4

[26–30] 22 6.2 18 4.1

[31–35] 17 4.8 7 1.6

[36–40] 13 3.7 9 2.1

Over 40 13 3.7 1 0.2

Missing 2 0.5 2 0.5

CYCLE OF STUDY

Undergraduate 194 54.6 268 61.8

Master’s degree 161 45.4 166 38.2

YEAR OF STUDY

1st year 183 51.6 262 60.4

2nd year 109 30.7 75 17.3

3rd year 61 17.2 96 22.1

4th year - - 1 0.2

Missing 2 0.5 - -

Total 355 100.0 434 100.0
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Instruments
The construction of the scales was based upon previous work (Flores 
et al., 2019a; Pereira, 2011, 2016). The scale of the ideas associated 
with assessment included 14 items that comprised positive ideas 
(e.g. learning, reflection, success, help), negative ideas (e.g. unfairness, 
anxiety, fear) and neutral ideas (e.g. grades, verification of knowledge, 
tests). The list of ideas was derived from the literature, namely from 
the work done by Hadji (1994) and Figari (1996) related to functions 
of assessment.

The second scale, related to assessment methods, included 14 items 
comprising learner-centred methods (e.g. project-based work, 
portfolios, practical work) and traditional methods (e.g. tests/exams, 
oral tests). The list of methods was derived from the literature, namely 
Flores et al. (2015), Webber (2012), Struyven, Dochy and Janssens 
(2005) and Falchikov (2005). A four-point Likert scale was used 
in both cases, ranging from 1 = not at all to 4 = a lot, in order to identify 
the frequency of the ideas associated with assessment and methods 
used in both countries.

Data analysis
Data obtained through the "ideas associated with assessment" scale 
were subject to a descriptive data analysis using SPSS (Statistical 
Package for the Social Sciences) software version 26 to understand 
which ideas are most associated with the assessment.

In Table 2, a list of items considered in the questionnaires is presented. 
Students used a Likert scale in which 1 = not at all, 2 = a little, 3 = fairly, 
and 4 = a lot to select the answer that best suited their experiences 
as students in higher education. The number of responses (n) for each 
of the 14 items and the respective percentages (%) are also displayed. 
Data from both countries are presented.
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Table 2. Descriptive analysis of the "ideas associated with assessment" scale

PORTUGAL POLAND

ITEM N % N %

NOT AT ALL 
/A LITTLE

FAIRLY 
/A LOT

NOT AT ALL 
/A LITTLE

FAIRLY 
/A LOT

NOT AT ALL 
/A LITTLE

FAIRLY 
/A LOT

NOT AT ALL 
/A LITTLE

FAIRLY 
/A LOT

1.  Verification 
of knowledge

70 283 19.7 79.7 76 354 17.5 81.6

2. Negotiation 252 102 71.0 28.8 339 91 78.1 21.0

3. Participation 105 241 29.6 67.9 298 130 68.6 29.9

4. Imposition 216 134 60.8 37.8 147 283 33.9 65.2

5. Conflict 278 75 78.3 21.1 379 53 87.3 12.2

6. Success 68 282 19.2 80.4 157 274 36.2 63.1

7. Grades 27 326 7.6 91.8 114 316 26.2 72.8

8. Tests/Exams 56 297 15.7 83.7 38 395 8.8 95.7

9. Reflection 103 249 29.0 70.2 267 163 61.5 37.8

10. Learning 57 294 16.0 82.8 50 380 11.5 87.5

11. Unfairness 221 132 62.3 37.2 294 138 67.7 31.8

12. Help 154 196 43.4 55.2 262 168 60.3 38.7

13.  Anxiety / 
Stress 92 259 25.9 73.0 129 304 29.7 70.1

14. Fear 139 199 39.2 56 193 229 44.5 52.8

Data obtained through the "assessment methods" scale were 
also subject to a descriptive data analysis using SPSS version 
26 to understand which assessment methods are most used by teachers 
to assess students. 

In Table 3, a list of items related to the assessment methods scale 
is presented. Students used a Likert scale in which 1 = not at all, 
2 = a little, 3 = fairly, and 4 = a lot to select the answer that best 
suited their experiences as students in higher education. The number 
of responses (n) for each of the 14 items and the respective percentages 
(%) are also displayed. Data from both countries are presented.
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Table 3. Descriptive analysis of the "assessment methods" scale

PORTUGAL POLAND

ITEM N % N %

NOT AT ALL 
/A LITTLE

FAIRLY 
/A LOT

NOT AT ALL 
/A LITTLE

FAIRLY 
/A LOT

NOT AT ALL 
/A LITTLE

FAIRLY 
/A LOT

NOT AT ALL 
/A LITTLE

FAIRLY 
/A LOT

1.  Written Tests / 
Exams 82 271 23.1 76.4 44 389 10.1 89.9

2.  Oral Tests / 
Exams 238 109 67.0 30.7 339 94 78.1 21.6

3.  Collective 
Portfolios 248 103 69.8 29.0 352 63 81.1 14.5

4.  Individual 
Portfolios 225 126 63.3 35.5 365 67 84.1 15.5

5.  Individual 
practical 
or experimental 
work

132 147 37.2 41.4 373 56 86.0 12.9

6.  Practical 
or experimental 
group work

54 296 15.2 83.3 312 120 71.9 27.7

7.  Individual 
projects 212 138 59.7 38.9 285 147 65.6 33.8

8. Group projects 108 244 30.4 68.8 150 283 34.6 65.2
9.  Individual 

reports 143 207 40.3 58.3 353 76 81.4 17.5

10. Group reports 112 240 31.5 67.7 357 73 82.2 16.8
11.  Individual 

written 
reflections

142 210 40.0 59.1 244 188 56.3 43.3

12.  Reflections 
written 
in a group

163 124 45.9 34.9 299 95 68.9 21.9

13.  Individual oral 
presentations 206 88 58.1 24.8 283 149 65.2 34.4

14.  Group oral 
presentations 47 298 13.5 83.9 174 256 40.1 59.0

Data from the ideas associated with assessment scale were subject 
to an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and a confirmatory factor analysis 
(CFA), resulting in a 3-factor model, in which the factors were as follows:  
(1) formative purpose of assessment; (2) summative purpose of assessment; 
and (3) negative emotions associated with the assessment. Table 4 shows 
that an EFA was performed using the data of the calibration sample 
in order to explore the factors underlying the data. These models used 
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an oblique geomin rotation, and a minimum loading of .30 was required 
for practical significance. The resulting structure was then tested 
in the cross-validation sample using a CFA. The model’s modification was 
performed based on modification indices with reference to standardised 
expected parameter changes. Composite reliability was also assessed 
by computing McDonald’s omega coefficient (ω). Values higher than  
.70 were considered adequate (Hair et al., 2009).

Table 4. Factors of the "ideas associated with assessment" scale

FACTOR ITEMS PORTUGAL POLAND

N M SD N M SD

Formative purpose 
of the assessment

3. Participation
6. Success 
9. Reflection
10. Learning
12. Help

337 2.83 0.47 420 2.53 0.49

Summative purpose 
of the assessment

1.  Verification 
of knowledge 

7. Grades
8. Tests / Exams

351 3.14 0.51 427 3.20 0.52

Negative emotions 
associated with 
the assessment

13. Anxiety / Stress 
14. Fear 337 2.91 0.85 422 2.86 0.92

Total 355 434

M = mean; SD = standard deviation.

Data obtained through the assessment methods scale were subject 
to an EFA and a CFA, resulting in a 3-factor model: (1) collective assessment  
methods, (2) individual assessment methods, and (3) portfolios. Table 
5 shows that an EFA was performed using the data of the calibration 
sample in order to explore the factors underlying the data. These models 
used an oblique geomin rotation, and a minimum loading of .30 was 
required for practical significance. The resulting structure was then tested 
in the cross-validation sample using a CFA. The model’s modification was 
performed based on modification indices with reference to standardised 
expected parameter changes. Composite reliability was also assessed 
by computing McDonald’s omega coefficient (ω). Values higher than .70 
were considered adequate (Hair et al., 2009).
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Table 5. Factors of the "assessment methods" scale

FACTOR ITEMS PORTUGAL POLAND

n M SD n M SD

Collective methods 
of assessment

6.  Practical 
or experimental 
group work

8. Group projects
10. Group reports
14.  Group oral 

presentations

342 3.00 0.59 425 2.30 0.92

Individual methods 
of assessment

7. Individual projects
9. Individual reports
11.  Individual 

written reflections
13.  Individual oral 

presentations

343 2.47 0.73 427 2.62 0.64

Portfolios 3. Collective portfolios
4. Individual portfolios

349 2.11 0.85 432 1.72 0.48

Total 355 434

M = mean; SD = standard deviation.

As for the "ideas associated with assessment" scale, the analysis 
of the data of the Portuguese participants revealed that they associate 
assessment with more positive ideas such as participation, success, 
reflection, learning and help and neutral ideas such as verification 
of knowledge, grades and tests. The ideas less associated with 
assessment were negotiation, imposition, conflict and unfairness. 
As for Polish students, they associate assessment with ideas such 
as verification of knowledge, grades and tests (neutral ideas), 
success and learning (positive ideas) and anxiety and fear (negative 
ideas). The ideas less associated with assessment were negotiation, 
participation, conflict, reflection, unfairness and help.

These results reveal that Portuguese and Polish students do not have 
a similar understanding of the ideas most associated with assessment, 
since the Portuguese students associated more positive ideas with 
it and the Polish students identified more neutral ideas. In a general 
comparative perspective (Table 2), negotiation is the idea least 
associated with assessment by both student groups. As for the idea 
most associated with assessment, in the case of Portuguese students 
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it is grades (n = 326; f = 91.8%), while for Polish students it is tests/exams 
(n = 395; f = 95.7%).

With regard to assessment methods, Portuguese students identified 
written tests/exams, individual practical or experimental work, practical 
or experimental group work, group projects, individual reports, group 
reports, individual written reflections, and group oral presentations 
as the most used methods. As for Polish students, the results show that 
the most used methods are written tests/exams, group projects and group 
oral presentations. From a general comparative perspective (Table 3), 
it is possible to state that both groups of students consider tests/exams 
the method most used by teachers. The least used methods were, 
in Portugal, collective portfolios (n = 248; f = 69.8%) and, in Poland, 
individual practical or experimental work (n = 373; f = 86.0%). In contrast, 
the methods most used by teachers were, in Portugal, group oral 
presentations (n = 298; f = 83.9%) and, in Poland, written tests/exams 
(n = 389; f = 89.9%).

In general, students in both countries associate the summative 
purpose with assessment (grades, tests/exams and verification 
of knowledge) more than the formative purpose (reflection, learning, 
participation, help and success) (see Table 4). These data are consistent 
with results found in other studies that suggest that university students 
perceive assessment as summative and with little involvement 
on the part of the students (Flores, 2019b; Barreira et al., 2017; 
Fernandes, 2015). Educational contexts are mainly oriented towards 
the classification and hierarchisation of student results. The ideas 
associated with the summative purpose of assessment are mainly 
related to the frequent use of written tests/exams.

The analysis of the assessment methods scale shows that Portuguese 
students are also assessed through collective and portfolio methods, 
while Polish students are assessed mostly by written tests/exams,  
group projects and group oral presentations, with limited use 
of portfolios (see Table 5). As the participants in this study are student 
teachers, it is important to know which ideas are most associated with 
assessment and which assessment methods are most used, as these 
students will be teachers and will need to assess their students.  
Hence, it is essential for students to have a positive perception 
of assessment and the different methods that can be used in order 
to enhance the performance of their future students. Through this 
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analysis, it is possible to say that Portuguese students are assessed 
through a greater variety of individual and group methods, while Polish 
students are assessed using a smaller range of methods.

Conclusions and implications
In the context of higher education, assessment takes place mainly 
on a summative dimension along with the certification of student 
learning (Flores et al., 2019b; Mimirinis, 2019; Vergés Bausili, 2018; Liu  
& Carless, 2006), but ideally it also presupposes formative assessment 
and the improvement of the teaching and learning process (Gulikers et al.,  
2008; Boud & Falchikov, 2007; Biggs, 2003; Brown, Bull & Pendlebury, 
1997; Brown & Knight, 1994). Therefore, teachers need to be aware that 
they should use a variety of assessment tasks, the two most common 
types being formative (designed primarily to improve learning) and 
summative (designed primarily to judge learning) (Crisp, 2012). There 
has been a consistency in the evidence presented in the higher education 
learning and teaching literature over the past decade that indicates 
that student learning outcomes may be significantly improved through 
the provision of formative assessments that are coupled with timely 
feedback (Crisp, 2012; Gibbs, 2006; Nicol & Macfarlane-Dick, 2006). 
Although summative assessments may still dominate the attention 
of many students because of their often high stakes consequences, 
higher education institutions are incorporating the requirement 
for formative assessment opportunities in their assessment policies 
(Crisp, 2012; Chalmers, 2007). In general, research on assessment 
in higher education reveals, on the one hand, that tests are the most 
used assessment methods (Flores et al., 2019b, 2015; Pereira, Niklasson 
& Flores, 2017) and, on the other, that assessment is seen by students 
as more effective and fairer when it is carried out using student-centred 
assessment methods or mixed methods, which include traditional and 
alternative methods (Pereira, Flores & Barros, 2017; Flores et al., 2015).

The ideas most associated with assessment are, in general, related 
to four main aspects: assessment itself, learning, positive ideas and 
negative ideas (Pereira, Niklasson & Flores, 2017). The negative 
feelings reported were anxiety, stress and fear. Earlier studies  
(Craddock & Mathias, 2009; Race, 1995) have indicated that these 
negative feelings influence and reduce the academic performance 
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of students. Thus, students’ perceptions of assessment will affect their 
involvement in the learning process (Biggs, 2003).

Our study proves to be pertinent and timely because we are in a time 
where assessment is at the heart of higher education institutions, 
whether related to the assessment of students, teachers or even 
the institutions themselves, in the search for better quality. As such, 
better results provide greater visibility, attracting more students and 
more economic power (Koscielniak, 2014; Heck, Johnsrud & Rosser, 
2000). The current emphasis on assessment also implies that 
evidence of student learning is used as crucial evidence for the quality 
of programmes in higher education. The growing importance of such 
evidence appears to be a trend around the world (Praslova, 2010). 
In addition, this study is innovative, since, to our knowledge, no 
comparative studies have been carried out in order to understand 
the ideas that Portuguese and Polish student teachers associate 
with assessment and the most used assessment methods. Anyone 
is able to talk about what it is, generically, to assess. But it is important 
to understand it from the students’ own experiences. Our participants 
are student teachers, contrary to other future professionals, as these 
students already know the context in which they will exercise their 
activity: schools and classrooms. Long-term contact with their future 
profession, through the observations of their teachers, will affect, 
to a greater or lesser extent, their understanding and teaching practices, 
both as teacher candidates and as new teachers (Flores, 2010).  
Thus, it is essential that student teachers develop deep understandings 
about teaching and learning, including assessment, by investigating 
their own practices (Flores, 2019b). 
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