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ASSESSMENT AS STUDENTS SEE IT

Abstract 
Assessment is an integral, unavoidable part of the educational process and 
a particularly sensitive segment of the teaching practice. The aim of our 
research was to find out and analyze the opinions of students on assessment 

and their teachers in the context of assessment. The research included 200 elementary-
school students and 200 grammar-school students. The questionnaire comprised three 
thematic groups of questions (the students� perception of the teacher�s acts in the process 
of assessment; identification of the students� preferred forms of assessment and their re-
actions to grades, and desired and undesired characteristics of teachers regarding as-
sessment). Based on our findings, it can be concluded that the students think: that their 
teachers have different assessment criteria; that most teachers apply lower criteria when 
assessing lower achievers; that they apply grades as disciplinary measures, and are in-
flenced by a student�s achievements in other subjects. The grade is a powerful motivator 
for the students� active participation in the teaching process, and they especially appreci-
ate regular testing and objective assessment,  while objecting both too strict and uneven 
criteria for assessment. The presented students� lists of desired and undesired characteris-
tics of teachers in the context of assessment illustrate this.

Keywords: assessment, student, teacher, elementary school, grammar school.
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