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It is expected that teachers’ practices include summative and formative assessment
practices. Institutionally, summative assessment is imposed. The development of a
systematic formative assessment is recommended in the curriculum. However, the use
of the complex relationship (Bennett, 2011) between these two types of assessment
creates tension in teachers (Santos & Pinto, 2014a), leading them to devalue formative
assessment as it is confirmed by the OCDE report concerning Portugal (Santiago,
Donaldson, Looney, & Nusche, 2012). This situation is even more disturbing if we look
at the increase of the importance of summative assessment due to the educational
policies strongly dominated by accountability (OECD, 2013), although the relevance of
the formative assessments for learning is a consensual assumption nowadays. It is
accepted that formative assessment is crucial and demands learner to be in the center of
the assessment (Colbert & Cumming, 2014), being the relation to summative
assessment still underexplored (Taras, 2005).

There is awareness in the community of the researchers interested in assessment that the
articulation between summative and formative assessment is needed. Although a lot of
effort has to be made to understand deeply this important issue (Black, 2013; Looney,
2011). In the last years, authors discussed the articulation between these two modes of
assessment, presenting different ways to face this problematic. Some authors propose
possible scenarios to deal with it (e.g. Harlen, 2006; 2010; Harlen & James, 1997),
others consider an impossible or inadequate coexistence between summative and
formative assessment (Shepard, 2001; Vial, 2012). From the first group of authors,

arguments related with the synergies coming from both modes of assessment may be



obtained by using the same information for the two purposes as well as having the same
person responsible for the two assessment processes (Harlen, 2005).
Thus, in the context of a collaborative work, two middle school mathematics teachers
(classes of 7™ and 8™ grade students, 12 and 13 years old) and two researchers (the
authors of this communication) have been developing, since last school year, an
articulation assessment process (AAP), that includes a cycle of three steps. It begins
with a summative moment, represented by a written test, undergoes a formative
assessment moment and ends with a summative one. In the formative moment, students
develop a set of questions, similar to the ones included in the test, performed outside the
class. All students must do this work. Each student has to answer only to the questions
that they missed on the test. Depending on student performance, the mark of the first
test can be changed. The first year results pointed out that only 63% of the 168 students
accomplished the three steps of each cycle during the school year (Santos & Pinto,
2014b). In the present year, a support strategy was added to the AAP to increase not
only the number of students involved but also to improve the learning process in the
formative moment. This study intends to understand if this articulated assessment
process allows the development of an effective formative assessment. We particularly
formulated the following research questions:

- Which is the involvement of students in this articulation assessment process?

- Are the students able to improve their performance in the second step?

- Is the support strategy able to accomplish its objective? Which are its

potentialities and limits?

Following an interpretive methodological approach (Cohen, Lawrence & Mortrison,
2007), this study uses quantitative and qualitative data. In the present year, 119 students
(22 from 7™ and 97 from 9" grades) of 7 classes are participating. While the 9" grade
students have used in the past school year this AAP, for the 7" grade students it is their
first time.

The results of the first year evidence that only part of the students accomplished all the
cycles of APP. For this group, a large majority considered that this process helps them
to learn, which is confirmed by a positive progress from the test to the set of tasks.
Although these first results have positive aspects, a special attention has to be given to
the students that are not involved in this strategy as well as to those that were not able to

evidence learning (Santos & Pinto, 2014b). So, this school year, a support strategy was



developed. For the students that are not participating in the AAP, their mathematics
teacher contacted the parents to raise the awareness for the importance of this process
for learning. For those who were involved but were not able to show any results the two
mathematic teachers developed special workshops to help them to understand how they
have to work to take advantage of the formative assessment moment. The prepared
materials used as a starting point for these workshops were some mathematical tasks
and possible solving strategies with common errors.

The data is collected through documental analysis, observation and interviews. The
documents include the students’ worksheets from the APP and the teacher’s analysis
documents of the students’ performances. Observation of the workshops implemented
by each teacher to support students to profit from the AAP has been developed (audio
recorded). Some semi-structured interviews to students are expected to be held still
during this school year, in order to understand which are the students' perceptions of this
articulated assessment process, the main reasons for their involvement (regular one,
irregular or no participation) and the sources they use to help them. The content analysis
considers the following domains of analysis: levels of students’ involvement and its
evolution; levels of students’ performance and its evolution. The evolution will consider
the moments before and after the workshops. In each domain of analysis, the reasons
pointed out by the students to explain their performance and attitudes will also be

considered.

The study is still in development. The students had only two cycles until now and
the support strategies are in progress. Nevertheless, a first level of analysis allows us to
say that the involvement of the 9™ grade students is similar with those of the 7™ grade
(65% in mean). In both cases, the students that do not accomplished the two cycles are
in general the ones who have very high or very low marks. One possible explanation is
related to the students’ conception that associates assessment with a mark (Santos &
Pinto, 2014a). In other words, the students that have low marks have no expectation on
their possibility to increase in a significant way, and those who have high marks do not
feel necessary to do this additional work.

However, if we compare what happens in each cycle by grade, it is possible to
identify a tendency: while the number of the 9™ grade students that accomplish all steps
of the cycle decreases from the 1% cycle to the 2" one (69% and 63%, respectively), the

number of 7 grade students increases (59% and 68%, respectively). According to the



mathematics teacher of the 7™ grade class, some of the students during the development
of the first AAP do not feel comfortable using resources to solve their tasks. They felt as
if they were cheating.

When we compare the performance of the students between the first and the third
step of each cycle, we may say that in the two cycles and for both grades the students
were able to improve in a satisfactory way (76% for the 7™ grade and 85% for the 9™
grade), independently of the quality of the performance in the first step.

No data is yet available concerning the support strategy.
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