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Abstract

Historically, research on grading, ie the allocation of marks by teachers to pupils has shown
that it represents an assessment of both the academic and non academic characteristics of
pupils. Recent research examining teacher grading criteria and practices, shows that little has
changed. The present study investigates the grading criteria and practices of Greek primary
school teachers . Interviews with 17 teachers investigated the extent to which the legislation
regarding grading is implemented by teachers, and the possible criteria that they believe they
use in grading. The analysis of the interviews showed that teachers’ grading was affected not
only by the academic attainment of pupils, but also by non academic factors including the
overall picture of pupils’ academic attainment assessed by tests, classroom participation and
homework, pupils’ families, linguistic level, intelligence and motivation, pupils’ behaviour,
teachers’ personal likes of some pupils, pupils’ differential attainment in different subjects,
pupils self perception of attainment, and local school factors. Different teachers’ grading was
influenced to a different degree by these factors. On the basis of the interviews a
questionnaire was devised to enable a larger sample to be studied. 472 primary teachers of
both genders, working in different geographical areas of Greece, with different levels of
experience and education completed the questionnaire. Its analysis showed the extent to which
they were influenced by the criteria elicited in the interviews, and the differences between
them. Factor analysis of the questionnaire confirmed the interview findings, and enabled the
development of a possible model of the factors influencing grading, which may be used as the

basis for explaining teachers’ actual grading practices as opposed to their beliefs about them.
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INTRODUCTION

During the academic year 1998-99 a major educational reform in Greece was implemented.
Although all parties (teachers’ unions, academics, political parties) had stressed the need for
a major change in the Greek educational system, the implemented reform provoked fierce
disagreement by the opposition, the teachers’ unions and the pupils which resulted in strikes
and occupations of schools by pupils which lasted for a long time. During that time, long
discussions in the media and in parliament about education in Greece took place, where,
regardless of the arguments against or for the reform, one thing was evident: Most arguments
were based on people’s experience and ideology and not on evidence, for the simple reason

that educational research in Greece is almost non existent.

This study therefore first of all aims to contribute to our knowledge of Greek educational
practices. It can be seen as part of the effort increasingly made in recent years by researchers
to explore in a systematic way the Greek educational system so that arguments about

education can be based on evidence and not on intuitive ideological perceptions of it.

The specific subject of this study is how grading is undertaken by teachers in Greek primary
schools. Pupil assessment in Greece usually refers to the final examinations that pupils sit at
the end of the last year group of the secondary school in order to be offered a place in
Universities. However, pupils are constantly assessed and graded by their teachers throughout
their school lives. International reports about the Greek educational system have repeatedly
stressed the social importance of grades. It can be argued therefore that through the self-
fulfilling prophecies created throughout a pupils’ school life performance in the final
examinations is largely dependent on the assessments of previous years. Such prophecies and
labelling may take place as soon as the pupil begins primary school. However, little is known

about how teachers in Greece assign grades because there is lack of educational research.
In Greece only a few studies have sporadically and indirectly indicated how grading takes
place in the primary or secondary school. The nature of this study therefore is mainly

exploratory. It attempts to explore the direct and the indirect influences of a number of factors
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on grading. It focuses on how teachers describe their grade assignment, since they are the most
important party in the grading process. It does not attempt to objectively describe and analyse
the factors that affect grades, it only analyses the factors that teachers perceive to affect

grades. The main questions that it attempts to answer are:

What implicit theories do Greek teachers hold about grading?
What are the factors that they believe they take into account when undertaking grading and
how do these factors affect grading?

For instance, how do they perceive that

-testing affects grading?

-pupils’ classroom participation affects grading?

-homework preparation affects grading?

-family background affects grading?

-the linguistic ability of the pupil affects grading?

-individual differences among children affect grading?

-pupil motivation affects grading?

-pupil behaviour affects grading?

-personal likes affect grading?

In relation to teachers, the study explored whether teacher characteristics affect their
perceptions of grading practices. Are these differences based on

gender?

education level?

experience?

the age of children that they teach?

the geographical areas where they teach?

This thesis starts with a description and critique of the general theoretical frameworks of
assessment. Chapter 1 briefly describes the arguments against and for assessment, the
purposes of assessment and the assessment paradigms implemented in education as well the

general guidelines of a suggested new assessment paradigm.
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Previous research carried out mainly in the USA and the UK investigating the factors that
influence teachers’ grading are presented in chapter 2. They show that grades although they
are supposed to represent academic attainment, represent much more than that. For instance
a grade may represent pupil effort, interest, industry, intelligence, motivation and a number
of other affective characteristics of pupils. Also different teachers appear to be affected by
different pupil characteristics when grading. Even academic attainment is not assessed in the
same way by different teachers. For instance some teachers place much more importance on

testing, some on performance assessment etc.

Chapter 3 briefly presents what we know about Greek teachers, the Greek educational system,
and the evolution of the assessment system in the past decade in the Greek primary school.
It also presents the findings of Greek research into grading in the primary school. The research
questions outlined above are based on the literature and the discussion undertaken in the first

three chapters.

The general methodological plan of the study is presented in chapter 4. There is a discussion
of why interviews and questionnaires were chosen for the investigation: the exact

methodology followed in the interviews, and how the sample was selected.

The analysis of the interviews takes place in chapter 5. Extracts from the interviews allow a
better understanding of Greek teachers ideas not only about the grading process itself but also
about the Greek primary school. The interview findings are synthesised in a model of the
factors affecting grading, and raise a number of issues for investigation in the questionnaire

study.
The questionnaire methodology is presented in chapter 6. This chapter explains the
development of the questionnaire, the items included in it, issues of validity and reliability,

the questionnaire sample, the pilot study and its contribution to the final questionnaire.

Chapter 7 is divided into three sub-sections in accordance with the three types of analyses of

the questionnaire data. In section 7.1, a descriptive presentation of the data takes place.
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Section 7.2 presents the differences in teachers’ answers in relation to their demographic
characteristics. Section 7.3 reveals the underlying factors affecting grading which are
summarised in a model of factors influencing teachers’ grading according to the questionnaire

study.

In chapter 8 the findings are discussed in relation to the literature and possible causes for their
occurrence are explored. The limitations of the study and the questions arising from it are also

discussed.

This study does not claim to have fully explored the issue of grading in the Greek primary
school. It does not claim that it has been methodologically perfect, or that it has produced
generalisable results. Its importance of it lies in its provision, for the first time, of extensive
data about grading which is a central issue in Greek educational practice. Its findings may

stimulate informed discussion and further research.
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CHAPTER 1
GENERAL THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

1. 1. SHOULD FORMAL ASSESSMENT BE USED IN EDUCATION?

Assessment, like every other aspect of education has stimulated debates not only concerning
how it should be implemented, but also with regard to its necessity. A brief examination of
the arguments on both sides will enable a better understanding of both the literature review

and the study reported here.

1.1.1. A uments a ainst assessment

According to Dimitropoulos (1989) arguments against assessment fall into three categories:
those that derive from a pedagogic perspective, those from a psychological perspective and

finally those from a sociological perspective.

From a pedagogic perspective the main arguments against assessment are the following:

The pedagogic relationship between the teacher and the pupil is disturbed when the
former becomes an assessor. The pupils are no longer motivated to cooperate with the
teacher, and the teacher performs less well than s/he should (Gronlund, 1978; Harlen

& Quarlter, 1991; Markantonis & Kasssotakis, 1979).

Examinations a) measure only certain tasks and not the personal characteristics of the
pupil as a whole, b) have little predictive validity and c) do not represent a real picture

of the pupil (Papas, 1980).

There is little evidence of the reliability and status of school assessment, and it directs
educational operations towards the aim of assessment, that is, the mean is transformed

into an end (Ebel, 1979).
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Pupils may make an effort, not in order to satisfy themselves, but in order to gain a

prize or privilege (Child, 1993; Rowntree, 1991).

From a psychological perspective the main arguments against assessment are the following:
Pupils’ examination stress reaches extreme levels of neuroticism. Examination stress
among university students is very high (Kassotakis, 1981). It has been argued that the
model on which the National Assessment structure in England and Wales is based on
is the creation of pressure (Gipps, 1992).

One of the most common fears of adolescents is related to examinations (Vamvoukas,
1978).

From a sociological point of view the main argument that:

Assessment at school has been deliberately transformed into a medium for
conservation of social inequality, of oppression of some categories of pupils, and
perpetuation of the differences of social classes and social discrimination (Ksohelis,
1986; Eliou, 1984).

1.1.2. A uments in avour o assessment

The arguments in favour of assessment, according to Dimitropoulos (1989) derive from four

main perspectives: those of the pupils, the school, the parents and the the social system.

From the pupils’ perspective the arguments in favour of assessment can be summarised as

follows:
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Pupils need assessment because they need to be aware of their own progress (Stewart
& White, 1976). A pupil who is aware of his/her progress can modify his/her effort
for more efficiency (Black & Wiliam, 1998).

Assessment enables the rewarding of pupils who make an effort. High grades are seen
as recognition by the pupil who has worked hard. The use of grades can be a positive
reinforcer which, according to the behaviourists, contributes to the repetition of a

behaviour.

Pupils through assessment become more self-aware. This is believed to help them

make crucial decisions concerning their lives in the future (Dimitropoulos, 1989).

Assessment has motivational effects on pupils. It has been shown that pupils who
know that they will be assessed are better prepared than those who know that they

will not (Alexopoulos, 1979).

From the school’s perspective the arguments in favour of assessment can be summarised as

follows:

School is a social institution. Since assessment exists in society, it is a school’s

obligation to prepare pupils for it (Satterly, 1981).

The assessment of pupils can provide information about the teaching material which
has been used, the methodology that has been followed, the educational aims that have
been set, and the staff and the curricula. It also provides feedback to the teacher about

the efficiency of his/her work (Crooks, 1988).

Assessment provides information about any potential difficulties of some pupils in

some areas: it has a ‘screening’ function (Gipps, 1992).
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From the parents’ perspective the main argument in favour of assessment can be summarised

as follows:

Parents have the right to be informed both about their children’s progress at school
and about overall school efficiency. Assessment provides the basis for such

information (Airasian, 1991).

From the social system’s perspective the main arguments in favour of assessment can be

summarised as follows:

Pupils must undergo some kind of selection since society has certain needs for certain
specialisations. Through assessment society ( a) can locate certain human resources
in order to make them productive, (b) can establish the weaknesses of its members in

order to improve them (Satterly, 1981).

Every society has some kind of assessment. Therefore schools which are social

institutions, inevitably must have some kind of assessment (Satterly, 1981).

Meritocracy is one of the fundamental principles of our societies. Assessment is the

medium by which those most capable for certain positions can be identified.

Through assessment, society can locate members in need of extra help and organise
programmes for them. At school assessment locates and helps children with special

educational needs.

The arguments outlined above briefly summarise the debate on whether formal assessment
should be used or not. However, the arguments proposed by both positions refer to only
some purposes and aims of assessment, ignoring the others. For instance, the term
‘assessment’ is used by those who criticise assessment, to mean selective examinations either

for passing from one year group to another, or to gain a position in higher education, or a
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position in the work force. The anti-assessment arguments do not say much about the positive
educational uses of assessment, like motivation, feedback etc. These are stressed by the pro-
assessment position, which ignores the negative psychological and social consequences
essentially of summative assessment. Mavromatis (1995) referring to the ‘undesirable side
effects of assessment’, clarifies that assessment is a procedure which not only has positive but
negative effects; the latter are mainly related to its summative function. Assessment, as shown
above, is a multi-dimensional process which serves a number of purposes. A closer

examination will allow a better understanding of the debate.

1.2. ASSESSMENT PURPOSES

[f assessment is seen as an integral part of education, then, it can be claimed that it serves all
the purposes that education serves. Therefore, a close examination of the literature concerned
with assessment could reveal a wide range of purposes. However, this section will briefly
present the purposes of assessment which have attracted the most attention, namely,

assessment for selection, assessment for diagnosis, and assessment for motivation and

feedback.

1.2.1 Assessment r Selection

Students in most formal educational systems are selected for further studies or careers on the
basis of their grades. However, this process has been accused of reproducing social inequality
(Broadfoot, 1979; Jencks, 1973). Selection examinations have been characterised as vehicles
for rejection, since the large majority of participants fail them (Rowntree, 1987). Furthermore,
there are studies which show low correlations between examinations and degree performance
(Petch, 1961; Barnett & Lewis, 1963; Nisbet & Welsh, 1966). There is little evidence even
about the relationship between high educational qualifications and success in later life (Berg,

1973; Hoyt, 1965; Taylor, Price, Richards, & Jacobsen, 1965).

On the other hand, it has been argued that we live in a society where selection, educational
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occupational, and therefore social, is a part of our lives. As long as our society imposes
selection processes we cannot just reject assessment in schools. It would be better to talk
about improvement of the assessment system in a direction which reflects the current social
situation. Some would even claim that: since selection is a reality which cannot be abolished,
maybe what is needed is for the assessment system to be strengthened and improved
(Dimitropoulos, 1989). Satterly (1981) expresses a more cynical position: ‘To charge schools
entirely with the responsibility for bringing about changes in society at large at the expense
of overlooking the paradoxical demand that they maintain and transmit what is held by

consensus to be worthwhile, is to deny an aspect of reality’.

In conclusion, selection is undoubtedly one of the purposes of assessment, especially at the
end of schooling and it is this which has stimulated much of the argument against it.
However, the value of meritocracy, which is deeply rooted in western societies, requires, and
imposes, assessment throughout the individual’s life. School assessment thus cannot be

blamed for social inequality.

1.2.2. Assessment dia nosis

The current literature on learning recognises that new knowledge can be more easily acquired
when based on already existing knowledge (Chi, 1985). It is therefore essential for teachers
to know what children already know in order to teach new knowledge. This is the role that
diagnostic assessment plays. Assessment for diagnosis is described by Rowntree (1987) as

follows:

Assessment is also a necessity pre-condition for diagnostic appraisal -ascertaining
the student’s strengths and weaknesses, and identifying his emerging needs and
interests. In truth it is the practice of diagnostic appraisal (not grading) that enables
us to claim we are teaching.

(Rowntree, 1987 p.6)

Diagnostic assessment does not take place only once, for example, at the beginning of the
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school year, but is a constant process which frequently provides information to the teacher
about pupils’ progress and needs. Research shows that it is practised by teachers on a stable
basis (Galton, Simon, & Croll, 1980; Shipman, 1983). Furthermore, teachers do not attempt
to diagnose only the cognitive strengths and needs of their pupils but also their emotional ones
(Thomas, 1990; Wilson, 1989). Harlen, Gipps, Broadfoot, & Nuttall, (1994) argue that
success and failure are not clear-cut in the classroom, since performance is substantially
influenced by context, so it seems to be preferable to use the single term ‘formative’ to
encompass and replace what the TGAT Report described separately under formative and
diagnostic. Also, Gipps (1994) describing formative assessment stresses its diagnostic nature.
‘It involves a wide range of activity but its purpose is to gather information for use in
decision-making in the classroom; a sound assessment is one that allows understanding of the
teaching/ learning process for the student and the teacher is assessor, user, and interpreter of
results i.e. s/he has an interactive role. The results are used by teachers to identify students’
needs, assign them to teaching groups and to evaluate their teaching and courses; by students
for feedback on their learning which in turn helps to determine their academic self-esteem and

attitude to school; by parents to monitor progress and shape their child’s academic potential’

(ibid p.13)

This description of the functions of formative assessment shows two more purposes of
assessment which will to be discussed in this chapter: assessment for motivation and
feedback, and assessment for accountability.

1.2.3. Assessment or motivation and eedback

One of the basic arguments in favour of assessment, as shown before, is related to its
motivational function. Indeed, research shows that assessment is related to a number of

motivational styles.

Assessment has traditionally been used by teachers as a tool for reward and punishment in

schools (Broadfoot 1979). Assessment has operated traditionally as extrinsic motivation in
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the way it was initially suggested by the behaviourists, although its effects have been
questioned by a series of studies. For instance Deci (1975) demonstrated that young children
were more likely to become engaged in an activity that they were interested in, rather than one
in which they knew would result in a reward for them afterwards. Indeed, research shows that
the motivational function of assessment is much more complicated than initially thought by

the behaviourists.

Expectations of what will be tested have been claimed to have a major impact in the learning
approaches adopted by College students. For example Entwistle & Ramsden (1983) Laurillard
(1984) and Ramsden (1985) demonstrated that most students were somewhat versatile in their
choice of learning approach. This choice depended on such factors as interest in the topic, the
nature of their academic motivation, the pressure of other demands on their time and energy,
the total amount of content in the course, the way in which a task was introduced, and their
perceptions of what will be demanded of them in subsequent evaluations or applications of
the material. Students’ perceptions of the requirements of assessment may lead them to adopt
a deep or a surface approach. However, not all students are capable of adapting to
assessment’s demands. Several studies (Marton & Séljo, 1976; Ramsden, 1984; Ramsden,
1985) have shown that students who generally use surface approaches have great difficulty
adapting to evaluation requirements that favour deep approaches. On the other hand, students
who on some occasions successfully use deep approaches can all too easily be persuaded to
adopt surface approaches if evaluation or other factors suggest that these will be successful.
It seems therefore that if assessment requirements are perceived as demanding a surface
approach, students who usually adopt deep approaches find it easy to change their approach,
while, students who usually use a surface approach find it difficult to adopt a deep approach
even when they perceive that assessment requires it. Thus, perceived assessment requirements
affect students’ learning approaches, and especially those students’ who can adopt both
approaches. For instance, an examination with essay questions, which is perceived as
requiring a deep approach, leads students who usually adopt a deep approach to adopt it, while
an examination with multiple choice questions, which is perceived as requiring surface
approach, leads students who usually adopt a deep a approach to adopt a surface approach. On

the other hand, students who usually adopt a surface approach, are expected to find it difficult
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to adopt a deep approach even for an examination perceived as requiring adoption of a deep

approach.

Achievement motivation has also been shown to be linked with assessment from an early age.
For instance, Greek primary school children as young as 11 years old who were high achievers
claimed that they worked hard in order to do well in examinations which were not going to
take place for at least 5 years (Zbainos, 1993). Similarly Broadfoot (1979b) reports that 12
year old pupils who, when asked why they thought they were studying a particular subject,
replied that it was to get their O’ levels. Crooks (1988) reports that modern theories of
achievement motivation place considerable stress on the importance of students’ self-
perceptions in determining responses to educational and evaluative tasks. Self-efficacy as
defined by Bandura (1982) refers to students’ perceptions of their capability to perform certain
tasks or domains of tasks. Research on the role of self-efficacy in achievement behaviour has
been reviewed by Schunk, (1984; 1985). Perceptions of self-efficacy in an area have been
shown to correlate highly with achievement in that area. Furthermore, Thomas, Iventosch, &
Rohwer (1987) demonstrated that self-efficacy was a better predictor of school achievement
than selected measure of academic ability. He also found that students with high self-efficacy
tended to make more use of deeper learning strategies than others. Perceptions of self-efficacy
appear to have a strong influence on effort and persistence with difficult tasks, or after
experiences of failure. Under such circumstances, students high in self-efficacy usually
redouble their efforts, whereas students low in self-efficacy tend to make minimal efforts or
avoid such tasks (Bandura, 1982; Schunk, 1985). Self-efficacy is influenced by assessment
outcomes. According to attribution theory (Weiner, 1979) success and failure in school tasks
could be attributed by the student to four possible causes: ability, effort, luck, or task
difficulty. The first two of these are internal to the student, the latter two are external. Weiner
(1979) calls them ‘loci of control’. Success in assessments which is attributed to ability and
effort, leads to pride and self esteem, failure which is attributed to lack of effort leads to guilt,
and failure attributed to stable factors, like lack of ability leads to hopelessness. It seems
therefore, that assessment outcomes affect self-efficacy through attributions, which in turn

affect later motivation, and finally later performance which is assessed and so on.
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The above brief presentation of some of the studies concerned with the relations between
assessment and motivation leads to the conclusion that assessment does affect students’
motivation. Assessment can operate not only as a medium for reward and punishment but also
by affecting students’ styles of learning, it can influence achievement motivation, and also it
has an impact on students’ self-efficacy which in turn affects students’ attributions of success

and failure.

Feedback is conceptually linked to assessment and motivation. Feedback has been defined by
Ramaprasad (1983) as ‘information about the gap between the actual level and the reference
level of a system parameter which is used to alter the gap in some way’ (Ramaprasad, 1983
p. 4). From this definition it can be concluded that feedback can only be provided within the
process of formative assessment; summative assessment cannot provide much useful feedback
since this is not its role. Kulhavy (1977) stresses that the key function of feedback is that of
correction : ‘(Feedback) confirms correct responses, telling the students how well the content
1s being understood, and it identifies and corrects errors - or allows the learner to correct them.
This correction function is probably the most important aspect of feedback’ (Kulhavy, 1977
p. 229). The role of feedback is especially stressed in the social-constructivist cognitive theory
initially proposed by Vygotsky (1978) where adults are seen as the ‘significant others” who
help scaffold learners’ knowledge in order the cognitive skills to be learnt. It is not surprising,
therefore, that feedback is a key element of both teaching models, e.g. (Bennett, Desforges,
Cockburn, & Wilkinson, 1984; Pollard, 1990) and assessment models e.g. (Sadler, 1989;
Sadler, 1987).

The literature regarding the relationship between feedback and assessment has been reviewed
by Crooks (1988). In brief, the literature suggests that feedback generally increases what
students learn from reading assignments which include questions or tests for them to answer
(Kulhavy, 1977). However, if the material is too difficult for the students to process, they try
to learn the main points from the feedback. That is, the more difficult the task, the more
daunting feedback becomes (Kulik & Kulik, 1987). Also feedback does not seem as effective
when provided too soon, thus allowing the student to avoid careful reading and answering the

questions. The major benefit from feedback is the identification of errors of knowledge and
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understanding, and assistance with correcting those errors. The most effective form of
feedback depends on the correctness of the answer, the student’s degree of confidence in the
answer, and the nature of the task. If the answer is correct, simple confirmation of its
correctness is sufficient. If the question is factual and the answer is incorrect, the most
efficient form of feedback is probably simply to give the correct answer. If the question
involves comprehension or higher cognitive skills, however, more detail is desirable. Students
who answer such questions incorrectly with high confidence may need to identify the source
of their misunderstanding, whereas students who answer the question incorrectly with low
confidence may need to be given conceptual help and advised to restudy the material (Block

& Anderson, 1975; Fredericksen, 1948).

The literature on feedback has also examined its relations with the self- image and self -
esteem of students or pupils. Findings differ regarding the age by which children have formed
an academic self-image being capable of ranking themselves according to their academic
ability. Crocker & Cheeseman (1988) reported that by the age of 6 children used criteria
which were predominantly academic. On the other hand Tizard, Blatchford, Burke, & Plewis
(1988) demonstrated that 7 year olds were not particularly accurate at estimating their
academic achievement. They argued that children up to the age of 8 tended to overestimate
their own academic ability. In fact, a follow-up when the same children were 11 showed that

they were more accurate in estimating their academic achievement (Blatchford, 1992).

Regardless of age, it has been shown that pupils’ academic self-image is created through
observing and feeling not only how the teacher interacts with them but also how the teacher
interacts with the rest of the class (Crocker & Cheeseman, 1988). Feedback therefore appears
to have a great influence in creating an academic self-concept. Dweck (1986) demonstrated
that self-concept has a significant effect on pupils’ motivation. The concepts of feedback,
self-image and motivation are interlinked. Dweck (1986) claimed that students according to
their self-concept may adopt adaptive or maladaptive motivational patterns. ‘Adaptive
motivational patterns are those that promote the establishment, maintenance and attainment
of personally challenging and personally valued achievement goals . Maladaptive patterns are

associated with a failure to establish reasonable, valued goals, to maintain effective striving



toward those goals, or ultimately to attain valued goals that are potentially within one’s reach’
(Dweck, 1986, p.104) In an earlier study Dweck, Davidson, Nelson, & Enna (1978) showed
that children stop trying when they do not see themselves as capable of success. They also
demonstrated that girls attributed failure to lack of ability rather than motivation; this was
because teachers’ feedback to boys and girls led to girls feeling less able, while allowing boys
to explain their failure through lack of effort or poor behaviour. It is evident therefore that
teachers’ formative assessments, even if used as feedback, have a very important impact on
pupils’ self-perceptions which affects their attributions and motivation and finally their

attainment.

In conclusion, according to the literature feedback plays a major role in classroom learning.
It appears to have an important effect in improving pupils’ academic performance as well as
being a major influence on their motivation. Assessment has a central role in the circle
feedback-motivation-learning, since feedback is provided after assessment of certain pupil
behaviours, and is used again for assessing learning outcomes. The circle therefore becomes:
pupil performance - assessment - feedback - motivation - learning - assessment, and it is

repeated if the assessment results are not satisfactory.

So far, central questions regarding the necessity of assessment have been raised, and the
discussion has been extended to some of the purposes of assessment since they were related
to those questions. Within the rather theoretical nature of the above discussion, assessment
was presented as a fixed concept and neither differences in assessment practices nor the
different assessment theories were mentioned. These practices and theories will be dealt with

now:

1.3. ASSESSMENT PARADIGMS

Assessment is an integral part of the educational process and it is logical that the

32



psychological theories that throughout time have influenced educational practices have
influenced assessment. The categorisation of assessment theories adopted here therefore is
in accordance with the educational-psychological theories on which they are based. The
major distinction however is between large scale assessment and classroom assessment
(Stiggins, 1992). As Cizek, Fitzerald & Rocher (1995) stress, the literature on educational
assessment has been targeted towards two aspects: (a) large-scale testing, its uses and its
influences on teaching and learning, and (b) investigations of alternative assessment formats.
Similarly, Berlak (1992) categorises theories of educational assessment under two paradigms,
the ‘psychometric’ and the ‘contextual’, the former referring to large scale assessment which
has dominated for many years, the latter referring to the principles of the ‘new science of
assessment’ that he is suggesting. Gipps (1994) in a more detailed categorisation draws
distinctions among the mass administered tests with regard to their underlying assumptions.
Thus, she suggests the ‘psychometric paradigm’ which includes norm-referenced tests; the
‘educational measurement paradigm’ which includes criterion-referenced tests; and the
‘educational assessment * paradigm, for which she presents the principles of a new theory of

educational assessment. The following presentation uses Gipps’ (1994) categorisation.

1.3.1. Ps chometric Paradi

Intelligence is one of the most studied concepts in educational psychology. The relationship
between intelligence testing and education is as old as intelligence testing itself. The first scale
was published in 1905 and aimed not to measure academic knowledge (what children already
knew) but educability (their potential). The Binet tests and their derivatives (the Stanford-
Binet in the USA and the Burt tests in the United Kingdom) were widely used throughout the
world for the next sixty years for diagnosing mental retardation in children. A ‘scientific’ tool
- an intelligence test-, was thought to be more appropriate and less biased for selection in
education than any alternative. It is frequently pointed out that when IQ tests were abolished
for the eleven plus, the number of working class children in grammar schools decreased (Rust
& Golombok, 1989). However, psychometrics is only axiomatically valid if sociobiology is

axiomatically true, and this is widely disputed . For instance Gipps (1994) argues that the idea

33



of inherited and fixed characteristics which underlies trait theories provides an assessment

model which is one of limitation:

‘This notion of limitation is seen now to be a major disadvantage of the psychometric
approach. Assessment to support learning, by contrast, aims to help the individual to
develop and further his/her learning; it is enabling rather than limiting’.

(Gipps, 1994 p. 5)

The type of assessment suggested by the psychometric paradigm is that of norm-referencing.

Satterly (1981) summarizes the characteristics of norm-referenced testing as follows:

Is carried out for the purposes of comparison and discrimination between
individuals.

. Aims at high variability among scores to maximize this discrimination

iii. Interprets scores in relation to those of a number (preferably large) of other
individuals (norm groups).

iv. Is indispensable on the relatively rare occasions in education where fixed
quota selection decisions have to be taken, when selecting from a larger pool
of children for the distribution of limited resources as in the competition for
places’.

(Satterly, 1981 p.48)

Gipps (1994) argues that norm-referenced tests are designed to produce familiar proportions
of high, medium and low scorers. Since students cannot control the performance of other
students they cannot control their own grades; this is now widely considered to be an unfair
approach for looking at pupils’ educational performance. Furthermore, although psychometric
assessments as mentioned above were initially introduced to promote equal opportunities, it
has been shown that they are not free of bias, especially of race and gender (Mackintosh &
Mascie-Taylor, 1985; Rutter, Yule, & Berger, 1974; Yule, Berger, Rutter, & Yule, 1975;
Gipps & Stobart, 1993; Hannon & McNally, 1986).

The issues of validity and reliability are crucial in testing in general, but particularly so in
psychometric testing. But it is almost impossible for a test to be absolutely valid and reliable
and free of bias. Even according to psychometric handbooks, it appears questionable that there

are any tests which are indeed valid. For example Kline (1993) concludes:

34



‘As we have seen it is no easy matter to show that a test is valid. Consequently it is
hardly surprising that relatively few tests have good evidence for their validity. Indeed
perhaps the opposite is true: the fact that any tests have been shown to be valid is
surprising’.

(Kline, 1993 p.27)

In summary, psychometric testing was claimed to be a ‘fair’ ‘scientific’ tool when it was first
introduced in educational assessment in the US and the UK. However, research from the
fifties onwards showed not only that it was not fair or scientific, but also that it did not serve
educational purposes since one of its basic claims was that it measured fixed and inherited

properties, an assumption which minimised the role of learning.

1.3.2. Educational Measurement Paradi

The distinction between psychometric testing and educational measurement can be understood
by reference to an example used by Popham (1978): If we are interested in whether someone
can ride a bicycle or not, then the performance of other people on their bicycles may well be
irrelevant. Further, if we have a group of individuals and we want to know whether they can
ride bicycles, then we should be delighted if they all turn out to be able to do so and not
concerned that we do not have a wide spread of abilities. He suggested that there was no
special need for the distribution of scores to be normal on a test. It is performance on the

criterion which matters, even if all individuals obtain the same score.

Criterion referenced assessment was suggested by (Glaser, 1963):

What | shall call criterion-referenced measures depend upon an absolute standard
of quality, while what | call norm-referenced measures depend upon a relative
standard.

(Glaser, 1963 p.519)

At the time when the term criterion referenced assessment was introduced the notion of fixed
personal characteristics, normally distributed among individuals, was starting to be replaced
by the Vygotskian ‘zone of proximal development’ (Vygotsky, 1978), which places

instruction at the heart of development: ‘a child’s potential for learning is revealed and indeed
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is often realised in interactions with more knowledgeable others’ (Wood, 1988). At the same
time Carroll (1963) introduced the term ‘mastery learning’, claiming that every person can
learn anything under certain conditions. Bloom (1974) mentions that what any person in the
world can learn, almost all persons can learn if provided with appropriate prior and current
conditions of learning. Mastery learning proposed structured-programmed teaching since its
basic concept was that new knowledge can only be built on prior knowledge. Assessment’s
role therefore is to examine whether a pupil has mastered the objectives set by the structured
teaching programme. In such an educational system psychometrics is pointless since interest

has shifted from norm-referenced to criterion-referenced assessment.

Black and Dockrell (1984) point out that, although the idea of criterion referenced assessment
was not new, it was not until 1963, when Glaser (1963) published his first paper, that the term
was adopted. In 1971, Popham (1971) characterised the period between 1963 and 1971 as a
gestation period for criterion-referenced testing. In fact the first book on criterion-referenced
assessment was published in 1971. In 1979, Hambleton, Powell, & Eignor, (1979) reported
that there were 600 available papers on the issue. By the early eighties, a number of
comprehensive books was available on criterion referencing e.g. (Berk, 1980 ; Popham, 1978;
Roid & Haladyna, 1982). Criterion-referenced testing was adopted widely in the USA, mostly
in the guise of minimum competency tests and mastery learning programmes. A modified
version was taken up in the UK with graded assessment; and then in the mid -1980s it was
decided that both GCSE and National Curriculum assessment would be criterion-referenced

(Gipps, 1994).

Although criterion-referenced assessment and mastery learning programmes seemed at the
time to be the solution to both the philosophical and the technical problems of psychometric
testing, a detailed examination showed that they could not be considered as a panacea for

assessment.
First of all questions have been raised regarding the distinction between criterion and norm-

referenced testing. In the literature there are examples of criterion-referencing being used for

normative purposes. For example, Madaus (1992) pointed out that in Massachusetts criterion-
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referenced tests are used for comparison among students, or in other words for normative
purposes. Gipps (1994) gives the example of the Notenskala, the criterion-referenced grading
scale of the German educational system, where the same grade in Germany has a different
meaning in different schools. That is, the interpretation of ‘good performance’ is defined
differently in different types of schools until the final national examinations. Therefore in
Germany we have a case of criterion-referenced assessment in which criteria are loosely

interpreted within norms which correspond to types of school.

Technical problems have also been identified in criterion-referenced assessment especially
with reference to validity and reliability. These issues have their roots in psychometric tests
which are considered ‘scientific’ only if they meet certain standards of validity and reliability
which can be calculated using complicated statistical formulae. Statistical analyses in
psychometrics presume the variance of the mean scores, because the philosophical
presupposition of psychometric testing is that a psychological attribute is normally distributed
in the population. As Satterly (1981) stresses, in criterion-referenced testing there is only a
small amount of variance, because it yields only two values, mastery and non-mastery. This
makes it difficult to calculate a predictive validity coefficient. It is even more difficult to
measure construct validity in criterion-referenced tests, since they are not made to measure
constructs like, for example, mathematical ability or intelligence. However the content validity
of criterion-referenced tests can be more easily achieved than with psychometric testing, since
the objective tested is more narrowly defined. Therefore Linn (1980) concluded that validity

in criterion-referenced assessment relates mainly to content validity.

The issue of reliability is also important in the assessment literature, and also has its roots in
psychological testing. Satterly, (1981) stresses: ‘Given the definition of reliability, it is
obvious that if a test failed to distinguish between children (say if all children in a group got
the same mark) it would be impossible to differentiate zero variance into true and error
components! Although such a test would be useless as a norm-referenced instrument it is not
entirely valueless in the assessment of criterion-referenced learning. The purpose of criterion-
referenced testing is usually to classify learners into ‘masters’ or ‘non masters’ of an objective

so that the teacher may decide whether a pupil is ready to move on to the next objective or
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whether it would be advisable to spend longer on related learning in order to overcome the
deficiency identified’ (Satterly, 1981 p. 217-8). Gipps (1994) discusses reliability in criterion-
referenced assessment by saying that classical test theory methods for estimating reliability
are not suitable for criterion-referenced assessment. Satterly (1981) recognises that
measurement theorists are unable to provide a satisfactory method for estimating the reliability
of criterion-referenced tests and suggests a test re-test method in each one of the domains of
criterion-referenced tests. In general, however, it is admitted that reliability in criterion-

referenced testing cannot easily be estimated.

Another major technical issue relating to criterion-referenced testing is that of aggregation,
defined by Gipps (1994) as the ‘collapsing’ of the detailed performance profile for each
individual into a single reporting figure or grade. Gipps & Stobart (1993), discussing the
effects of aggregation in GCSE examinations, argue that an aggregated crude grade decreases
the motivating effects of a criterion-referenced test, since it does not provide feedback to the
assessed individual. Also it does not provide any information to the employer; if a test
examines for instance five domains and one examinee has done well in only three, s/he will
get a high overall grade. However the crude grade by itself does not give information on

which of the five domains the examinee has done well.

An overall criticism of criterion-referenced testing comes from its failure to fulfill the
expectations of its supporters when it was first introduced into education. Even in relatively
early work, (Black & Dockrell, 1984) there were doubts about its use in every domain: ‘it is
not unusual to find assertions in the literature or in debate that the criterion-referenced
approach has limited application. Typically, these are based on the assertion (a) that it is not
possible to create tests in some areas because the domain cannot be ‘defined’, and (b) that
even if such tests were available they could not be interpreted in a mastery context because

the notion of ‘n correct’ does not apply.” (Black & Dockrell, 1984 p. 63).
In recent years, a further debate has focussed on the specification of the criteria of criterion-

referenced testing. Gipps (1994) for example argues that ‘in order to meet the requirements

for strict criterion-referenced assessment, criteria need to be specified in fine detail; however
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this leads to over-specification and a focus on narrow, tightly defined objectives’.(Gipps, 1994
p.93) She also mentions that even Popham, who was one of the most enthusiastic supporters
of criterion-referenced assessment in the USA in his later work stresses the importance of

stating only a few broad objectives (Popham, 1987).

Criterion-referenced assessment in general must be seen as the alternative to norm-referenced
assessment as suggested by psychometrics. More recent work in the area of assessment has
proposed a new theory of assessment which is linked with the educational process, and
supports learning. This trend can be is seen in the most recent books on assessment: for
example the titles of two books are characteristic: ‘Towards a theory of educational
assessment’ (Gipps, 1994) or ‘Toward a new science of educational testing and assessment’
(Berlak, et al., 1992). ‘Educational assessment’ is the third paradigm to be considered. It
should be noted however that the theories that constitute it cannot be characterised as
providing a single solid and coherent approach to assessment; they share, however, the idea
that existing theories of assessment do not adequately serve educational purposes and that

a new theory of classroom-based assessment is needed.

1.3.3. Educational Assessment Paradi

The work of Sadler demonstrates the transition from educational measurement to educational
assessment. Sadler (1987) although he adopts the motivational and philosophical
underpinnings of criterion-referenced assessment, raises two concerns about its general
applicability. He argues firstly that in criterion-referenced assessment, especially as seen in
examinations, much of the responsibility for grading and assessment is removed from the
teaching profession as a whole and vested within a central bureau or agency. Secondly,
criterion-referenced assessment which relies heavily on objective testing is inappropriate for
many students and parts of subjects where the quality of student work can be best assessed
only by direct qualitative human judgment. As an alternative to criterion-referenced

assessment he proposed standards-referenced assessment.
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His suggestions indicate that assessment first of all should take place at school and be
undertaken by the teacher. In fact, teachers constantly make qualitative judgments,
assessment remarks in other words, which are not taken into account in formal assessment.
In order however for teachers not to be biased by external and pupil factors, standards should
be stated clearly and teachers should be trained. In contrast to educational measurement as
expressed by criterion-referenced assessment, the shift to educational assessment which takes

place within the school and by the teachers is evident in Sadler’s theory.

Assessment in the classroom by the teacher of the class and not by an external body is the
central idea of the new proposed assessment paradigm as described by Berlak (1992) and
Gipps (1994). Berlak (1992) uses the term ‘contextual’ to describe the new paradigm of
assessment. In essence, the terms ‘educational assessment paradigm’, used by Gipps (1994)
and ‘contextual paradigm’ used by Berlak ( 1992) do not differ, since education is the context
within which assessment takes place and thus the name for it. Moreover, the basic
assumptions underlying the two conceptions are similar and complementary to each other

rather than contradictory.

Berlak (1992) presents the basic principles of the contextual paradigm as counter-
assumptions in contrast to the assumptions underlying the measurement tradition. He does not
attempt to make a detailed set of recommendations for a national system of school assessment
a task that he characterises as beyond the capacity of any individual. He contrasts the
suggested new ‘contextual paradigm’ only with reference to the ‘psychometric paradigm’,
which according to his view includes both norm-referenced and criterion-referenced testing,
considered as expressions of the same tradition of assessment, since they are mass
administered, centrally devised, and serve the same purpose, namely to exercise control from
the centre. The basic assumptions of the psychometric paradigm that the contextual paradigm

rejects are as follows:
1. There are or can be universally accepted meanings of educational constructs, or where

conflicts and contradictions exist these can be transformed into technical problems which may

be settled by experts.
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2. Tests, constructed according to established technical requirements, are morally neutral

scientific instruments which stand outside history and culture.

3. Human cognition and affect may be separated, at least for the purposes of measurement.

4. Schools and educational systems should be managed and controlled by the centre, the centre
here referring to the central office of a local school district, a district-wide governing board,
state educational bureaucracy, a national government or non-governmental testing agency, an

accrediting body, or some combination of the foregoing.

The counter- assumptions that underlie the suggested contextual paradigm can be summarised

as follows:

1. The assumption that there can be meaningful nationwide, statewide, district-wide or even
school-wide consensus on the goals of schooling and what students should learn and how they
should learn is unattainable. In a multicultural society which values difference, a consensus
is undesirable. He argues that it is possible to develop a system of educational assessment that
takes plurality of perspectives and differences in values and beliefs as givens, and treats these

differences as assets, rather than obstructions to be overcome.

2. The argument about whether a test measures what it claims to measure rests on the case
made for its construct validity, which is considered a technical matter. However, all
assessment procedures including tests, are privileged forms of schooling practice; they are not

and cannot be neutral scientific instruments.

3. The next counter assumption of the contextual paradigm is the inseparability of cognitive
affective and conative learning. This assumption is based on Raven’s (1992) work where he
argues that each aspect of learning cannot be assessed separately. He also introduces the
conative aspect of learning (determination and persistence) which is interlinked with the other
two. He suggests that all these aspects of learning should be assessed together, since the

development of human capacities is contingent upon the opportunity structure (the social
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context) as well as the learner’s will, interest, and knowledge.

4. The fourth counter assumption of the contextual paradigm argues that ‘assessment for
democratic management requires dispersed control’. That is the system of assessment should
be reformed in such a way that it disperses power, vesting it not only in administrative hands
but also in the hands of teachers, students, parents and citizens of the community a particular
school serves. From both experience and social scientific evidence it is clear that good schools
require a strong measure of autonomy for teachers and other school-level professionals, and

participation by the local school community.

The general principles of the contextual paradigm as presented by Berlak (1992) in opposition
to the traditional assumptions of assessment clearly show its disagreement with both norm
and criterion referenced assessment. Criticism of existing educational practices, especially
when based on political and sociological arguments, which may be in principle correct, should
be accompanied by practical and tested suggestions. With the exception of the third counter
assumption of the contextual paradigm which is based on the work of Raven (1992) who has
carried out research and makes very clear suggestions for how cognitive affective and conative
aspects of learning can be assessed together, there is no other empirical research support to

Berlak’s arguments.

Gipps (1994) offers a much more detailed description of an ‘educational assessment’
paradigm which provides a holistic alternative to the traditional assessment paradigms with
much more practical recommendations. In brief, the general framework of the educational

assessment paradigm as she describes it (Gipps, 1994) is as follows:

‘Educational assessment recognises that domains and constructs are multi-dimensional
and complex; that assessing achievement is not an exact science; and that the
interaction of pupil task and context is sufficiently complex to make generalisation to
other tasks and contexts dubious’.

In educational assessment clear standards are set for performance against which pupils

will be assessed.
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Educational assessment encourages pupils to think rather than tick alternatives or
regurgitate facts.

Assessment which elicits an individual’s best performance involves tasks that are
concrete and within the experience of the pupil.

Educational assessment involves grading or scoring by teachers or trained raters.

In educational assessment we move away from the notion of a score, a single static,
and look at other forms of describing achievement including ‘thick’ descriptions of
achievement and profiles of performance.

Teachers” own assessment of pupils are a key component within an educational
assessment.

Teachers cannot assess well subject matter they do not understand just as they cannot
teach it well.

Educational assessment is not high stakes: the publication of test data at the class and
school level distorts the educational process and encourages ‘cheating’ of various

kinds.

The definition of educational assessment by Gipps (1994) can be characterised as a much
more complete picture of recent trends in the area of assessment. She has taken into account
both the literature (for example the influence of Sadler’s (1987) work on standard reference
assessment is evident) and the English experience in assessment where both psychometric and
criterion-referenced assessment have been applied (e.g. 11+ exams, GCSE exams). In the
principles of the educational assessment paradigm quoted above, the role of teachers in
assessment is central. Gipps, as well as Sadler and Berlak give special emphasis to the role
of the teacher who after all is the one who interacts with the pupils during a school year.
Under some conditions the teacher is considered as the most responsible person to assess. For
instance, at least three of Gipps’ (1994) principles refer to the central role of the teacher in
assessment. Sadler (1987) stresses that competent teachers are the ones who can perform
standard referenced assessment. Berlak (1992) also stresses the need for the decentralisation

of assessment and transference of responsibility to teachers.

To conclude, in recent years, after experience of psychometrics and criterion referencing in
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various countries including Australia (Sadler, 1987), the USA (Berlak, 1992) and the UK
(Gipps, 1994) new trends in assessment have a common focus. Assessment should be made
in schools by the teacher(s) of the class and mainly focus on meeting learning needs and
improving the motivation of pupils. It has been shown that each assessment paradigm is
related to the educational purposes suggested by educational theories of its time. The
psychometric paradigm was applied when the predominant theory suggested that personal
characteristics were stable and inherited. The educational measurement paradigm was related
to constructivist psychological approaches and mastery learning programmes. The shift to the
educational assessment paradigm occurred when it was realised that assessment could not be
seen separately from learning and should aim to support it. Teacher assessment (or classroom
assessment in the USA), and formative assessment in recent years have repeatedly been the
focus of research and have been adopted in formal assessment systems. For instance in the
National Curriculum of England and Wales introduced in 1988 there is a teacher assessment
(TA) element. The evidence however demonstrates that teachers do not assess in the same

ways. That evidence will be presented in the following chapter.
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CHAPTER 2
TEACHERS' ASSESSMENT AND GRADING PRACTICES

Having discussed the theoretical issues connected with assessment let us see what empirical
research has shown regarding the implementation of assessment in schools by teachers. The
research presented shows that teachers although following the same curricula and following

instructions demonstrate large differences in their assessment practices.

2.1. ASSESSMENT IN ENGLAND AND WALES

In England and Wales the existing assessment system has its roots in the 1988 Education
reform act which introduced the National Curriculum. According to Desforges, Holden, &
Hudges, (1994) the provisions of the Act intended to raise the standards of educational
attainment in schools and to achieve greater value for money. That is to say standards would
be raised without an increase in public expenditure. This was to be achieved by means of the
promotion of market forces in the education of children. Customer choice would be enhanced
through the open enrolment system, and market information would take the form of test scores
and other data set out in the form of league tables. Within this framework, assessment in the
primary school would take place in Y2 and Y6 (at the end of key stages | and 2) the
assessment results would be sent to the Local Education Authority and would then be
forwarded to the Department for Education which would then publish the league tables in
order to inform parents and the public about the results of each school. Summative formal
assessment in each curriculum area comprised Teacher Assessments and Standard Assessment
Tasks. In the first attempt to implement Standard Assessment Tasks in the primary school,
a boycott of assessment by primary school teachers caused the system to be reconsidered
(West, Sammons, & Nuttal, 1994). Now, at the end of key stage 2, SATs have become more
comprehensive formal national tests, examined by external markers organised by the
secondary examination board after agreement with the teacher unions to reduce the workload
of teachers (Brown, McCallum, Taggard, & Gipps, 1997). At the end of Key stage one, the

tests are standard activities that require interaction between the student and the teacher in their
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administration. They are intended to simulate typical classroom activities so that children may
not even know they are being assessed (Thomas, Madaus, Raczek, & Smees, 1998). Teacher
Assessment is reported to parents alongside national test results, but teachers may postpone
marking their assessments until after receiving the results of the national test (Brown,
McCallum, Taggard, & Gipps, 1997). Teachers appear to spend a long time preparing pupils
for the SATs (Menter, 1991), and in general TA and SAT’s appear highly correlated at Key
Stage 1 (Thomas, Madaus, Raczek, & Smees, 1998). However, according to a study carried
out by Brown, McCallum, Taggard, & Gipps (1997) at Key stage 2 teachers appeared to
express concerns about SATs validity centred around the unfairness of the tests for specific
types of pupils, and the poor match with classroom practice. These are the reported reasons
for the significant discrepancies between TA and SATs at key stage 2. While a minority of
teachers remain opposed in principle to national tests, most teachers accept them as fulfilling
a moderation role, believing that the results should be combined with teacher assessments

rather than being separately reported.

2.1.1. Teacher assessment in En land and Wales

Teacher assessment however, appears to take different forms with different teachers and is
different in relation to the pupils’ year group. Two studies (Gipps, McCallum, & Brown,
1996; McCallum, McAlister, Brown, & Gipps, 1993) have attempted to devise models of the
ways in which primary teachers carry out assessment at key stage 1 (pupils of 7 years old) and
key stage 2 (pupils of 11 years old). At key stage one they devised three categories -they name
them models- of Teacher Assessment. The first category comprises ‘critical intuitives’ who
fall into two subgroups: the first ‘Children Needs Ideologists’ and the second ‘Tried and
Tested Methodologists’ (mentioned also as tried and tested practitioners in later papers). The
second model was named ‘Evidence Gatherers’ and the third ‘Systematic Planners’. This also
including two subgroups ‘Systematic Assessors’ and ‘Systematic Integrators’. The main

characteristics of each of these groups are that:

‘Intuitives’ in general reject systematic recorded Teacher Assessment, which is seen as
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interfering with real teaching. ‘Children’s needs ideologists’ show a great deal of confidence
and can articulate arguments about assessment which defend a child-centred view of
curriculum, teaching and learning. ‘Tried and tested methodologists feel secure in modes of
teaching and assessing practised before the introduction of the National Curriculum, but are

less confident in articulating what these are, their basis, or how they use them.

‘Evidence gatherers’ have a basic belief in the primacy of teaching rather than assessing. Their
main method of assessment relies on collecting evidence which they only later evaluate. They
have a belief that pupils generally learn what is taught and only what is taught; thus

assessment follows teaching in order to check that the process is going to plan.

For ‘Systematic planners’ planning time for assessment has become part of their practice, and
the planned assessment of groups and individuals informs future task design and class work.
There are two identifiable subgroups in this category. ‘Systematic Assessors’, who give
regular concentrated time to one group of children at a time and devise systems to lessen
demands upon them by the rest of the class. Other teachers , called ‘Systematic Integrators’,
do not separate themselves off from the rest of the class but circulate, gathering evidence in
different ways which is fed into recorded assessment and informed planning. However, for

all ‘Systematic Planners’ assessment is diagnostic.

The second study was carried out with teachers of Y6 (11 years old). The results indicated
four teacher assessment models with similarities and differences from those found at key stage

l:

‘Testers’ are characterised by teaching a body of work relating to one or more attainment
targets and then checking attainment by testing children using assessment tasks which have
been planned well in advance: assessment is essentially ‘bolt on’. Levelled tasks kept as
evidence feed into decision making, and recording of levels. Clearly, the teachers in this group
do not rely on global, intuitive judgments about children, but are using assessment criteria to

set tasks and refer back to the criteria to assign a level to the work.
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‘Frequent Checkers’ have something in common with ‘Testers’ in that at the beginning of the
year, they plan which assessment tasks will be carried out. However, their practice is
characterised by more frequent task monitoring and setting than ‘Testers’. Their assessment
is not diagnostic in that they do not elicit discussion about individual misunderstandings
resulting from assessment. Rather they focus on the next piece of work or handle it in a
different way or repeat it in the light of the general misunderstandings, although they often
target a group and bring them together to give revision or reinforcement. The priority is
teaching (rather than assessing), but teaching that can be changed and adapted as a result of

how children in general manage the activities from day to day or week to week.

‘Markers’ are characterised by the use of intuitive judgements using personal criteria and
marking schemes which later need to be converted into National Curriculum criteria before
assigning a level. These are intuitive assessors who think of assessing as marking and say that
much assessment goes on in their heads. This group of teachers is clearly not planning to give
assessment tasks on particular SoAs (Statements of Attainment). They focus on teaching not
assessing and they feel that their plans for classes and groups can also be used for assessment
purposes. The work may be loosely based on the National Curriculum, but is not always
tightly so. They do not take and annotate samples of ongoing work as evidence of attainment;
the marked work in exercise books is the evidence and when making decisions, they consult

marks they have given for work in books or marks they have given on tests.

‘Diagnostic Trackers’ are characterised by detailed planning for different National Curriculum
levels, day-to-day tracking of children as they cope with the work, and teacher assessment that
uses techniques of research: questioning, observation and recording incidents as they happen.
They tell children what criteria they are looking for in their day-to-day work, make an attempt
to sit with individual children and may set up times for reviewing each child’s work with the
child. They do not have set times at which they record progress throughout the term, because
they may be noting things or collecting data and samples from children at any time. If they
find they do not have enough from some children, they target them for attention and data

collection before the end of the year.
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The similarities and differences among the teacher assessment models of the two first key

stages are described by Gipps, McCallum, & Brown (1996) as follows:

A focus on the individual and assessment for diagnosis at Y2 shifts to a focus on

assessment for curriculum differentiation for the class/group at Y6

The strong ideological views about what is appropriate (in both assessment and
curriculum terms) for young children shift/soften to a rather more accepting view of
the appropriateness of formal testing by age 11 ( although the use of league table is

still not seen acceptable).

Along with the use of tests and assessment tasks there would appear to be more
summative than formative assessment at age 11 and this assessment appears to be less
integrated with teaching.

Informal or qualitative approaches to assessment, while more evident at age 7, are
nevertheless a key feature at age 11.

At both ages some teachers do not adopt the use of National Curriculum levels, but
rely on their personal criteria for assessment (which must then be converted to, or
equated with National Curriculum levels for reporting)

At both ages some teachers collect large quantities of evidence to support their
assessment; this may be a temporary phenomenon which is due to anxiety about a new
requirement for which there has been little preparation or training.

At both ages some teachers are very systematic in their planning and assessment

practice.
(Gipps et. al., ibid, p.180)
Gipps, McCallum, & Brown (1996) attributed the differences they found among teachers to
an objection to the use of the law (National Curriculum) to impose on teachers the obligation

to operationalize a different set of understandings concerning the role of assessment in

primary schooling. They also stressed that this conflict of understanding was stronger at infant
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than junior level, reporting that the disagreement was not so much about the role of
assessment in helping children to learn, but about the type of assessment. The reasons for the
differences between the teachers’ assessment models at the two stages in their opinion needs

further research with regard to the age and the stage of the learner.

It seems therefore that teachers, although they know that their assessments will be reported
alongside national test results employ a range of different strategies to carry them out. Maybe,
the different models of teacher assessment can explain the discrepancies between TA and
SATs reported at key stage 2. Teacher assessment however, is only one part of the summative
assessment of pupils and relatively less important as it is always over-ridden by the SATs.
Teachers also do not report an overall grade for each subject at the end of term but a subject
level description according to clearly pre-specified Statements of Attainment Targets. As the
following studies will show, the differences among teachers in both assessment modes and
criteria by which they assess is even greater within curricula where an overall final grade is

reported by the teacher without external moderation.

2.2. TEACHER’S GRADING PRACTICES

Research has also focussed on teachers’ grading practices, in other words how do they
allocate grades at the end of a pre-specified period of time such as a semester, term, or school
year. It is a common practice in many educational systems for teachers to give report cards
with grades, marks or letters at the end of certain periods of time, (terminal or summative
assessment). In some educational systems this can be characterised as the most important
form of assessment, since grading constitutes the most formal form of assessment with
possible motivating consequences for the pupils as well as informative purposes for others
(parents, community, school society). Blount (1997) comments that because grades seem
essential, they have taken on an artificial status in some educational systems. The importance
of grades has transcended the importance of learning. It appears that learning has become a
by product of grade acquisition. The real goal in the instructional process, it seems, is for

students to acquire good grades. Grades have become so important that they have acquired the
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status of a medium of exchange. Students can exchange grades for the good will of parents,
teachers and often peers. They can also exchange grades for recognition, awards, scholarships,
and admissions to prestigious colleges and universities. Grades like any other medium of
exchange, retain their purchasing power despite how students acquire them. For example the
purchase power of a dollar is the same if found, inherited, earned through enjoyable work or
labourious drudgery, or stolen. Maybe this is the reason that teachers appear to encounter
difficulties when writing reports and express doubts about the usefulness of their format

(Afflerbach & Sammons, 1991).

The general question that these studies have attempted to investigate is ‘how do teachers
allocate grades to their pupils. There is also a number of sub-questions related to the methods
used, the pupil characteristics affecting grades, the reliability of teacher summative assessment

etc. The general conclusion of these studies can be summarised as following:

“Regardless of the kinds of marks, however, grades continue to be relied on,
ostensibly to communicate important information about performance and progress.
The largely unaddressed problem is that teachers’ practises for assigning grades vary
widely and unpredictably. The meaning of a students’ grade to any interested party
-the parents, other teachers, college admission departments, employers, and even
the student- is unclear. Sadly as the range and quality of information about
educational performance available to students, teachers, parents, administrators and
the American public have improved dramatically, teachers grading practices remain
unchanged”

(Cizek & Fitzerald, 1995)

2.2.1. What do rades re resent?

2.2.1.1. Bias in grading

The issue of variety and unpredictability of teachers’ grading has been addressed since the
latter part of last century eg. (Edgeworth, 1890; Starch and Elliott 1912; Hartog and Rhodes
1936), Teachers’ grading has been criticised for unreliability (both inter-rater discrepancies
and the inconsistencies of one rater over time), order effects (the carry over of positive to
negative impressions from one appraisal to the next, or from one item to the next on a test

paper), the halo effect (letting one’s personal impression of a pupil interfere with the appraisal
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of that pupil’s achievement), a general tendency towards leniency or severity on the part of
certain assessors, and the influence of extraneous factors (such as neatness and handwriting).
Recently, Black (1998) reports that there are conflicting results regarding whether teachers
confuse or conflate industry and effort with achievement. There is evidence of teachers
behaving differently towards boys and girls, towards pupils from different social classes, and
towards good looking and plain looking pupils. In each of these cases, some teachers would
rate a particular piece of work more highly if it came one type of pupil rather than the other.
Teachers also tend to be influenced by opinions about a pupils’ ability rather than strictly on

achievement.

2.2.1.2 Pupil characteristics and grading

The interference of a number of pupil characteristics in grading has been repeatedly shown
in the literature. Wood & Napthali (1975) using the repertory grid technique investigated the
criteria by which 16 secondary mathematics and geography teachers of an outer suburb of
London graded their pupils. Their results showed that when assessing achievement teachers
were likely to differentiate between pupils on the basis of all or some of six derived

constructs. These are presented in no particular order of importance:

a. The involvement of the pupil in the learning situation
b. The pupils’ ability in the particular subject.

c. The overall ability of the pupil

d. The behaviour of the pupil

e. The quality and the tidiness of the work presented

f'. The interest displayed by the pupil in the subject

These finding led them to conclude: ‘Although consideration of intellectual or cognitive
qualities is large, teachers are influenced by other factors; in particular the extent of pupil
commitment and interest in the subject appears to be significant. This raises the question as

to whether the influence of motivational factors alongside cognitive factors means that there
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is more likelihood that un-conforming, difficult pupils may deserve higher ratings than they

get’ (ibid p. 159).

Most of the literature in this area, however, comes from the USA probably because teacher
grading has been used extensively there, and many of the decisions about pupils’ later

academic and professional development are based on it.

Pilcher (1994) claims that the grading equation for teachers is potentially a function of three

variables:

Student Grade = f[cognitive ability, effort, attitude]

Cognitive ability is assessed by graded pupil work. However, when teachers grade pupils, they
consider the extent to which the content was mastered in relation to ability level. Effort is
characterised by the number of assignments completed; number of assignments submitted on
time; the extra time spent mastering particular tasks; and to some degree the extent to which
a pupil strives to be an overachiever. Grading based on effort tends to motivate pupils. This
finding supports Natrielo & Dornsbucsch (1984) who investigated grading factors that made
pupils work harder. They showed that pupils worked harder when the results of the work and
effort became a significant part of the course grade. The rewards and punishments pupils
receive as a consequence of grades seem to be the source of motivation for most pupils.
Attitude is represented by pupils’ feeling about the subject matter, pupils’ attitude toward their

teachers, and the enthusiasm pupils project in class.

Pilcher (1994) demonstrated that grades represent a perceived overall picture of a pupil
affected by two more factors than academic attainment, -here mentioned as cognitive ability.
The other two factors, effort and attitude, potentially include every motivational and affective
characteristic, however they are not clearly specified. Also, the presentation of grades as the
solution of an equation implies that the factors presented affect grading in a summative way.

However, how and to what extent each factor contributes to grades is not demonstrated.
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The issue of whether grades solely represent attainment or other pupil characteristics was also
investigated by Blount (1997). He carried out an interview study of 58 teachers of all levels,
and found out that teachers did not acknowledge directly that a grade was dependent on their
Jjudgment, even though pupil effort, behaviour, and attitude were clearly part of the grading
process. Although they did not see grades as a value judgment this is not because they did not
practice it. These teachers were clear that they considered pupil effort in the grading process,
even though according to Blount (1997) the authorities consider including effort in the grade
as contamination. In practice however these teachers reward pupils who try, seeking ways to
raise their grades. In the same study teachers seemed in favour of grades mainly for
motivational reasons. The majority of teachers (65%) said that they would assign grades even
if it was solely up to them. They all regarded grades as giving feedback on pupils’ work.
Another important finding was that teachers do not like failing pupils. They claimed that they
would do anything they could not to fail any pupils. This study concludes with a short
quotation: “Like many teachers when I entered teaching I thought that grading was an aspect
of teaching I was sure I could handle. I soon discovered grading students fairly and accurately
demanded that I balance justice and mercy in a way that made me understand for the first time

how tough a job God has”.

Blount (1997) as well Pilcher (1994) showed that teachers are influenced in their grading by
factors other than attainment, although according to Blount (1997) teachers do not seem to
be aware of this. The studies highlight some factors, but they did not proceed into a deeper
description of the relative weight of each of these factors on grading. Moreover, they do not

describe how teachers assess academic attainment.

Assessment of the academic attainment of pupils was investigated by Stiggins & Bridgeford
(1985). They demonstrated that teachers base their grading on teacher made objective tests,
published tests, and performance assessment both structured and unstructured. By the term
structured performance assessment they mean planned and systematically designed
assessments to include pre-specified purposes, exercises, observations, and scoring
procedures. Unstructured performance assessment arises spontaneously from the naturally

occurring classroom environment and leads the teacher to a judgment about an individual
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pupil’s level of development. Teachers appeared to rely strongly on both types of performance
assessment for grading. Teacher made tests also appeared to play an important role. Published
tests appeared to play the smallest role. Teachers appeared to express much more concern
regarding the use of tests, in comparison with performance assessment about which they
expressed much less concern. The research demonstrated that teachers constantly use
performance assessment for grading but also that they appear relatively comfortable in using
performance assessment spontaneously. In this study they seemed to rely more on the less
valid and reliable methods of assessment, like unstructured performance assessment than on

the more objective methods like tests.

2.2.1.3. Differences among teachers in grading

The studies presented above, although revealing that teachers grading is affected by factors
other than academic attainment and that assessment of academic attainment is largely based
on performance assessment, did not demonstrate any differences in teachers’ grading
practices. In other words, the question of whether different teachers may be affected by
different factors in grade assignment, or to a different extent by the same factors was not

investigated. Other studies have examined these issues in more detail.

Stiggins, Frisbie, & Griswold (1989) conducted a case study of 15 high school teachers’
grading practices. They found that when assigning grades teachers considered test scores as
well as ability level and the amount of effort applied by pupils in class. Their first finding
showed that achievement, learning ability, attitude, motivation effort and interest, were the
pupils characteristics that were incorporated in grades. No discrepancies in grading practices
were found among teachers as far as the pupil characteristics were concerned. Four methods
of obtaining grading data were examined: written assignments (with discrepancies between
teachers on the weight they placed on them), written tests (no discrepancies) and questioning
(no discrepancies: no teachers depended on them for collection of grading data) and
performance in certain activities like laboratories etc (discrepancies). Teachers also seemed

to differ on the amount of grading data gathered, and on the quality of it. It is interesting that
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dependability of data including validity and reliability was virtually never systematically
addressed by the teachers in the sample. Teachers also appeared not to follow the district

grading policies and they appeared not to use the same methods of setting grade cut-oft scores.

The interpretation and discussion of these findings lead the researchers to the conclusion that
most of the discrepancies that appeared were related to the lack of training of teachers on
assessment and grading practices. It appeared that teachers never used their professional
preparation (pre-service or in-service) as the source of the grading procedures they used.
Rather, strategies evolved from their experience as pupils and /or from recommendations of
colleagues. They concluded that teachers would benefit from additional training. Also, the
questions that their study raised as an agenda for research on grading practices demonstrated
how little we know about them. They acknowledged that the small sample of teachers (15)
restricted the generalisability of their results and they presented their findings mainly as an

agenda for further research.

Cizek & Fitzerald (1995) attempted to find out if there were differences in grading practices
in the grading practices of teachers in the USA. They demonstrated that teachers seem to
differ first of all in the frequency and source of assessments. Some teachers gave major and
minor tests more frequently than others. Teachers also appeared to differ in the extent to
which they used self developed and publishers’ tests. The factors that they considered when
assigning grades to assignments, tests, etc, also differed. For instance although the majority
(83.8%) agreed that the final grade represented the percentage of correct responses, other
factors like difficulty of the test, how the class performed, individual pupil ability, and effort
seemed to play arole in the grading of assignments, tests, etc. Teachers also seemed to differ
in the sources of information they used to assign final grades for a marking period. They
seemed to take into account both formal and informal achievement measures without
agreement over all. Therefore, although a high percentage (89%) appeared to take into
account tests, assignments etc, informal achievement-related measures appeared to be taken
into account by large percentages of teachers. For instance 61% stated that they took into
account impressions of effort, conduct, teamwork etc. The discrepancies were even greater

when teachers described what grades represent. Grades were thought to represent individual
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pupils achievement of fixed classroom goals for 34.9% of the sample, individual pupil
achievement on fixed classroom goals but considering overall classroom performance for
18.6% of the sample, a combination of group and individual achievement on fixed classroom
goals for 28.7% of the sample, and individual pupil achievement on individualized goals for
17.8% of the sample. Differences were found on the comparison between the grading
practices used and the practices that they thought most other teachers used. A difference was

also found on their knowledge or not of the districts’ grading policy.

The lack of training in assessment practices again was implied by the authors as the main
reason for their findings. They indicated the need for a comparative replication of this study,
in which the sample would consist of teachers who have had graduate preparation in
assessment, which might provide interesting insights into the eftectiveness (or ineffectiveness)

of such training on teachers assessment practices.

In a more recent paper Cizek (1996) elaborated on what the grading practices found in the
previously presented study tell us. It seems that while educators consider a variety of factors
in assigning a final grade, they combine the information in idiosyncratic ways: Not only do
different teachers use different factors, they also combine the elements in different proportions
within classrooms. The factors considered in arriving at a final grade are weighted in ways
that are most advantageous for each pupil. Teachers seem to follow the advice our parents
gave us. If you can’t say something nice about someone, don’t say it at all. In most cases they
are able to find something good to say. Although our parents may be happy that we are
following their advice, the parents of the pupils may not be so happy. They assume grades
indicate achievement or content mastery. Pupils themselves are unlikely to be sophisticated
enough to understand that their grades are complex composites. Instead they assume -as nearly
everyone else does- that their A’s and B’s mean that they have successfully mastered rigorous

academic work.
Wood (1990) investigated the grading practices of school teachers and attempted to

investigate differences between primary and secondary teachers as well as differences between

‘performance teachers’ (music, art, physical education). The findings showed that, although
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differences among teachers existed, in general teachers tended to give higher grades more
than lower (55% of their pupils received As and Bs while 13-15% received the D-F range on
an A to F scale). ‘Performance teachers’ tended to assign more As and Bs (70%) than
teachers of more traditionally academic classes (54%). The pupils’ demonstrated achievement
on the course’s academic objectives (course work, project grades, daily work, etc) was the
major factor reported to contribute to the grades of the great majority of teachers surveyed .
‘Completion of assigned homework and classwork’ was the second most heavily weighted
factor, ‘improvement or working up to potential’ and ‘class participation/behaviour’ were
weighted to a considerably lesser degree by the typical teacher. Attitudes towards class and
school, attendance, and completion of extra credit assignments were reported to carry little
weight. Primary teachers reported weighting classwork and homework only about as half as
heavily as secondary teachers, while performance class teachers tended to weight achievement
of academic objectives only half as much as other teachers. Participation and behaviour in
class, pupil attitudes and improvement were more heavily weighted by performance teachers
than most other teachers. The most commonly used approaches for judging whether the
teaching objectives were met were in order: oral questions (41%), in class seatwork (38%),
filling in or completion of questions (28%), observation of pupil effort and motivation (22%),
and problem questions (21%). Homework assignments, matching questions and short essay
questions were chosen by 15 to 17%. When teachers were asked which procedures were most
important when they had to make out report cards, the following were reported most
frequently: seatwork (40%), filling in /completion questions (31%), homework (26%) and
matching questions (18%). Observation of effort was only reported by 15%. They showed that
teachers were comfortable with their grading procedures and believed grades should reflect
how much pupils have learned, and homework and effort. They were pro-test but did not
necessarily believe that grades were more valid when based mostly on test scores. Few
believed that standardized tests would improve education. Using different grading systems for

different pupils was viewed differently by different teachers.

An attempt to investigate (among others) the relative weight that teachers give to grading

criteria within their own classroom was attempted by Nava & Loyd (1992). They presented
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827 elementary and high school teachers from 18 schools with a list of 35 grading criteria and
asked them to rate them according to the degree that each one should be included in grading
along a 4-point scale consisting of the statements: ‘definitely include’, ‘probably include’,
‘probably not include’ and ‘definitely not include’. They showed that more than 50% of the
teachers indicated that they gave some weight to such criteria as unit test exercises done in
class, announced quizzes, homework/assignments, and effort. Similarly approximately 40%
of teachers indicated that they did not give any weight at all to such criteria as inattention in
class, book reports, consideration for other pupils and regular attendance. Similarly, when
they were asked which criteria should be included in grading, the most important criteria
appeared to be unit tests, announced quizzes, essays or term papers, effort and semester tests.
The authors stressed the fact that four of five criteria are achievement related and only one,
effort is not. Teachers also reported the criteria that they would ‘probably include’. These
were classroom related criteria such as projects outside the class, homework/assignments,
book reports, participation in class, and exercises done in class. Criteria they would ‘probably
not include’ were spelling on papers or tests other that those on spelling, grammar on papers
other than English, handwriting neatness on papers or tests other than those on writing,
consideration for other pupils and aggressive/ inappropriate behaviour. Finally, teachers
reported that they would ‘definitely not include pupils’ socioeconomic status, gender, or
parents’ involvement in either class activities or school activities. A factor analysis of
teachers’ responses to the questionnaire revealed 4 underlying dimensions of grading criteria.
First (factor 1) is ‘classroom behaviour and characteristics which are perceived by teachers
to enhance or deter the learning process’ (improvement during the grading period,
improvement from one grading period to another, effort of pupil, participation in class and in
group discussions, and deterring characteristics such as inattention in class). The second
underlying dimension of grading criteria (factor 2) was named ‘assessment of achievement
and academic content’ (unit tests, semester tests, announced quizzes, homework/assignments,
etc) Factor 3 was ‘pupil behaviours and non content academic skills (spelling on papers/tests
other than those in spelling, grammar on papers or tests other than those in English,
handwriting on papers/tests other than those in writing etc). Factor 4 was ‘factors and pupil
traits that teachers consider as external to the classroom (parents’ involvement in school

activities, parents’ involvement in classroom activities, pupils’ gender and pupils’
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socioeconomic status.

2.2.2. Pu ils’ a ective characteristics a reciated b teachers

A more detailed description of the non-achievement criteria which may potentially affect
grading can be found in research in the area of assessment of the affective characteristics of
pupils. This research assumes that if one of the purposes of schooling is the ‘character
building’ of pupils, then, the affective characteristics of pupils should be assessed. In fact
some schools in their reports, provide information to parents about the affective characteristics
of pupils. The fact that the evidence suggests that affective characteristics influence grading

of'achievement makes these studies more interesting.

Black and Dockrell carried out 2 studies (Black & Dockrell, 1980; Dockrell & Black, 1980)
investigating the non cognitive, affective traits that teachers assess. The department of the
school where the first study took place had a system where the following five required traits

were supposed to be assessed by teachers.

Table 2.1

Pupils’ non cognitive characteristics assessed by teachers

(Black & Dockrell, 1980; Dockrell & Black, 1980)

INTEREST/ ATTENTION GENERAL CLASS BEHAVIOUR
Is interested in the subject Disrupts the work of the class
Pays attention in the Class Has a positive influence on other pupils
Complies with teachers instructions Is willing to share his tools
Is enthusiastic Is individualistic
Contributes to work of the class Is an extrovert
Is conscientious Shows tolerance
A reliable pupil
PERSEVERANCE CONFIDENCE
Has perseverance Shows confidence
Applies Effort Is able to communicate easily with teachers and
pupils
Displays leadership
Shy
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Pupils’ non cognitive characteristics assessed by teachers
(Black & Dockrell, 1980; Dockrell & Black, 1980)
METHODI/TIDINESS

Is tidy
Has the ability to recognise time saving steps

Teachers in the department were asked to rate their pupils on these descriptive statements. A
factor analysis of the ratings did not yield 5 factors one for each of the traits that they were
Instead two factors emerged. The first was named confidence/leadership and the second
dependability including much of what teachers called general class behaviour. The analysis
showed that teachers, although they think that they assess pupils on a number of personality

traits (shown above), they actually assessed them on only two.

In their second study (Black & Dockrell, 1980) asked teachers to rate their pupils on a large
number of characteristics (27) and add any which might missing. In the school teachers did
not teach more than one or two subjects, so department comparisons in the traits that they
assessed could be made. Teacher ratings of their pupils on a number of characteristics were
factor analysed. The analyses were made department by department. There were two factors
running across all departments which were labelled conscientiousness/perseverance and
confidence. In addition there were, in some departments, additional factors. The history
teachers seemed to be assessing ‘originality’, chemistry and physical education teachers
seemed to be assessing ‘willingness to share’, in physics the additional factor was ‘relations

with peers’ and in business studies ‘attentiveness’.

Other studies reported by Dockrell ( 1988) have found similar factors. Greaney (1974) found
four factors, but the two major ones ‘satisfactory classroom behaviour’ and ‘group leadership’
accounted for 28 per cent of the variance. Airasian, Kellaghan and Madaus (1977) reported
that in each of four related studies two factors, a classroom behaviour factor and a social

behaviour factor accounted for 75 per cent of the variance.
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2.2.3. Trainin in Assessment. Does it make an d erence?

Teacher training in assessment has been repeatedly suggested as the foundation on which a
better assessment system could be based (Cizek & Fitzerald, 1995; Gipps, 1994; Sadler,
1987; Stiggins, Frisbie, & Griswold, 1989). Relatively early studies have demonstrated that
in the USA the majority of teachers had at least some assessment training during their teacher
training (Goslin, 1967; Newman, 1982). More recent and detailed studies however report the
inadequacy of teacher training in assessment practices and measurement. For instance Schafer
& Lissitz (1987) investigated 707 institutions which trained the great majority of teachers
graduating each year, and found that while variation exists on a programme by programme
basis, a significant proportion of school personnel do not receive much training in assessment
methods. With the exception of school counselling and special education programmes, 49%
or more of each of the programmes surveyed did not require for certification a formal course
in measurement. Comparing their findings with earlier work they prophetically concluded:
‘We hope that in fifteen years there is not yet another survey revealing little progress since the
previous study as ours has done’ (Schafer & Lissitz, 1987 p.62) Not fifteen but 5 years later
Stiggins & Conklin (1992) studied the assessment training requirements of 27 undergraduate
and graduate teacher training programmes that produced 75% of all teachers trained in the
Pacific Northwest (in USA). They found that only six required measurement courses.
Teachers on the other hand felt frustrated by the lack of training and support, and
uncomfortable with their assessment practices. In short they would welcome relevant and

useful training or assistance (Stiggins & Bridgeford, 1985).

The lack of assessment literacy is not only a characteristic of teachers and educators but also
a general phenomenon of society. For instance, what do parents understand when they receive
their children’s grades? Stiggins (1991) comments that cynics might argue that the public is
kept illiterate on assessment issues in order to minimize the scrutiny of quality of the
educational outcomes. However, even if this is not the case, the fact remains that the public
remains uninformed about assessment issues and he believes that the assessment community
should take some action to see that the long-standing embarrassment of assessment illiteracy

is corrected. Hills (1991) attributes teachers’ lack of training in assessment not to
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unavailability of courses, but to an apathy concerning assessment and testing. He claims that
almost every school of education offers courses in student evaluation procedures but the
problem is that no one takes them. Indeed the research presented here only demonstrates that
teacher training does not require assessment courses, not that such courses are not available
on an optional basis. Hills (1991) analyses apathy concerning grading and testing with
reference to a general apathy which exists within the American educational system. Most
pupils realise few benefits from working hard while at school and the labour market fails to
reward effort and achievement in high school and the (high school) peer group actively
discourages academic effort. He concluded that there is a clear analogy between student’s
apathy toward learning and teachers’ apathy toward the competent use of the technical skills
involved in adequate testing, evaluation and grading. The reason that teachers do not learn
these skills and use them consistently is that their colleagues and supervisors, as well as the
parents of their students, are apathetic about evaluation. ( This raises the question: [s apathy
as described by Hills (1991) a phenomenon which exists only in American education, or does

it apply to all western societies?)

What is the effect of assessment training courses on teachers? Do they make a difference to
their grading practices? Brookhart (1993) presented teachers in a master’s degree programme
with simulated scenarios to determine what grading behaviours they would exhibit. Teachers
with and without measurement training completed the instrument, which consisted of multiple
choices on potential actions teachers take in different grading situations. The instrument also
included an open ended question that asked teachers to explain the reasons for their choice.
Brookhart’s findings suggest that teachers place more emphasis on assigning grades to reward
students for an amount of work performed than on considering grades as indicators of
achievement constructs. She stated that teachers consistently used the words perform, work,
and learn. In other words, a grade is considered the pay or reward a student receives for his
or her performance. Brookhart implied that the construction of this particular image of grades
by teachers determines the grading practices they implement in their classrooms. It is also
interesting to examine the differences between trained and non trained teachers. First of all
teachers with and without measurement instruction did not differ in the level of thinking about

grade interpretation and use. They appeared to differ however in what they thought about the
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meaning of grades. Describing the construct grade, teachers with measurement instruction
were much less likely than those without to talk about a self-referenced meaning. All of the
ability comments and two thirds of the improvement comments came from teachers without
measurement instruction. This implies that teachers without measurement instruction are more
likely to grade taking into account the motivating effects of grades. Teachers with
measurement instruction were much more likely to look for confirming evidence to use a
particular grade than the ones without. The conclusion drawn from these findings is that
measurement instruction makes a difference in how teachers think about the meaning of grade
but not the amount or kind of thinking they do about the value implications or consistency of

grades.

Ten years before Brookhart’s study, Newman & Stallings (1982) surveyed the measurement
backgrounds and skills of 294 teachers in different states in the USA. They showed first of
all that 75% of their sample had taken at least one training course on measurement. Although
those who had taken such a course did better than those who did not on a measuring
instrument neither group did very well. It seemed therefore that training made some difference

but that overall the impact was low.

The findings of the studies showing small differences in grading practices between teachers
who have undertaken assessment training courses and those who have not can be interpreted
with reference to the quality of those courses. Stiggins (1988) claims that three weeks of
dealing with assessment as part of courses in general educational psychology or in specific
methods courses are inadequate. Teachers need to learn about and become sensitive to the
wide variety of purposes of classroom assessment. These purposes include individual and
group needs; selection, placement, and grouping for instructional purposes; controlling and
motivating students; communicating achievement and other expectations; evaluating
instructional procedures; and providing test-taking experience. Teachers need to be trained
in and required to demonstrate the ability to use all assessment methods that are relevant at
the grade level and in the subjects that they plan to teach. These methods include the use of
teacher-developed paper and pencil tests, paper and pencil tests provided by text book

publishers, performance assessments, oral questioning, standardised tests, group assessment
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methods, the opinion of others, homework and seatwork, peer and self-assessments, student
records, and assessment of relevant thinking and problem solving skills. In addition teachers
must be conversant with various tools for assessing affective outcomes. Teachers also need
to know how and why to choose among these measurement tools. The criteria for choosing
include the match between instructional objectives (content and cognitive levels) and the
focus of the assessment, the time required for and the ease of developing an assessment, the
time required for and the ease of scoring an assessment, administration time, degree of
objectivity, issues of test security and the applicability of computer technology to an
assessment. Also, in addition to letter grades and more formal written feedback, teachers need
to know how to use key features of oral and nonverbal feedback. They need to be sensitive to
students’ and parents’ individual needs for feedback, to know the beneficial effects of
appropriate feedback and the damage that can be caused by inappropriate feedback. Finally,
teachers need to know the relationship between their classroom practices and the assessment

policies of their school districts.

2.3. CONCLUSIONS DRAWN FROM THE LITERATURE

The first conclusion than can be drawn from the studies presented above is that little or no
differences in assessment and grading are found in the grading practices of teachers over time.
The same criticisms which were made of teachers in the beginning of the century are still
applicable at the end of the century (Robinson, 1997). Although education has been studied
in greater depth and education systems have changed a lot, grading practices seem little
changed. Grades which are supposed to represent only the educational attainment of pupils
appear to be affected by many more factors. An attempt to categorise the most common

factors that in the research appear to affect grading is outlined below:

-Educational attainment or achievement
Educational attainment represents the extent to which the material has been adopted by the
pupils. It is usually assessed by teacher made objective tests, published tests, and performance

assessment both structured and unstructured (Stiggins & Bridgeford, 1985). It is also assessed
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by written assignments (classwork and homework) and questioning. However, there does not
appear to be a consensus among teachers regarding the methods they use to assess educational
attainment, nor on the weight they place on each one of these methods (Stiggins, Frisbie, &

Griswold, 1989).

-Motivation

Pupil motivation and effort has been repeatedly shown to affect grading. (Cizek & Fitzerald,
1995; Dockrell & Black, 1980; Blount, 1997; Pilcher, 1994, Stiggins, Frisbie, & Griswold,
1989). Although effort cannot be characterised as a motive, it is the product of motivation.
Behind the effort that a pupil makes there is always some kind of motivation regardless of
whether this is intrinsic, extrinsic, fear of punishment etc. Interest is another motive often
mentioned in the literature to affect grading (Dockrell & Black, 1980; Stiggins, Frisbie, &
Griswold, 1989; Wood & Napthali, 1975). This is the expression of intrinsic motivation
(Deci, 1975). If pupils are intrinsically motivated by expressing interest in a particular subject
or school learning in general they are more likely to be given higher grades. It is interesting
that in the literature the only kind of motivation influencing grading is interest. Extrinsic and

other motivations are not mentioned.

-Individual differences.

Ability of the pupil has been repeatedly repeated as one of the characteristics that teachers take
into account when grading (Cizek & Fitzerald, 1995; Stiggins, Frisbie, & Griswold, 1989;
Wood & Napthali, 1975). What is meant by the terms ‘ability’, ‘cognitive ability’, ‘overall
ability’ just to mention a few of the terms used in the literature is not well defined.
Achievement or attainment are not implied as these are usually mentioned as separate factors.
[t seems therefore that teachers have not completely dismissed the psychometric tradition
which considers some pupils to be more able than others in their assessment practices.
According to the research, pupils who are thought by their teachers to be more able are more

likely to get higher grades.

-Behaviour.
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Pupils’ behaviour although it is not directly related to the academic achievement of pupils
appears to affect teachers’ grading (Wood & Napthali, 1975; Greaney, 1974; Airasian,
Kellaghan and Madaus, 1977; Blount, 1997) Hills (1991) argues that this phenomenon
distorts even further the reliability of grades. If a grade is altered as a means of punishment,
it no longer accurately reflects academic achievement, and its proper meaning is destroyed.

According to the literature teachers tend to take account of pupil behaviour in grades.

A number of other characteristics are also mentioned in the literature to affect grading but not
as frequently as the above. The framework provided by the findings of the studies presented
in this chapter will provide the basis for the research questions of the current study. First, a
brief presentation of the Greek educational and assessment system with the relevance to
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