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ABSTRACT 

Teachers’ assessment conceptions, assessment literacy, and self-reported 

assessment practices were investigated using a single administration survey of U.S. 

classroom teachers.  These phenomena were investigated both individually and in there 

inter relationships. Assessment conceptions were measured with the Teachers’ 

Conceptions of Assessment III – abridged survey and assessment literacy with the 

Assessment Literacy Inventory.  Self-reported classroom assessment practices were 

analyzed with factor analysis to determine a set of five assessment practice factors that 

indicate a set of classroom assessment practice behaviors.  Analysis suggested certain 

assessment conceptions held by teachers and aspects of their assessment literacy were 

significant predictors in their loadings for certain assessment practice factors.  One of 

these significant relationships was that the degree to which the teachers held the 

conceptions that assessment holds schools accountable and that it aids in student 

improvement predicted the frequency with which they reported using tests and quizzes in 

their classroom. There were also significant differences in the assessment practices self-

reported based upon the grade level of student instructed, years of teaching experience, as 

well as other demographic variables.  These findings suggest that study and use of the 

three assessment phenomena would inform practitioners about what may influence 

classroom teachers’ assessment practices, and how they can best be remediated.   
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Since the publication of A Nation at Risk: The imperative for Educational Reform 

in 1983, academic assessment went through a fundamental change within the educational 

system.  In light of the report’s assertion that many students were being failed by their 

educational system and the recommendation that states submit report cards demonstrating 

achievement levels and progress, academic assessment began a shift from a tool to 

determine educational progress of specific students to its use as a barometer by which 

educational systems could be judged (Miller, Linn & Gronlund, 2012). This shift in 

assessment’s role in the classroom created an assessment culture where both greater 

import and greater scrutiny were placed on all forms of assessment in the classroom.   

The necessity for research into the classroom assessment domain is predicated 

upon several presuppositions.  While there is debate about the method and form of 

assessment that should be used with various students (Alkharusi, 2008), there is 

consensus that the assessment practices teachers employ do have an impact on their 

student’s achievement (Brown & Hirschfeld, 2008; Segars & Tillema, 2011).  Given the 

impact on student achievement, the individual assessment choices teachers make within 

their classroom and the underlying reasons these choices are made are worth study.  It is 

also clear that in addition to assessment’s role in ultimate student achievement, the 

overall negative student views of the assessment these students encounter in the 

classroom (Nartgun, 2009) and the many teachers’ low initial self-reported knowledge of 

and self-efficacy within the domain of classroom assessment (Dekker & Feijs, 2005; Nan 

et al., 2006) suggest the need for continued research. 
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As there is no indication that enacting teacher change in the domain of assessment 

differs significantly from other domains (Schwager & Carlson, 1994), research should 

inform the current values, attitudes and practices of the teachers in question, prior to 

suggesting the method or form of intervention.  Schwager and Carlson conclude that 

there are two components to school change: the scholastic environment in which the 

teacher instructs, which consists of the degree of support and innovation, and the attitudes 

and beliefs of the teachers themselves.   This research further clarifies the later. 

Understanding this culture of assessment that has been cultivated in the thirty 

years since A Nation at Risk’s publication is impossible without a clear understanding of 

the teachers within this culture.  This dissertation focused on three distinct phenomena 

within the assessment culture: the conceptions teachers hold about the assessments that 

take place in their classroom and school, the assessment practices these teachers choose 

to employ, and the degree of proficiency with assessment (or, assessment literacy) that 

teachers possess.  This dissertation is an attempt to not only understand what these three 

phenomena look like in teachers with varying content proficiency and age of students 

instructed, but to investigate the link between the phenomena as well. 

This dissertation used teacher survey data to suggest a set of self-reported practice 

profiles that should help describe the specific assessment practices that often are 

employed together.  Further, it identified correlations between these practice profiles and 

teachers’ assessment conceptions and assessment literacy.  Ultimately, this research is 

designed to suggest predictive relationships between the assessment conceptions and 

literacy teachers might possess and the kinds of assessment practices that they report to 

employ.   



  
 

 
 

3 

Given the import that assessment has in the classroom, if the educational 

community was aware of what teachers’ perceptions, practices, and literacy were with 

respect to assessment we could engage teachers more effectively.  As these phenomena 

do not operate in isolation, our understanding of them should not be similarly limited.  

Using the relationships between these phenomena and the knowledge of what 

demographic characteristics are likely with respect to them in both high and low degree 

would enable teacher educators to tailor both curriculum and professional development.  

Gathering this information is the first step by which appropriate professional 

development and interventions can be designed and implemented in the assessment 

domain.   

The following research questions will be addressed in this study:   

1. What are the nature of current teachers’ assessment conceptions, assessment 

practices and assessment literacy? 

2. What are the relationships among teacher conceptions of assessment, teacher 

assessment literacy, and assessment practices? 

3. What individual differences in demographics and experience characterize teachers 

with different conceptions of assessment, teachers that self-report different 

assessment practices and teachers who hold different levels of assessment 

literacy?  
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

 The review of literature will begin with a general discussion of the role the 

dissertation results will play in informing assessment understanding within classroom 

teachers and how it will operationally define assessment.  The investigation of the 

literature surrounding the three phenomena surveyed in this dissertation is organized with 

a discussion of assessment conceptions, followed by assessment literacy and concluding 

with a discussion of the assessment practices. The rationale for this organization mirrors 

the intended data analysis, as in addition to an investigation of these phenomena by 

themselves; their relationship will be explored with the intent to predict assessment 

practice factors with various assessment conception and assessment literacy scores.  

Finally, the review of literature will conclude with an investigation of the relationships 

between these phenomena as they have previously been studied.   

 

Classroom Assessment 

Despite assessment’s accepted role within the educational process, it has often 

become an afterthought in the everyday practices of classroom teachers (Coffey, Sato & 

Thiebault, 2005), resulting in inefficient and incorrect measurement of the student 

achievement from which important decisions are made.  Assessment has long been 

considered by teachers and administrators to be a crucial component of teacher 

professional development (Plake, Impara, & Fager, 1993). However, teachers have 

reported they are ill-equipped to assess at the level that their students need and feel that 
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they are unlikely to engage in a discussion about appropriate assessment with a peer or 

superior (Frey & Schmitt, 2007; Sammons et al., 2007). 

This information suggests a gap or disconnect between what academics 

understand with respect to assessment conceptions, literacy and practices, and how 

classroom teachers view and use assessment in their classroom every day.  This gap’s 

significance continues to increase in light of the degree to which teachers and schools are 

evaluated on and held responsible for the level of achievement their students attain 

(Miller, Linn & Gronlund, 2012).  Even without the need for teachers to demonstrate 

student achievement to government agencies, it is necessary for teachers to master the 

role of assessment in the classroom.  They need a working understanding of proper 

assessment procedures in order to effectively measure their students’ achievement and 

thereby conceivably have aided in student learning (Ruiz-Primo & Furtak, 2006). 

This disconnect can only be bridged if the assessment conceptions, literacy and 

practices of teachers within the classroom are understood more fully.  It is important to 

understand the level of current assessment literacy, the degree to which different 

assessment conceptions are held and how these conceptions and literacy translate into 

assessment use in the classroom.  Frey and Schmitt (2007) point out the disparity in and 

lack of understanding of the classroom assessment environment when they describe the 

lack of consensus in even defining the terminology to be used for discussions of 

assessment and its implementation.   

For the purposes of this research, the exact definition of what specifically 

constitutes assessment is mutable and can vary for individual participants.  This is 

because this research is surveying self-report of specific classroom behaviors, assessment 
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conceptions, and assessment literacy, the latter two of which can be measured and 

compared without a common definition of assessment.  In general, this research will 

adopt a global definition of assessment presented by Ysseldyke (1987) and others:   

Assessment is the process of collecting data for the purpose of making decisions 

about individuals.  In educational settings, six kinds of decisions are made: 

referral, screening, classification or eligibility, instructional planning, pupil 

evaluation, and program evaluation decisions.  When we examine the extent to 

which tests are helpful in teaching, we must do so in the light of the kinds of 

decisions being made. (p.27) 

 

This research will not focus on the classification of those assessment decisions.  Instead, 

the aim is to further inform the field about the environment in which the assessments are 

designed, selected, and administered.   

This understanding must extend to the entire field of classroom assessment.  Once 

an accurate reflection of self-reported assessment practices, teacher’s assessment 

conceptions, and assessment literacy is attained, then the relationships between the three 

phenomena and their component parts can be explored.  These relationships will lead to a 

predictive understanding of how teacher assessment conceptions and literacy may suggest 

the use of specific classroom assessment.  The individual nature of these assessment 

phenomena and their relationship will also be illuminated by an investigation of the 

individual characteristics of the teachers that possess high and low quantities of each.  

Potential differences between the adoption and rejection of certain assessment 

conceptions or practices, or the degree of assessment literacy between different kinds of 

teachers, may illuminate the amount of influence training and/or classroom experiences 

have on the formation and use of these conceptions, literacy and practices.   

In light of the discussion within the field of assessment, there are a few terms that 

are in need of clarification.  Assessments are often categorized by the intent of their 
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results use.  In this context the terms formative and summative assessment are used.  

Formative assessment refers to assessment where the results are used to determine the 

next step of instruction or course of action.  The results may help to determine the 

amount of method or remediation.  With all formative assessment, there is an emphasis 

on the method and immediacy of the result feedback for the student being assessed.  

Summative assessment conversely is primarily focused on the certification of mastery for 

a particular domain.  Summative assessment results suggest a finality to the instruction 

and a determination of competency (Miller, Linn, and Gronlund, 2012). 

 

Teacher Assessment Conceptions 

 While the notion of how teachers understand assessment and its purpose has 

typically been viewed through the lens of beliefs, belief systems, and belief clusters, 

Gavin Brown applied the idea of teachers having conceptions of assessment in light of 

the various practical definitions that exist (Marton, 1981; Pratt, 1992) that more closely 

approximated the framework of assessment understanding found in teachers.  Teacher 

conceptions are described as “a framework though which a teacher views, interprets, and 

interacts, with the teaching environment” (Brown, 2002, p.156).  Prior to Brown’s 

research, mention of conceptions of assessment referred more broadly to ideas about 

assessment use and purpose whereby the results were explored descriptively or 

qualitatively.  

The usage of the terms “belief” and “conception” is not neatly defined and often a 

cause of confusion (Pajares, 1992).  For the purposes of this dissertation, the differences 

between assessment beliefs and assessment conceptions were adopted from previous 
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research (Brown, 2002; Remesal, 2011).  Beliefs will suggest some basic internal truth 

about some aspect of one’s reality, while not necessarily being objectively true or 

immutable through one’s life (Goodenough, 1990).  Beliefs are not disorganized but 

organized in our mind into a conception.  Put differently, a teacher’s conception of 

assessment is an organized system of that teacher’s beliefs about assessment.   In light of 

this distinction and the preference of the creator of the measure this study used, this 

dissertation used the term assessment conception when referring to the organized 

structure of ideas and beliefs about the role and importance of assessment (Brown, 2002). 

 

Early Conception Measurement 

Philippou and Christou (1997) investigated the role and usage of assessment in 

primary and secondary teachers in Greece and Cyprus.  While they used a survey which 

gave teachers the opportunity to respond on a Likert-type scale, the responses were not 

analyzed with a more complex theoretical framework or model in mind.  Instead, the 

responses to items dealing with what assessment should do were analyzed by percent 

agreement among the different groups of teachers.  While the specific findings of their 

research suggest few sentiments about the role of mathematics assessment finding 

consensus among Greek and Cypriot teachers, the benefit from their work in the domain 

of assessment conceptions is evident by what is not done and what is not understood.  By 

the authors own admission, this methodology is insufficient for understanding a teacher’s 

assessment conceptions.  In addition, limiting survey analysis to simple respondent 

consensus limits both the understanding within this domain and the possible connections 

with other assessment domains such as literacy and practice.  This critique suggested the 
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necessity for a complex measure that would be able to gauge a teacher’s assessment 

conceptions within a theoretically sound model (Brown, 2004).  

   

Brown’s Teachers’ Conceptions of Assessment Inventory 

Brown makes the logical assumption that since teacher conceptions of instruction 

influence how they teach (Brown, Lake & Matters, 2009; Pajares, 1992), their 

conceptions of assessment should help us understand how they assess and how we might 

remediate it. He developed and employed a measure that assigns a value for each 

responding teacher on each of four different assessment conceptions (Brown, 2004).   

Research has suggested that teachers have four main conceptions of assessment.  

Brown (2004) used the self-report measure the “Teachers’ Conceptions of Assessment 

Inventory” (CoA-III) given to primary educators and administrators in his native New 

Zealand to help support the theoretical notion that teachers’ understanding of, and 

attitudes toward, assessment can be categorized in four ways.  The original measure 

consisted of 50 Likert- type items with a 6-point agreement rating scale.  An abridged 

version (Conceptions of Assessment Abridged, CoA-IIIA) consisting of 27 items was 

later validated (Brown, 2006) and was used in this study.  Brown argued that the four 

different conceptions of assessment were that assessment improves students’ teaching 

and learning, that assessment holds students accountable for learning, that assessment 

makes schools and teachers accountable, or that assessment is irrelevant and possibly 

harmful for both teachers and students.  Brown (2004) often describes the conceptions as 

three purposes and one anti-purpose.  Brown’s theoretical framework for the 

development of this measure is that teachers can and do hold contradictory conceptions 
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as teachers often see assessment as serving contradictory purposes.  For this reason, each 

conception will achieve a numeric value denoting the degree to which that conception is 

held or agreed with. 

The conceptions of school and student accountability are more straightforward and 

are suggested with items such as “Assessment provides information on how well schools 

are doing” (school accountability) and “Assessment determines if students meet 

qualifications standards” (student accountability).  Both the conceptions that assessment 

leads to the improvement of the learning environment and assessment is irrelevant are 

further denoted by sub-factors within the conception.  The improvement conception is 

denoted by items dealing with validity, accurate description of achievement, positive role 

in teaching, and direct involvement in student attainment.  The irrelevance conception is 

likewise denoted by three different factors with items related to assessment inaccuracy, 

ignoring of assessment results, and the general negative effect that assessment has on the 

classroom (Brown & Matters, 2011). 

As a corollary, respondents were asked to define the term assessment by selecting 

the form of assessment that they were most often visualizing while taking the survey.  

Despite 11 options, most teachers responded that they were using common classroom 

tests as their example of what assessment meant.  As stated previously, for the purpose of 

this and others measures within this research, it is unnecessary to have a common 

definition of assessment among participants.   
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Figure 2.1: Strength and Inter-correlations of the COA-III Conception of Assessment 

 

 In addition to the four conceptions of assessment being supported, the degree of 

inter-correlation of the four conceptions suggests that the four models exist on various 

continuums of assessment understanding.  Figure 1 above describes the degree of 

correlation among the four conceptions as well as the overall population agreement with 

each conception individually.  Thick lines suggest positive correlation and thin lines 

weak correlation.  The strong negative correlation (red segmented line) between 

Irrelevance and Improvement reflects a strong positive (black continuous line) correlation 

between the conception that assessment improves student learning and assessment is 

relevant.  It is worth noting that none of the conceptions in his original sample achieved 

an overall score suggesting strong respondent agreement in any one conception (Brown, 

2004).  The value for this study will likewise not be in suggesting that some percentage 

or consensus of teachers hold a certain assessment conception over another, but in using 
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the numeric score respondents achieve in the four different conceptions to help 

understand the relationship of the four conceptions to other assessment domains such as 

assessment practice and assessment literacy.  A detailed description of the assessment 

conceptions model suggested by the Conceptions of Assessment Inventory will be 

presented in the methods section of this study. 

 

Qualitative Measurement of Brown’s Conceptions’ Model 

While Brown’s CoA - III looks at assessment conceptions quantitatively; there 

have also been attempts to understand the idea of assessment conceptions as defined by 

Brown (2002) with a qualitative lens.  Remesal (2011) interviewed 30 primary and 20 

secondary teachers in Spain twice, one month apart.  Remesal found similar conceptions 

to Brown, although she argued her teachers’ conceptions fell into a bi-polar continuum 

where on one pole the focus was on monitoring teaching and learning (pedagogical - 

regulation pole) and the other the focus was on teacher and student accountability and the 

certification of achievement (societal - accreditation pole).  She argued that Brown’s four 

conception model existed within the continuum.  She then placed teachers onto one of the 

two poles for each internal conception.  Teachers were categorized by those who 

responded on one of the two poles for each conception, or had some mixture of the two 

poles, depending on the conception.  While the majority of the participants had some 

mixed pedagogical or societal conceptions of classroom assessment, the important 

finding for this research is that Brown’s assessment conceptions were found in the 

interviews, but similarly to other qualitative research in this domain, the ability to suggest 

relationships with other domains was limited.    
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Wang, Kao, and Lin (2010) used Taiwanese pre-service science teachers to 

research assessment conceptions with a qualitative methodology as well.  Their focus was 

using the knowledge of the pre-service teachers’ conceptions to better instruct and 

prepare them for effective assessing in the classroom.  In-depth interviews with open 

ended questions were conducted to help understand how the students understood 

assessments’ role and level of import in the classroom by asking participants questions 

derived from the Likert-style statements in Brown’s Teachers’ Conceptions of 

Assessment Inventory.  The value in the findings for this research was in their use, as 

they were used as a way to engage in dialogue with the pre-service teachers and to help 

explore the conceptions that they held as they pertained to the assessment practices that 

they would employ. The suggestion by the authors is that similar engagement could be 

done with the original quantitative measure.  This dissertation attempted to engage in that 

relationship between assessment conceptions and assessment practices by using in-

service teachers’ self-reported assessment practices.   

 

Primary vs. Secondary Teachers’ conceptions 

Another important aspect of the Conceptions of Assessment Inventory - Abridged 

(CoA-IIIA) is with the model fit and configuration as it pertains to different populations 

of teachers.  This aspect of model fit pertains specifically to what underlying or latent 

variables the specific items of the CoA-IIIA may inform about the participants.  In this 

case, the latent variables are the four conceptions of assessment described previously.  

The concern is to accurately associate the individual inventory items with their 

appropriate conception of assessment.  This also has to do with whether different items 
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suggest the same thing for different populations of teachers.  For its use in this study, the 

expectation was that acceptable model fit would be achieved with this diverse population 

of teachers based on the model fit from previous studies.  It was beyond the scope of this 

study to attempt to find a better fitting model of teacher assessment conceptions.  The 

expectation of model fit is explained below. 

 As primary and secondary teachers have very different teaching environments, it 

is important to establish a commonality among the conceptions that they hold about 

educational assessment.  It was the expectation of this research that the assessment 

conceptions of primary and secondary teachers can be investigated using the same model 

and measurement device.  Brown, Lake and Matters (2011) sought to investigate the use 

of the “Conceptions of Assessment Inventory” (CoA-IIIA) with both primary (n = 784) 

and secondary (n = 614) teachers in New Zealand.  The study found that the CoA-IIIA 

could be used with the same model configurations for both primary and secondary 

teachers.  While the two group’s assessment conceptions proved configurally invariant, 

the best model fit came when the two group’s regression weights between first order 

factors and items as well the intercepts were allowed to vary. The authors conclude that 

within this population, the primary and secondary school teachers should be considered 

coming from different populations.  This is significant for this study in suggesting that 

the same model be used for both groups of teachers, but that you should expect different 

assessment conceptions between them. 

 The actual differences in the conceptions’ mean scores of primary and secondary 

teachers were limited to the improvement and student accountability conceptions.  The 

mean scores vary from 1 - 6 with “6” suggesting the highest level of agreement and “1” 
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indicating disagreement.  Primary teachers in the study had statistically significantly 

higher mean scores within the Assessment Promotes Improvement conception than 

secondary teachers while secondary teachers had higher mean scores and thusly higher 

agreement with the conception that assessment hold students accountable.   

This research suggests that the instrument is adequate and, consequently, this 

model was used for the target population in the current study.  It also suggests that it is 

reasonable to compare conception mean scores and to expect differences in those 

conception means based on the context and assessment culture of the state, district, 

school.   

 

Inventory Use with New Teacher Populations 

Brown, Kennedy, Fok, Chan, and Yu (2009) studied the use of both the 

“Conceptions of Assessment Inventory” (CoAI-IIIa) and another self-report measure, the 

“Practice of Assessment Inventory” (PrAI), with primary and secondary teachers from 

Hong Kong to both investigate the previously validated conception models with this new 

population and to investigate the relationship between their conceptions of assessment 

and their self-reported practices.  While the model fit using the same assessment 

conceptions model used with populations in New Zealand and Queensland was 

insufficient, the differences in conceptions scores suggest why adequate model fit was 

not attained.  One difference that may explain the need for a better fitting model was the 

very high (r=.91) correlation between the student accountability and student 

improvement conceptions.  While a positive correlation is expected, this degree suggests 

that despite teachers endorsing this conception to varying degrees, teachers in Hong 
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Kong believe that holding students accountable is positively associated with students’ 

improvement.   As the authors attributed this difference to the cultural differences 

between Hong Kong and previously surveyed populations, they suggested culturally 

similar populations would most likely not experience similar model fit inadequacies.   

 Brown and Michaelides (2010) sought to validate this “Conceptions of 

Assessment Inventory” (CoAI-IIIA) with a non-English speaking population of teachers 

to investigate whether previously used models were an adequate fit for this population of 

teachers from Cyprus.  The best fitting model for this population deviated from the 

previous models.  While similar to prior research the differences are attributed to the 

different policies and practices that are found between Greece and Australia and New 

Zealand, this research suggests a set of steps for making sense of assessment conceptions 

with new populations of teachers.  Brown and Michaelides (2010) suggest that while 

other English speaking populations should expect to encounter fewer problems of this 

variety, these statistical procedures can be followed if a good fitting model is used.   

 

Summary of Teachers’ Assessment Conceptions 

 The research with respect to assessment conceptions suggests that in measuring 

teacher assessment conceptions quantitatively as opposed to qualitatively, the underlying 

theoretical model is not compromised and there is more flexibility in how the information 

can be used.  In addition, Gavin Brown’s research suggests that this dissertation should 

attempt to use previously validated model specifications in light of his findings with 

respect to using heterogeneous English speaking teacher populations of primary and 

secondary school age students.  If, however, adequate model fit is not sufficient in this 
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new teacher population, there are specific steps that can be taken with model validation to 

ensure accurate interpretation. 

 

Teacher Assessment Literacy 

 The effort of understanding and quantifying teacher ability within the domain of 

classroom assessment has focused on teachers’ understanding of and ability to 

differentiate what constitutes sound and unsound assessment practices (Stiggins, 1995).  

This notion of assessment literacy has been uniformly measured since 1990 using the 

“Standards for teacher competence in the Educational Assessment of Students” 

developed by the National Council on Measurement in Education (NCME), the American 

Federation of Teachers (AFT), and the National Education Association (NEA) (NCME, 

AFT, NEA, 1990).  The seven standards published in 1990 are as follows: 

1. Teachers should be skilled in choosing assessment methods appropriate for 

instructional decisions. 

2. Teachers should be skilled in developing assessment methods appropriate for 

instructional decisions. 

3. The teacher should be skilled in administering, scoring and interpreting the 

results of both externally-produced and teacher-produced assessment methods. 

4. Teachers should be skilled in using assessment results when making decisions 

about individual students, planning teaching, developing curriculum, and school 

improvement. 

5. Teachers should be skilled in developing valid pupil grading procedures which 

use pupil assessments. 

6. Teachers should be skilled in communicating assessment results to students, 

parents, other lay audiences, and other educators. 

7. Teachers should be skilled in recognizing unethical, illegal, and otherwise 

inappropriate assessment methods and uses of assessment information.  

(NCME, AFT, NEA, 1990) 



  
 

 
 

18 

The methodology for quantifying individual teacher assessment literacy with 

these seven standards has been with the use of objectively scored multiple-choice 

questions (Mertler & Campbell, 2005; Plake, Impara, & Fager, 1993).  These measures 

included some number of questions with the intent to assess the individual standards.  

Plake, Impara, and Fager (2003) used a thirty-five item questionnaire, where each 

standard was assessed with five different multiple-choice questions.  The scores were 

interpreted as a raw score out of the possible five per standard and overall out of the 

possible thirty-five.  Mertler and Campbell’s Assessment Literacy Inventory (ALI) 

(2005) differs from the previously developed measure in that five short teaching 

scenarios were used as the basis for seven multiple choice questions, one pertaining to 

each standard.  The number of items per standard and total number of items were the 

same for both measures.  Both measures were scored by summing the correct responses 

for a criterion referenced score.   

 Plake, Impara and Fager’s study had two parts, the first of which was the 

previously discussed measure of assessment literacy (1993b), the second of which 

surveyed attitudes towards and comfort with various aspects of classroom assessment and 

assessment in general (1993c).  Their survey was given to teachers (n = 555) in 45 

different states, and overall suggested a lack of assessment literacy.  The teachers in the 

study achieved an average of 66% correct (m = 23.20) of the 35 item measure.  Mertler’s 

(2005a; 2005b) use of the Assessment Literacy Inventory (ALI), and its precursor, the 

Classroom Assessment Literacy Inventory (CALI), suggests a similar level of 

achievement (m = 22.98).  While achievement on the seven different assessment 
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standards varied in both studies, the findings suggest an incomplete mastery of 

assessment literacy at best.   

 While Plake, Impara and Fager (1993) use terms such as assessment beliefs to 

describe the second part of their measurement, it is clearly different from Brown’s (2004) 

definition of assessment conceptions (as explained in detail earlier in this literature 

review).  Plake, Impara and Fager (1993) measured how positively or negatively teachers 

viewed various aspects and practices of assessment, while Brown’s conceptions focus on 

the function and use of various aspects of assessment.  Establishing this difference is 

essential as we progress with our understanding of these phenomena, as Brown’s (2004) 

conception model allows for the degree of endorsement of various functions that 

assessment might serve and will therefore afforded us the opportunity to quantify the 

degree to which individual teachers adopted different assessment conceptions.   Plake, 

Impara, and Fager (1993) acknowledge the limitation of only discerning a positive or 

negative sentiment for various assessment practices. The specific decisions on which 

standards of assessment this study measured are explained in chapter three.   

 

Assessment Literacy Measurement Critiques 

In addressing the potential misconceptions that exist in teachers’ assessment 

literacy in Canada by surveying pre-service teachers about their perceived confidence in 

different assessment domains, Deluca and Klinger (2010) illustrate how this research 

improved the current understanding of assessment literacy in this study population.   

While their study demonstrates the continued need for assessment literacy understanding 
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in their population, their method for understanding assessment literacy is inadequate 

compared to the use of the Assessment Literacy Inventory as they simply surveyed 

teacher perceived confidence in various assessment related areas.  Mertler (2005b, 2009) 

adequately demonstrated that equating confidence in assessment and assessment literacy 

is likely unwarranted.  The other substantial critique involves the use of pre-service 

teachers as the entirety of the study population.  While Mertler (2003b) uses pre-service 

teachers as a means of comparison of assessment literacy among different groups of 

teachers, Deluca and Klinger suggest that sampling pre-service teachers is a valid 

substitute for in-service teachers.  These critiques are a model for this research as in- 

service teachers had their assessment literacy measured and used as a point of 

comparison with other assessment domains.  

 

Individual Difference in Assessment Literacy 

 Plake, Impara, and Fager (1993) and Mertler (2005a) were trying to determine 

what factors influence teacher assessment literacy.  Plake et al., 1993, investigated the 

relationship between assessment literacy and teachers’ attitudes toward and comfort with 

different forms of assessment and assessment background.  They found few significant 

links between the two parts of their survey.  One interesting finding was that teachers 

with low comfort with standardized test reporting had lower literacy scores.   This 

suggests that in this case higher assessment literacy coincides with a greater comfort with 

dealing with standardized tests.  No other significant differences in overall assessment 

literacy between teachers with various notions of the perceived utility of and comfort 
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with assessment were found.  This is of interest for this research as it looked at the 

relationship between assessment conceptions and assessment literacy.  Assessment 

practices will focus more closely with the self-reported assessment practices that take 

place in the respondents’ classroom.   

While Plake and Impara (1997) did find a difference in assessment literacy 

achievement between teachers with various levels of experience, the higher scoring group 

of teachers with more classroom experience still demonstrated assessment literacy 

considered to denote incomplete mastery of the assessment standards.  Mertler (2005a) 

found similarly that teachers with differing levels of experience scored differently on six 

of the seven standards of assessment literacy and that the teachers’ overall achievement 

of assessment literacy suggests partial mastery. This dissertation collected demographic 

information about the years spent in the classroom, but used it as a descriptive statistic to 

describe teachers with high and low assessment literacy.  Similar demographic 

differences in assessment literacy among groups of teachers have not been more 

generally explored and were not one of the foci of this research.   

 Sentiment among the teaching community is that assessment literacy is still 

relevant as it is both an area of deficit among teachers and one that may denote 

confidence in other instructional areas. This is suggested by teachers who request more 

assessment training are more likely to lack confidence in not only classroom assessment, 

but in other instructional domains as well (Popham, 2009).  It is the suggestion that these 

relationships exist, but the lack of clarity as to how they specifically operate, that 

suggests the need for more research.  Prior research suggests that this research focus on 

objectively scoring (Mertler, 2005a) items related to the “Standards for teacher 
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competence in the Educational Assessment of Students” developed by the National 

Council on Measurement in Education (NCME), the American Federation of Teachers 

(AFT), and the National Education Association (NEA) (NCME, AFT, NEA, 1990).  The 

expectation based on prior work in this field is that while few statistically significant 

differences have been found due to a lack of research, differences may exist among 

various demographic variables similar to years of experience.   

While these standards have remained the benchmark for what teachers strive to 

master within the domain of assessment in the classroom, there has been continued 

discussion about how best to facilitate this overall competency.  The two predominant 

methods of assessment literacy remediation focus on either the undergraduate training of 

the teachers (Schafer, 1993; Stiggins, 1999) or in-service teacher training (Mertler, 2009; 

Plake & Impara, 1993a; Zhang, 1995).  Both of these approaches have studied assessment 

literacy in isolation, with the hope of simply improving teachers’ assessment literacy. 

This dissertation did not attempt to remediate assessment literacy, but instead use all 

three assessment domains in question (conceptions, literacy, and practice) in order to 

understand their relationships.  The ultimate implication of the research would be to use 

this information to effectively cater to in-service teachers.   

 

Teacher Assessment Practices 

The investigation of teacher classroom assessment practices has employed two 

distinct approaches since the publication of the Standards for Teacher Competence in the 

Educational Assessment of Students (1990).  Teachers’ classroom assessment practices 

are like any observable phenomena: they can be investigated with either the teachers’ 
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self-reported practices, or with independent observations of the assessment practices 

themselves.  Both of these approaches purport to investigate the actual assessment 

practices used in the classroom to varying degrees of authenticity.  As research study 

within this domain that used direct observation (Bachor & Anderson, 1994) suggests that 

no methodology would be without bias as the difference between observer bias and self-

report inaccuracy is unknown.  A corollary to direct self-report of the teacher’s practices 

is to survey teachers’ positive or negative beliefs about various assessment practices.  

These self-reported sentiments are elicited about very specific assessment practices, as 

opposed to the conception structures described earlier that encompass all assessment and 

the conception of the value of assessing in general.  The rationale is that those teachers 

who support or ascribe positive beliefs toward a specific practice are more likely to 

engage in that same assessment in their classroom.  While this study only used teachers’ 

self-report to better understand actual classroom practices, it is reasonable to explore the 

literature surrounding both teachers’ positive and negative sentiments about various 

assessment practices and the assessment practices they report to employ.  This literature 

review does not focus on research that uses an observational methodology, as that is not 

within the purview of this dissertation.   

 

Value Judgments about Practices 

 The contention of research that investigates classroom assessment practice 

through the teachers’ sentiments about the assessments inquired upon is that teachers who 

hold positive sentiments are more likely to engage in those practices and vice versa. 

While research does not suggest definitively that this is or is not the case, it simply 
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increases the degree to which the research will in fact be measuring the positive and 

negative sentiments only.  Cizek, Fitzgerald, and Rachor (1996) suggest that this survey 

method increases the likelihood that the survey results will only capture the ideal of what 

the teachers surveyed would like to practice, and not what assessment practices they 

employ.   

 Research using teacher positive and negative beliefs about specific forms of 

assessment has been conducted with the hope of either legitimizing or explaining their 

use in the classroom.  For example, Ploegh, Tillema, and Segers (2009) used teacher 

questionnaires to determine if four predetermined criteria of quality assessment practices 

(authenticity, transparency, fairness, and generalizability) were implemented in peer 

assessment.  The authors’ conclusion that peer assessment is viewed favorably by those 

instructors who employed it is problematic as the study’s population was that of teachers 

who use peer assessment.  This creates the risk that the teachers who do not use peer 

assessment may view it positively or negatively.  They might choose not to engage in this 

particular form of assessment due to lack of confidence or understanding.  Either way, 

this research suggests the gap that might exist when measuring assessment practices in 

this way.   

 While the true relationship between the positive or negative endorsement of 

classroom assessment practices and their actual use in the classroom is unknown (Cizek, 

Fitzgerald, & Rachor, 1996), by asking teachers to positively and negatively rate an 

assessment practice, there is a clear implication that there is a correct and incorrect 

assessment practice to be chosen.  In a study of the perceptions of various grading 

procedures and their links to various teaching styles (Bonner & Chen, 2009), the authors 
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concluded that surveying the teachers with a positive and negative scale may have 

become problematic as the teacher’s responses were skewed in light of the value 

judgments placed on certain grading procedures.   My contention is that a better means of 

using self-report to determine likely classroom assessment practices is through items 

purposefully devoid of positive and negative associations.   

 In addition to investigating positive and negative sentiments as an indication of 

whether or not a teacher will engage in an assessment practice, teachers’ beliefs about 

what constitutes unethical assessment practice have been used to better understand what 

might exist in the classroom.  The seventh standard within the Standards for Teacher 

Competence in the Educational Assessment of Students (1990) is devoted to teachers’ 

ability to recognize unethical, illegal, or inappropriate assessment.  Green, Johnson, Kim, 

and Pope (2007) surveyed both pre-service and in-service teachers who were enrolled as 

either graduate or undergraduate students.  Respondents were asked to categorize 36 

scenarios as either ethical or unethical assessment practice.  Of the 36 items, there was 

significant high disagreement (40 – 70%) on more than half of the items.  Scenarios 

dealing with grading practices were one of three sections with the highest degrees of 

disagreement. Specific scenarios such as, “A teacher weights homework heavily in 

determining report card grades” were deemed unethical and ethical by approximately half 

of the respondents.  These disagreements suggest a high level of incongruity among 

teachers when it comes not only to what is unethical, but also what are inappropriate 

classroom assessment practices.  Overall, this level of consensus is not surprising in light 

of the many different accounts of what classroom assessment looks like.  Either way, the 

authors conclude this method of ethical or unethical endorsement is not adequate to 
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understand teacher assessment practice as some teachers had reported engaging in what 

they considered upon report to be unethical assessment practices.   

 This issue highlights the need for research in this domain.  While the specific 

recommendations for practice exist, the value and conceptions that are held by those 

teachers who employ such practices are unknown.  An investigation into the relationship 

between teachers’ assessment conceptions, the assessment literacy they possess and the 

assessment practice they report to employ seems warranted. 

 

Self-Report Classroom Assessment Practice 

When research surveys use self-report to investigate classroom assessment 

practices, they have focused on two aspects of assessment use: the frequency with which 

various assessments are reported to be used in the classroom, and the role these practices 

play in their classroom.  Limiting the investigation to only the role of assessment and the 

procedure of how assessment practices may suggest student achievement (Wyatt-Smith, 

Klenowski, & Gunn, 2010) becomes insufficient when trying to understand how these 

practices coalesce and suggest a larger practice repertoire.   

While this dissertation separated conceptions about assessment and the self-

reported assessment practices teachers engage in, some investigations into assessment 

practices have combined these inquiries within the survey used.  In these studies, the 

authors survey the frequency or degree of importance of various assessment practices 

while surveying the perceptions that these practices suggest (Inbar-Lourie & Donitsa-

Schmidt, 2009), or what would be appropriate assessment in various contexts (McNair et 

al., 2003).  It is a concern of this dissertation that these studies implicitly indicate value 
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judgments by combining what this research will treat as two separate assessment 

phenomena.   

Another approach was taken by Winterbottom and colleagues (2008), who used a 

thirty-item survey to understand teacher values and practices as they pertained to 

assessment.  Each item on the questionnaire had two Likert scales, one in which the 

respondent indicated the level of use of a particular practice, and one to indicate the 

degree to which it aided specifically in enabling students to learn.  Analysis of the 

relationship between the responses of these two scales yielded few practices that 

respondents reported using frequently but valued less strongly.  While the issues of 

assessment practice and assessment value or conceptions will also be handled within this 

research, this research will survey them separately.  The need for this distinction is 

highlighted by Winterbottom et al.’s research, as when measured together, respondents 

did not make a distinction between these two phenomena.  It is also likely that when 

measured together, the issue of positive and negative associations with respect to the 

individual assessment practices again becomes an issue.   

Another issue arises when assessment practices are only a small component of a 

larger measure (Martinez, Stecher & Borko, 2009).  This not only yields less data than a 

discrete measure, but also implicitly devalues the assessment practices in relation to the 

other assessment phenomena.  

A review of research into classroom assessment practice suggests two areas that 

should be addressed in future research.  The first is in the design and statistical analysis 

of the data collected with regard to self-report classroom assessment practices.  While 

Cizek, Fitzgerald, and Ranchor (1996) have the most comprehensive assessment practices 
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questionnaire, they stop their analysis at the descriptive statistics of how the various 

demographic groups responded.  Their survey looks to investigate both the frequency of 

assessment practices and how these practices are used to generate meaningful statements 

of student achievement.  However, the authors do not suggest that these patterns of 

response might suggest a more simplified understanding of classroom assessment 

practice.  This is an area that this dissertation attempted to address by using respondent 

data to suggest practice factors that might help describe assessment practice in more than 

a single items response.   

The second area that current research into classroom assessment practice is 

lacking is in the investigation of the source of the assessments used by teachers in the 

classroom.  While not studied previously, this research will help to describe the 

frequency with which teachers use assessment designed by themselves and designed by 

others.  This description will help to further suggest a set of assessment practice 

behaviors that can be used to describe the assessment practices that teachers report to 

occur in their classroom. 

While classroom assessment practices have been studied indirectly using 

teachers’ positive and negative sentiments as well as more directly in conjunction with 

other measures of teaching practice or pedagogy, they have not been measured without 

some positive or negative association with the practices and with an emphasis on the 

creation or genesis of the assessment.  In addition, while prior research has only looked at 

the descriptive statistics of the frequency of specific assessment practices, this research 

used factor analysis to help create assessment practice profiles that may more clearly 

explain how several assessment practices are often employed together.   
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Suggested Connections between the Phenomena  

 There is a lack of research suggestive of clear relationships between the three 

assessment phenomena as defined in this research.  In addition to describing the research 

sample, this proposed research will use the individual sample’s values of assessment 

conceptions, assessment literacy, and assessment practices to more fully understand the 

relationship between them.  The following discussion consists of the relationships 

between these phenomena as previously studied. 

Teacher Conceptions and Reported Practice 

 Brown, Kennedy, Fok, Chan, and Yu (2009) sought to interpret the relationship 

between assessment conception and assessment practices with the use of both the 

Teachers’ Conceptions of Assessment Inventory (TCoA-IIIA) and a self-report 

assessment practice measure, the Practice of Assessment Inventory (PrAI)  The 

implication was that studying these two phenomena simultaneously would  help inform 

teachers’ actual assessment practices (Brown, 2004).  The relationship between the 

assessment conceptions from the TCoA - III and the teachers’ reported endorsement of 

assessment practices from the PrAI suggested a strong predictive validity between 

teachers’ conceptions and the assessment practices that they endorse.  The strongest 

predictions were found from the “assessment improves student learning” conception to 

the “assessment improves teaching” (β=.73) and from the “assessment is irrelevant” 

conception to the “irrelevant assessment practices” (β=.71).  A critique is the similar 

wording of items from the two measures and the small amount of time between which the 

two survey administrations were given.  While the survey conditions do not suggest that 
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teachers would have been disingenuous with their reported practices, it seems logical that 

teachers would respond similarly to items that have similar phrasing.  The PrAI also asks 

the teachers for practices that they endorse, or would use, not what practices that they 

have or currently engage in the classroom.  For these reasons, PrAI was not used in this 

study.  This research is important in establishing a relationship between conceptions and 

reported practice.  This dissertation used another measure of self-reported practice with 

dissimilar wording and no clear emphasis on what may or may not constitute appropriate 

classroom assessment.   

 

Research Questions 

The following research questions were addressed in this study:   

1. What are the nature of current teachers’ assessment conceptions, assessment 

practices and assessment literacy? 

While individual teachers’ assessment practices have used several methods of 

investigation, the phenomena are still devoid of a clear measure that tries to capture 

the assessment practices that go on in a teachers’ classroom without clear bias or 

value being placed on certain assessment practices over another.   This dearth of 

specific quantifiable information about the phenomena necessitates the question, 

“What is the nature of current teachers’ assessment practices?” Similarly, an inquiry 

is warranted into the current levels of assessment conception adoption as it is an 

understudied area.  A precursor would be to validate the Conceptions of Assessment 

Inventory (CoAI-IIIa) with this, a new population of teachers.  A current 

measurement of teachers’ classroom assessment literacy is also warranted in light of 
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repeated teacher scores suggesting partial or incomplete mastery of classroom 

assessment.  Individually, each of these phenomena requires a more current 

measurement in the classroom.   

 

2. What are the relationships among teacher conceptions of assessment, teacher 

assessment literacy, and assessment practices? 

Getting an accurate reflection of these three assessment phenomena facilitates an 

investigation into the relationships that these three may possess.  What are the 

relationships among teacher conceptions of assessment, teacher assessment literacy, 

and assessment practices?  By using the practice profiles this research created, 

correlations between these profiles and various assessment conceptions and 

assessment literacy can be investigated.  Existing research has not suggested the 

potential relationship between assessment literacy, assessment practice, and 

assessment conception adoption as defined in this research. As such, this research 

aimed to suggest both correlative relationships between aspects of assessment 

conception adoption and assessment literacy as well as predictive relationships 

between an individual teacher’s assessment conceptions or assessment literacy, and 

the likelihood this teacher self-reports various assessment practices. 

 

3. What individual differences in demographics and experience characterize teachers 

with different conceptions of assessment, teachers who self-report different 

assessment practices and teachers who hold different levels of assessment 

literacy?  



  
 

 
 

32 

There is a dearth of research to suggest which individual differences are more 

often found in teachers who possess high and low levels of assessment conception 

adoption, assessment literacy, and who express self-reported assessment practices.  The 

question of, “What individual differences in demographics and experience characterize 

teachers with different conceptions of assessment, teachers who self-report different 

assessment practices and teachers who hold different levels of assessment literacy?” 

would be instrumental in tailoring assessment instruction for in-service teachers.  

Together, answers to these three research questions would allow teacher educators to 

discern the area of need within classroom assessment, how to most effectively understand 

how assessment practices relate to other assessment phenomena, and to whom various 

interventions would be most needed and appropriate.   
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CHAPTER 3 

 METHODS 

 This dissertation is designed to examine the assessment conceptions, assessment 

practices, and the assessment literacy of current classroom teachers.  In addition, 

potential relationships between these three phenomena and various teacher individual 

differences were explored.  My examination encompassed three research questions: 

1. What are the nature of current teachers’ assessment conceptions, assessment 

practices and assessment literacy? 

2. What are the relationships among teacher conceptions of assessment, teacher 

assessment literacy, and assessment practices? 

3. What individual differences in demographics and experience characterize 

teachers with different conceptions of assessment, teachers who self-report 

different assessment practices and teachers who hold different levels of 

assessment literacy?  

The measure given to participants consisted of four sections.  The first section was a 

demographic survey.  The second section was a measure of the teachers’ self-reported 

classroom assessment practices.  The third section measured the teachers’ conceptions of 

the purpose of assessment.  The last section was a measure of the teachers’ literacy within 

the field of assessment. 

 

Research Design 

 This study used a single administration cross – sectional survey design.  Surveys 

were administered online or in person on printed surveys.  Survey administration took place 
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during the 2015 calendar year.  Participants took the survey in a single session.  Participants 

were solicited through e-mail and Internet solicitation.  School districts and school 

administrators were also solicited for teacher access to the survey. 

 

Participants 

Participants for this study were in-service teachers from elementary, middle and 

high schools in public, private, and parochial schools in the United States.  A total 

number of seventy-six (n=76) teachers completed the survey.  Three participants’ survey 

results were removed due to incomplete survey completion.  This sample’s demographics 

represent a convenience sample of teachers to which this research had access. They are 

not reflective of a random sample of all teachers currently teaching in the United States.   

Descriptive statistics for the demographic variables are presented in Tables 3.1 

and 3.2. 

 

Table 3.1 

Frequency Distributions for Categorical Demographic Variables. 

Variable  N Percent 

Gender Female 56 73.70 

 Male 20 26.30 

Student Level Elementary (k-6) 25 32.90 

 Middle Grades (6-8) 13 17.10 

 Secondary (9-12) 42 55.30 

 Other 1 1.30 

Content Area English / LA 25 32.89 

 Mathematics 16 21.05 

 Soc. St. / History 20 26.31 

 Science 25 32.89 

 Foreign Language 4 5.26 
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Table 3.1, continued 

 Special Education 15 19.74 

 Physical Education 1 1.32 

 Elementary Math 15 19.74 

 Elementary LA 15 19.74 

 Other 17 22.37 

Education Level  BA / BS 22 28.90 

 
MA / MS 52 68.40 

 
Ed D 1 1.30 

 
PhD 1 1.30 

School Type Public 45 59.21 

 Parochial 25 32.89 

 Private 2 2.63 

 Charter 2 2.63 

 Other 1 1.32 

School Location Urban 16 21.05 

 Suburban 46 60.53 

 Rural 4 5.26 

 Other 10 13.16 

Assessment Course 

Taken 

Yes 28 36.84 

No 47 61.84 

State Certified Yes 67 88.16 

 No 9 11.84 

Formal Grading Policy Yes 34 44.74 

 No 32 42.11 

 Unsure 10 13.16 

  

This sample of teachers is predominantly represented by secondary school 

educators (55.30%) teaching in public schools (59.21%).  The other academic subject 

areas are not disproportionally represented by the general percent of the sample.  The 

exceptions are foreign languages (5.26%) and physical education (1.32%) educators.  

While this sample represents an educated group of teachers with 71.05% of the teachers 

sampled having attained a master’s degree or higher, their education did not in general 

include a course pertaining specifically to assessment, as 61.84% reported not having 
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taken an assessment course in their studies.  The majority of the sample taught in a 

suburban (60.53%) setting, but were split with regards to whether or not their school had 

a formal grading policy for measuring their student’s achievement.  

 

Table 3.2:  

Descriptive Statistics for Years of Teaching Variables 

 

Years in Current Grade Level 

Teaching 
Years Total In Teaching 

Mean 8.91 13.84 

Median  7 11 

Maximum 42 52 

Standard Deviation 8.34 11.87 

Skewness 1.92 1.55 

Kurtosis 4.68 2.04 

% with 10 Years Exp. or Less 64.00% 47.70% 

% with 21 Years Exp. or Less 93.30% 84.20% 

 

The two continuously measured demographic variables pertaining to years of 

teaching suggest a positively skewed, leptokurtic distribution with respect to years in the 

classroom.  This sample’s experience in the classroom can be further described with the 

cumulative percent of the sample.   While 9.80% of the sample did have over thirty years 

of total experience in the classroom, 84.20% of the sample had twenty-one years or less 

of total time in the classroom with that percent rising to 93.30% when only the current 
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classroom was considered.  This suggests a sample with less time in the classroom than 

the mean may initially suggest. 

Procedure 

Recruitment 

 A convenience sample of participants was solicited by e-mail and website and 

personal teacher access.  Teachers were solicited personally on an individual basis 

through an introductory e-mail explaining the study aims and a link to the online survey.  

The personal solicitation is attached in Appendix A.  The solicitation also requested that 

participants pass along access to the study to other teachers that they felt comfortable 

contacting.  Several schools and school districts were solicited with the intent that study 

participation would be made available to the entire teacher population.  School and 

school district officials were sent an IRB approved solicitation outlining the study, its 

aims, and what would be asked of the teachers.  This is attached in Appendix B.  While 

most schools and school districts declined to participate, two high schools within the 

Archdiocese of Philadelphia, one approved private school, and one private Catholic 

elementary school made the study available to their entire teacher population for 

voluntary participation.  

 

Apparatus 

This measure was administered in an online format through the website 

SurveyMonkey (https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/Snyder_SofAPC_L).  The 

survey started with a consent page and then proceeded through the survey.  Once 

https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/Snyder_SofAPC_L
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completed, the survey made a link available to be entered into a drawing 

anonymously.   

 

Measures 

 This study used one survey titled the Survey of Assessment Practices, 

Conceptions, and Literacy (Appendix C) consisting of four sections.  The first section 

was self-report measures of demographic information.  The second was a questionnaire 

developed for this research of general in-class assessment practices.  The third measure 

was the Conceptions of Assessment III (TCoE-IIIA) Abridged Survey (Brown, 2006).  

The fourth measure was a selection of items from the Assessment Literacy Inventory 

(ALI) (Mertler & Campbell, 2005).  Both the COE-III and the ALI have been validated 

with various teacher populations.  These measures and their scoring procedures are 

explained below. 

 

Demographics Questionnaire 

A demographics questionnaire was included to help explore individual differences 

in teachers that report different assessment practices and conceptions, or demonstrate 

various degrees of assessment literacy.  The section included items addressing gender, 

age of students taught, content of instruction, teacher education level, scholastic setting, 

and years spent teaching, as well as whether an assessment course was ever taken, 

whether state certification is held, and the nature of teachers’ perception of their 

undergraduate preparation regarding teaching and assessment.  These items were scored 
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and interpreted as categorical variables except for the items inquiring about the number 

of years spent teaching, which was coded continuously.   

 

 

Assessment Practices 

  The teachers’ current assessment practices were explored with a 32 item, self-

report measure.  All of the items were scored from one to six; six always denotes the 

highest level of frequency or degree of use of various assessment practices.  The first 

fourteen items gauge the teachers’ frequency of use of different assessment practices for 

either determining reported grades or more generally evaluating student understanding.  

The next set asks specifically about the frequency of use for low and high stakes 

classroom assessments.  Items 17 – 24 survey the degree to which different practices are 

employed in assigning and combining grades.  The final eight items explore the 

frequency of the source of the participants’ high and low stakes assessments.  While these 

32 items were generated for this research study, they were influenced by similar measures 

of teacher assessment practice used in other contexts (Cizek, Fitzgerald, & Rachor, 1995; 

Suurtamm, Koch, & Arden, 2010).  For the present study, it was crucial that these items 

not convey what is or is not conceived as appropriate assessment in any academic setting, 

but instead measure the frequency and degree of use of various assessment practices.   

 

Scoring 

 The items within the questionnaire were analyzed to detect patterns of assessment 

practice within the items.  Principal axis factoring exploratory factor analysis was 



  
 

 
 

40 

conducted on the teacher responses to arrive at a smaller number of factors that better 

represent overall teacher assessment practice.  Each participant received a standardized 

score for each of the adopted eigenvectors.  Both these factor scores as well as the 

individual item responses were used in the analysis.   

 If there was missing data for four or more items within this measure list-wise 

deletion was used and all responses from that participant were disregarded.  When 

respondents were missing three or less item, or 10% of the practice measure, they were 

given the overall sample mean for that item.  

 

Factor Analysis Extraction 

 A principal axis exploratory factor analysis was used with the 32-item assessment 

practices measure to find a set of independent factors that better represent classroom 

teacher assessment practices.  Once screening suggested a factorable matrix, principle 

axis factoring was used as it gives better estimates than principle components with small 

samples (Snook & Gorsuch, 1989).  The factor analysis employed an oblique Promax 

rotation.  Oblique rotation was used with the underlying factors as there is no prior 

research to suggest that the underlying practice factors would be unrelated and be 

perfectly uncorrelated.   Oblique analysis was chosen as orthogonal rotation sets the 

factors to correlate at 0 (Yong & Pearce, 2013).  Promax was used over other oblique 

rotation methods such as Oblimin as it yields that simplest factor structure.  Ultimately 

both of these rotation methods produced very similar factors. The number of eigenvectors 

that were extracted was based on several pieces of information.  The Kaiser-Guttman 

stopping rule (1960) was used first to limit extraction only to eigenvectors that exceed 1.  
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As this yielded eleven possible eigenvectors, this was deemed insufficient for factor 

extraction.  The scree plot was then inspected along the expectation that the eigenvector 

extraction was to account for at least 50% of the total variance explained.  The point of 

inflexion in the scree plot is just after the fifth factor.  In addition, the five factors 

solution accounts for 51.56% of the variance explained.  The determination was made to 

retain the five factors that naturally have an eigenvalue greater than 2.  These guidelines 

were used in conjunction with an understanding of the items and their context to extract 

factors that produce a more coherent and simplified understanding of assessment practice.   

 

Figure 3.1. Scree Plot of Principle Axis Factoring of Assessment Practices 
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The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of sampling adequacy was used to suggest that 

the sample size allows the extraction with the number of variables used.  Its value ranges 

from 0 to 1, with a recommended value of greater than .6.  This study has a very small 

sample and had a Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy of .50.  This is to 

be expected.  While more participants would have been ideal, the ratio of participant to 

item between 2:1 and 5:1 puts this study in line with about 40% of published factor 

analyses (Costello & Osborne, 2005).  Bartlett’s test of sphericity ensures correlation 

among the variables by testing the null hypothesis that the correlation matrix is an 

identity matrix with all inter-variable correlations being 0.  Bartlett’s test of sphericity 

was significant (χ2 (496) = 1398.35, p < .01) confirming a pattern of relationships. 

 Once factor extraction was achieved, items are described as loading on only one 

factor.  An item was described as loading on a factor if the loading was above .4.  Items 

that did not load on any one factor were ignored in the description of the factors.  There 

were no items that had factor loadings on two factors that exceeded .4. Each respondent 

then received a standardized score for each extracted factor.  These standardized scores 

were used in later analyses.  The extracted factors of assessment practice were analyzed 

and described in light of their variable membership.  Factor loadings for the five 

extracted factors are summarized in Tables 3.3 and 3.4.  They are separated into two 

tables for presentation clarity. 
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Table 3.3:  

Summary of First Three Factors from Exploratory Factor Analysis Results of Assessment 

Practice (N =76) 

 Factor Loadings 

Item External 

Source 

Tests & 

Quizzes 

Absolute 

Assessment 

Source of High Stakes Assessment - District .87 -.11 .21 

Source of Low Stakes Assessment - District  .77 -.12 <.10 

Source of High Stakes Assessment - Self  -.73 <.10 <.10 

Source of Low Stakes Assessment - Self -.61 <.10 .11 

Source of High Stakes Assessment - Curriclm .55 .15 <.10 

Source of Low Stakes Assessment - Curriclm .48 .14 <.10 

Use Quizzes for Understanding <.10 .86 <.10 

Use Paper Pencil Test for Understanding .12 .84 <.10 

Use Quizzes for Grades -.15 .83 <.10 

Use Paper Pencil Tests for Grades .16 .81 .15 

Source of Low Stakes Assessment - Peer .25 -.17 .70 

Source of High Stakes Assessment - Peer .19 -.15 .64 

Degree Effort Influences Grade <.10 -.11 -.61 

Degree Individual Ability Influences Grade <.10 -.11 -.58 

Use In-Class Response for Grade .27 -.21 -.50 

Use Homework for Understanding <.10 <.10 .47 

Eigenvalues 4.85 4.12 3.00 

% of variance 15.16 12.89 9.38 

Note: Factor loadings over .40 appear in bold. 
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 The first factor accounts for 15.16 % of the variance and suggests an underlying 

factor dealing with the use of externally available and possibly suggested assessments.  

Called “external source” for this study, the items loading on this factor focused on the 

source of the low and high stakes assessments the participants self-reported to use.  These 

items suggest that those participants with high standardized scores for this factor acquire 

their assessments from the curriculum they use and the district in which they teach.  It 

also suggests that they do not design the assessments themselves.   

 The second factor dealt exclusively with the frequency with which participants 

used paper and pencil tests and quizzes for both grades computation and assessing 

student understanding.  While accounting for 12.89% of the variance it suggests a 

straightforward set of behaviors.  This factor is suggestive of a clear assessment 

repertoire of frequent student testing and quizzes to understand and grade student 

achievement.   

 Factor three included items dealing with the source of assessment, what 

components influence grade combination, and the use of in-class discussion and 

homework as a means of assessing student understanding.  These items together 

accounted for 9.38% of the variance and suggested a pattern of assessment practice that is 

more varied and complex than the other practice factors.  In total, high standardized 

scores on this factor are suggestive of acquiring assessments from other teachers while 

also discounting the students’ perceived effort and individual ability when scoring those 

assessments.  This factor is also representative of a use of homework for the purposes of 

assessing student understanding and a lack low usage of in-class responses as a means of 

grading.   In this study, practice three will be called “absolute assessment”.  This practice 
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factor is suggestive of a reliance on concrete and tangible products of assessment.  High 

standardized scores are associated with the use of homework as a means of formative 

assessment, but not the use of a student’s in-class response to generate a grade or the 

consideration of the student’s individual ability and perceived effort to factor into the 

assessment score.  All of these practices are congruent with the use of product oriented, 

absolute assessment, where score interpretation on assessments do not vary across 

students.  In addition, this factor also addressed the source of the assessments used.  This 

practice factor suggests a use of other teachers ‘assessments, while also indicating the 

aforementioned consideration of difficult to quantify aspects of assessment such as 

individual ability and effort.   

 This repertoire of assessment practices is representative of an underlying degree 

to which the educator adheres to assessment practices that avoid subjective and 

unstandardized methods of assessment scoring.   As they also suggest the source of their 

assessment to be other teachers, there may be a collaborative nature to their student 

assessment.   In practice, teachers with high scores use their peers’ product oriented 

assessment to produce achievement oriented scores that do not suggest individual 

variation in ability or perceived effort.  What relationship this practice factor may have 

with assessment literacy and assessment conceptions is described with research question 

two.    
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Table 3.4.  

Summary of Factors Four and Five from Exploratory Factor Analysis Results of 

Assessment Practice (N =76) 

 Factor Loadings 

Item Written & 

Discussion 

Projects 

Use Written Work for Grade .68 .26 

Use Written Work for Understanding  .65 .14 

Use In-Class Response for Understanding .54 <.10 

Use Projects for Understanding <.10 .76 

Use Projects for Grade .16 .71 

Eigenvalues 2.46 2.06 

% of variance 7.70 6.43 

Note: Factor loadings over .40 appear in bold. 

  

Factors four and five are more straightforward with each suggesting the use of a 

particular assessment type for the purposes of student grades and understanding 

assessment.  Factor 4 includes items asking about written work or varying kinds and in 

class responses.  Factor 5 includes only 2 items about the use of projects to assess 

students’ understanding and grade formation.  Factor 4 and 5 were presented separately 

for ease of viewing. 
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Reliability 

The teacher assessment practice measure has been designed for this study, and has 

no prior estimates of reliability.  The data for these items within this study yielded a 

Cronbach’s alpha (α) of .669.   

 

Conceptions of Assessment 

 The Teachers’ Conceptions of Assessment III – abridged survey (Brown, 2006) 

was used to discern the level of agreement with the four pre-validated conceptions of 

assessment: assessment is irrelevant; assessment aids student learning; assessment keeps 

schools accountable; or assessment keeps students accountable.  This measure has been 

used with English and non-English speaking populations in Australia, New Zealand, and 

Hong Kong, and Cyprus (Brown, 2009, 2009, 2011, 2011), and significant deviation was 

not expected in the present population.  The original survey had 50 items, but Brown 

(2006) has validated an abridged version of the same measure that reduces the number of 

items to 27.  This measure and its underlying model have recently been tested to ensure 

that the same questionnaire can be used for both primary and secondary school teachers 

(Brown, 2011).   The author gave permission to use the abridged COA-III for this study.    

 This model employed 27 primary variables, each represented by an item within 

the abridged COA-III.  The conception factors of school accountability and student 

accountability each consist of the loadings of three primary variables.  The factor of 

improvement consists of four second order factors, each with three variables.  The factor 

of irrelevance has three second order factors that also has three variables each.  This 

model is represented in Figure 2 below. 
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Figure 3.2: Adopted Conceptions of Assessment Model from Brown, G.T.L. 2011 

 

 

 Examples of items measuring the school accountability conception would be 

“Assessment provides information on how well schools are doing,” or “Assessment is an 

accurate indicator of a school’s quality.” Examples for the student accountability 

conception were items such as, “Assessment is placing students into categories,” or 

“Assessment determines if students have met qualification standards.”  The assessment 

aids student improvement standard was measured with items such as, “ assessment results 

provides feedback to students about their performance,” or “Assessment results can be 

depended on.”  The final conception that assessment results are irrelevant used items such 
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as, “ Assessment forces teachers to teach in a way that is against their beliefs,” and 

“Teachers conduct assessments but make little use of the results.” 

The model used by Brown (2011) is expected to adequately represent the latent 

assessment conception relationships within the present study population.  Its use in that 

similarly heterogeneous teacher population yielded no better fitting model.  This study 

sample is inadequately small to employ the same model fit procedures to suggest a better 

fitting model.  Instead, a principal axis factoring exploratory factor analyses was used to 

understand how these latent variables were measured with this population.  Any 

variations from the specifications of the original model would be exploratory and require 

future research to determine if a better fitting model should be used with respect to 

assessment conception scores.  All scores for assessment conceptions were derived using 

the author’s specifications and guidelines. 

 

Scoring 

  The responses from the items were summed and averaged across the latent 

assessment conceptions: assessment is irrelevant; assessment aids or improves student 

learning; assessment keeps schools accountable; or assessment keeps students 

accountable, giving each participant four unique scores.  The unitary conception scores 

ranged from 1 to 6 for each conception.  The author has supplied all original source 

material in reference to both validating the measure and scoring the individual 

conceptions. 

Cases with fewer than 90% of the responses for the Teachers Conceptions of 

Assessment III were disregarded from all analysis.  Values of responses missing at 
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random were calculated using expectation maximization (EM) using maximum 

likelihood procedures that use the original mean, standard deviation, and variable 

covariances (Brown, 2011). 

 

Reliability and Validity 

 The Teachers’ Conceptions of Assessment III – abridged (TCoA-IIIa) has been 

validated with multiple populations using the fit statistics of the model parameters to the 

collected data.  The good fit of the proposed model to the data suggests that the four 

conceptions can efficiently and validly be assessed with this measure. Both populations 

in New Zealand (x311 
2 = 841.02; RMSEA = .057; TLI = .87) and Queensland, Australia 

(x933
2; = 3283.56; RMSEA = .042; TLI = .81) have suggested a validly fitting model.  

Model fit statistics using more recent data of primary and secondary New Zealand 

teachers (x622
2=1601.39, x2/df = 2.58, p = .11, RMSEA = .040) validates the use of one 

model for both groups of teachers (Brown, 2011). 

 

Assessment Literacy 

While this study measured respondents’ assessment literacy, it did not measure 

assessment ability.  Assessment literacy is specifically the engagement and ability within 

the discourse of assessment.  It does not indicate whether a teacher uses or engages in 

appropriate assessment in the classroom; this could only be discerned by observing 

teachers in the classroom.    

 The Assessment Literacy Inventory (ALI) (Mertler & Campbell, 2005) was 

established in response to the Standards for Teacher Competence in the Educational 
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Assessment of Students (1990).    This study used an adapted version of the complete 

measure with the author’s permission.  The measure uses five vignettes with seven 

questions for each vignette.  The questions map explicitly to one of the seven standards 

suggested.  This study employed three vignettes, with three questions for each vignette. 

The three standards measured are as follows: 

1. Teachers should be skilled in choosing assessment methods appropriate for 

instructional decisions. 

2. Teachers should be skilled in developing assessment methods appropriate for 

instructional decisions. 

3. The teacher should be skilled in administering, scoring and interpreting the results 

of both externally-produced and teacher-produced assessment methods. 

An example of an item measuring standard 2 is:  

One of the middle school math teachers is redesigning her tests to make greater 

use of “story problems” as a way to check students’ math understanding. She 

consults with Mr. Valdez to see what, if any, concerns she should be aware of 

when constructing assessments of this type. Which statement is not an appropriate 

recommendation when designing story-based math tests? 

A. make sure that the reading level is grade appropriate 

B. avoid scenarios more familiar to certain groups over others 

C. check for clarity of sentence construction 

D. incorporate scenarios used during instruction 

 

This dissertation measured the first three standards for both a logistical rationale 

in designing a measure that would not induce respondent fatigue, but also a theoretical 

determination of the value of measuring standards four through seven for this research.  

Standards one through three focus on teachers’ ability to select, develop, administer and 

score assessments, as well as interpret the assessment’s results.  In addition to there being 

a possible redundancy when attempting to measure standards four, five, six and seven as 
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discrete from the first three, the last three standards focus on theoretical tenants of 

appropriate assessment that may necessitate an alternate method of determination.  As the 

last three standards focus on upholding validity within their results, facilitating 

assessment results communication, and recognizing ethical and unethical practices, they 

are decidedly different than the standards that focus on the standards that more directly 

relate to classroom assessment practices (Zhang, 1995). 

 

Scoring 

Each response was coded as correct, incorrect, or unanswered.  Scores are 

displayed both as a percent correct and as a percent of answered questions with correct 

responses.  Each teacher received four different scores; a score per standard (three) and 

for a total assessment literacy.  Since the nine assessment literacy items were scored as 

either correct, incorrect, or unanswered, missing data were treated as an unanswered item.  

 

Reliability and Validity 

The individual items within the Assessment Literacy Inventory (ALI) all assess 

content specific to one of the standards described in the Standards for Teacher 

Competence in the Educational Assessment of Students (1990).  Content validity is 

suggested through the individual item content.   

With a population of pre-service teachers, the item analysis of the ALI suggests 

that this measure adequately assesses teachers’ assessment literacy (Mertler, 2005).  The 

Kuder-Richardson reliability (rkr20 = .74) was above the commonly accepted standard of 

.7.  Item difficulty averaged .681, with a range of .212 to .992.  With an average difficulty 
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for the sample above .5, an average item discrimination for the items of .313 suggests that 

the items are of high quality as items with high item difficulty (“easier” items) cannot 

mathematically discriminate high and low achievers.  The author suggests that one area 

of concern for translating this to in-service teachers is the time elapsed between 

assessment training and taking the ALI for in-service teachers.  With the median number 

of years’ experience for this sample of 11 years, the likelihood is that it has been at least 

that long since the participants received assessment training. 

 The number of items within each scale and the approximate time required to 

complete is summarized below in Table 3.5. 

 

Table 3.5  

Number of Items on Each Scale and Expected Time to Complete.  

Scale No. of items Time to complete 

Demographics questionnaire 11 3 minutes 

Assessment Practices 32 6 minutes 

Conceptions of Assessment  27 5 minutes 

Assessment Literacy 9 9 minutes 

Total 79 23 minutes 

 

The intent of this study is to better understand these three core concepts within 

teacher assessment and begin to understand their relationships.  It is very likely that a 
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model may exist to help understand how teachers’ assessment conceptions, practices and 

literacy influence each other.  It is also likely that these relationships may be predicated 

upon individual differences such as age of students or subject of instruction, or 

experience or level of teacher education.  Either way, this study is meant to inform how 

these incredibly dynamic structures operate within different teaching environments. 
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

 The dissertation results are described in order of the research questions proposed.   

Question 1: What are teachers’ current assessment conceptions, assessment 

practices and assessment literacy? 

Assessment Conceptions 

Normality 

Data were screened for univariate normality through inspection of histograms of 

each of the four conceptions of assessment and calculation of skewness and kurtosis 

statistics.  Skewness and kurtosis statistics were converted to z-scores by dividing each 

statistic by their respective standard errors.  Values of the skewness and kurtosis z-scores 

greater than 1.96 are significant and would indicate a potential problem (Field, 2005).  

The conception that assessment helps improve student achievement (Improvement) was 

the only conception that violated this recommendation.  The distribution was slightly 

leptokurtic with a kurtosis of 1.19 (SE = .55) and a skewness of .73 (SE = .28).  A review 

of the histogram suggests sufficient normality to proceed with the analysis (Mertler, 

2013) 

 

Assessment Conceptions Scores 

Teacher assessment conceptions were determined using the scores from the 

Conceptions of Assessment III Abridged (TCoA-IIIa) questionnaire.  Descriptive 

statistics were generated for each of the four conceptions for the study sample.  Pearson 
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correlations were also tested to determine inter conception relationships.  They are 

displayed in Table 4.1. 

Table 4.1.  

Assessment Conception Scores & Pearson Correlations 

Conception Mean Irrelevance 
School 

Accountability 

Student 

Accountability 
Improvement 

Irrelevance 2.99 -       

School Acc. 3.01 -.36** -     

Student Acc. 3.75 NS .36** -   

Improvement 3.88 -.37** .57** .24* - 

* p < .05. *, p < .01** 

 

A repeated measures analysis of variance suggested a main effect for conception 

type, (F(3,73) = 53.39, p < .01, η 2=.69).  A test of Tukey’s HSD was conducted to detect 

statistically significant differences between conception scores for the sample.  The school 

accountability conception and the irrelevance conception were not statistically different.  

Nor were the student accountability and assessment improves student learning 

conceptions statistically different from each other.  Both the school accountability and 

irrelevance conceptions were statistically lower than the student accountability and 

improvement conceptions.  By themselves, this simply means that this sample of teachers 

held the conceptions that assessment can improve student achievement and assessment 

holds students accountable to a greater degree than assessment holds schools accountable 

and that assessment is irrelevant.   

Prior research suggests the correlations that should exist if the same underlying 

relationships exist in this sample.  The conception that assessment holds schools 

accountable performs as is predicted from prior research by suggesting a positive 
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correlation with both the conception that assessment holds students accountable, , r = .36, 

p = .001, and that it improves student learning, , r = .57, p < .001, while correlating 

negatively with the conception that assessment is irrelevant, , r = -.36, p = .001. The 

conception that assessment improves student learning is predicted to negatively correlate 

with the conception of assessment irrelevance as well, r =- .37, p = .001.   The correlation 

between the conception that assessment holds students accountable and improves student 

learning, r = .24, p = .036 is also found in this study to confirm what prior research 

predicts.  The correlation between holding students accountable and it being irrelevant is 

predicted to be a weak positive correlation and in this study is found to be statistically 

insignificantly different than zero.  Other than this small deviation, the conception scores 

in this study correlated as predicted by prior research and suggest the same underlying 

conception relationships as found in previous populations (Brown, 2004).  These 

correlations generally suggest that within this sample of teachers, the higher the degree of 

adoption for the conceptions of school accountability, the higher the degree that student 

accountability and the improvement of student learning are held and vice versa.  They 

also suggest that the higher the degree that the conception that assessment is irrelevant is 

held, the lower the degree to which assessment holds school accountable and improves 

student learning are held.  These correlations do not suggest a correlational relationship 

between the conceptions of irrelevance and that of assessment holding students 

accountable.   
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Assessment Practices 

 A detailed description of the factor analysis procedure and assessment practice 

factors extracted is found in chapter 3 of this dissertation.  As these factors were rotated 

with an oblique rotation and allowed to be correlated, the assessment practice factor 

Pearson correlations are summarized in Table 4.2.   

 

Table 4.2.  

Assessment Practice Factor Pearson Correlations 

  

External 

Source 

Tests & 

Quizzes 

Absolute 

Assessment  Written Projects 

External Source  .15 -.30** .04 .19 

Tests & 

Quizzes     -.10 .08 .18 

Absolute 

Assessment     .26* -.09 

Written      .25* 

Projects      

* p < .05. *, p < .01** 

 

 There are three significant correlations among the five practice factors obtained.   

Two of the three involve practice factor three, called absolute assessment in this study.  

The assessment practices of engaging in absolute grade consideration and using your 

peers as a source of this assessment was significantly negatively correlated with the 

practice factor suggesting their assessment’s source was the school district and the 

curriculum materials, r = -.30, p = .008.  This is consistent with the aspect of factor three 

suggesting the teachers’ assessment source was other teachers.  This correlation suggests 
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that the external source nature of factor one may not extend to peers as external sources 

of assessment.  It also suggests that while not part of the absolute assessment practice 

factor, it is likely that these practices are associated with not using assessment provided 

from the district or curriculum while designing your own.  The absolute assessment 

practice factor was significantly positively correlated with the practice factor of using 

written products, r = .25, p = .026, as well.  Again, while not part of the practice factor, it 

may suggest that the practice of avoiding relative grading practices such as individual 

ability and effort does not come at the expense of avoiding more complex measures of 

achievement such as written essays and papers.    

 These factors suggest that this sample of teachers’ self-reported assessment 

practices have discrete aspects of assessment practice.  The practice factors deal with the 

methods of assessment, the source, or the nature of the assessment itself.  Practice factor 

two, four and five indicate the methods of preferred assessment for this sample of 

teachers.  Factor two indicates that teachers who use quizzes also use tests and use them 

for both grades and to assess general student understanding.  Factors four and five are 

more narrow and suggest simply that teachers use written work or projects for both 

grading and student understanding.   Practice one indicates the source of the assessments 

self-reported to be used.  It suggests that teachers who receive their assessment from their 

curriculum or from their district are unlikely to create their own.  Factor three indicates 

assessment practices that suggest a practice of generating assessments scores that indicate 

absolute achievement with respect to a set of educational objectives, while likely 

receiving those assessments from other teachers.  These practice factors should not be 

interpreted as ability or competency with respect to these practices. 
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Assessment Literacy 

Normality 

Data were screened for univariate normality through inspection of histograms of 

each of the four conceptions of assessment and calculation of skewness and kurtosis 

statistics.  Skewness and kurtosis statistics were converted to z-scores by dividing each 

statistic by their respective standard errors.  Values of the skewness and kurtosis z-scores 

greater than 1.96 are significant and would indicate a potential problem (Field, 2005).  

None of the three assessment literacy standard scores or the cumulative assessment 

literacy score violated this screening.  Despite this it is worth noting that with only three 

items per standard, there were only four possible scores for each of the individual 

assessment standard scores.  

 

Literacy Scores 

Teacher assessment literacy scores represent a percent correct out of the total 

number of items.  For each of the three standards, that is three items each.  The total 

assessment literacy score is percent correct out of the possible nine items. Unanswered 

items were considered incorrect responses.  The three Standards of Teacher Competence 

in Educational Assessment of Students are as follows: 

1. Teachers should be skilled in choosing assessment methods appropriate for 

instructional decisions. 

2. Teachers should be skilled in developing assessment methods appropriate for 

instructional decisions. 

3. The teacher should be skilled in administering, scoring and interpreting the results 

of both externally-produced and teacher-produced assessment methods. 

(NCME, AFT, NEA, 1990) 
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The percent correct scores for the three standard scores and the total assessment literacy 

score are displayed in Table 4.3. 

 

Table 4.3.  

Assessment Literacy Scores in Percent of Items Correct 

  

Standard 1 Standard 2 Standard 3 

Total 

Literacy 

Score 

Mean 69.74 39.47 54.39 54.53 

SD 23.20 31.13 30.23 18.78 

 

A repeated measures analysis of variance suggested a main effect for literacy 

standard, (F(2,74) = 31.20, p < .01, η 2=.46). A test of Tukey’s HSD was conducted to 

detect statistically significant differences between standard scores. All three individual 

standard scores were statistically different suggesting a progression of difficulty.  This 

sample considered standard one items to be the easiest items.  Standard three items were 

more difficult, with the most difficult items and lowest percent correct pertaining to 

standard two.   These results indicate that the sample answered 54% of the assessment 

items correctly.  The three items dealing with the assessment development and 

appropriateness for instructional decisions were answered incorrectly the most often.   In 

total these scores suggest an only partial mastery of the content within the nine items.  It 

is important to reiterate that these items are multiple-choice items measuring the 

assessment standards listed above and not an indication of competency in assessment 

practice.   
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Question 2: What is the relationship between teacher conceptions of assessment, 

teacher assessment literacy, and assessment practices? 

 The relationship between the scores of assessment conceptions, assessment 

practices and assessment literacy was assessed through the use of Pearson correlation and 

stepwise multiple regressions.  As causal relationships between these three constructs are 

not specifically suggested by previous research, all significant correlations between the 

five extracted practice factors and the assessment conceptions and assessment literacy 

scores were used to explain the variance in the practice factors.  All Pearson correlations 

are displayed in Table 4.4. 

  

Table 4.4.  

Pearson Correlation between Assessment Practice Factors and Assessment Conceptions 

and Assessment Literacy 

 School 

Account 

Student 

Account 
Improve 

Irreleva

nt 

Literacy 

Stand 1 

Literacy 

Stand 2 

Literacy 

Stand 3 

Tot Lit 

Score 

External Source 
.37** .15 .05 -.14 -.07 -.14 .03 -.09 

Tests & 

Quizzes 
.23* .40** .25* -.27* -.15 .09 -.10 -.06 

Absolute 

Assessment  
-.28* -.14 -.18 .19 .23* .34** -.13 .21 

Written 
-.01 -.06 .01 .17 -.03 -.04 -.16 -.12 

Projects 
.08 .02 -.14 .03 -.07 -.07 .04 -.05 

* p < .05. *, p < .01** 

 

 While it is likely bi-directional, an understanding of true causality among the 

three domains is not within the scope of this research.  Results of this dissertation need 



  
 

 
 

63 

not suggest causality in order to aid in the design of and implementation of interventions 

for any of the three phenomena in question.  In light of the cumbersome nature of their 

true causality and the dearth of research, this dissertation focused on trying to develop a 

prediction model that might suggest what aspects of assessment conceptions and 

assessment literacy explain the variance in assessment practice.  Upon exclusion of all 

non-significant and small significant correlations (r < .2), stepwise multiple regression 

was employed to create a regression equation to help predict the standardized value of the 

significant assessment practice factors. Collinearity diagnostics were obtained to provide 

tolerance and variance inflation factor (VIF) scores for the variables. 

As factors four and five did not have any significant Pearson correlations with any 

of the assessment conceptions or assessment literacy scores, they were not used in further 

analyses.  Practice factor one, source of teacher assessment is external, was significantly 

correlated, r = .37, p = .001, with the assessment conception that assessment helps to hold 

schools accountable.  This conception explained 13.6% of the variance (R= .37, 

F(1,74)=11.65, p<.001) in the practice factor.  The suggestion is that the conception that 

assessment holds schools accountable significantly predicted if they acquired their 

assessment from their district or course curriculum.  This is reasonably interpreted as the 

degree to which teachers hold the conception that assessment holds schools accountable 

predicts some of the variance in their likely use of district or curriculum provided 

assessments.   

Practice factor two, the use of tests and quizzes as a means of assessment, 

significantly correlated with all four assessment conceptions.  It was positively correlated 

with the conceptions of holding schools and students accountable and aiding in student 
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improvement, and negatively correlated with the conception that assessment is irrelevant.  

Multiple regression analysis was used to test if the four conceptions of assessment would 

significantly predict the self-reported use of tests and quizzes.  This four conceptions 

explained 19.4% of the variance (R= .44, F(4,71)=4.27, p=.004).  Only the conceptions 

that assessment holds students accountable (β=.33, p=.007) and that assessment is 

irrelevant (β=-.25, p=.043) significantly predicted the self-reported use of tests and 

quizzes in the classroom. This suggests that the variance in teachers’ use of tests and 

quizzes as a means of assessing students is predicted by the degree to which they hold the 

conception that assessment holds students accountable and inversely by the degree to 

which they believe assessment is irrelevant.   

Practice factor three, absolute assessment, was significantly correlated with 

assessment literacy standard one, r = .23, p = .042, assessment literacy standard two, r = 

.34, p = .003, and negatively correlated with the conception that assessment holds schools 

accountable, r = -.28, p = .015.  Multiple regression analysis was used to test if 

assessment literacy and the school accountability conception would significantly predict 

the assessment disengagement.  This three variables explained 24.6% of the variance (R= 

.50, F(3,72)=7.83, p<.001).  Assessment literacy for standard two (β=.35, p< .002), and 

the school accountability conception (β=-.33, p= .002) significantly predicted the degree 

to which teachers self-reported practices that indicate a profile of absolute assessment.  

This suggests that self-reported use of those assessment practices associated with 

disregarding individual ability, effort, and in class responses as well as using other 

teachers’ assessments is predicted by a competency in the most difficult assessment 

literacy standard and inversely with the conception that assessment holds schools 
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accountable.  The relationship between the practice factor and the school accountability 

suggests that the almost 25% of the variance that teachers engage in absolute assessment 

practices is based on the degree to which the teacher holds the conception that assessment 

holds schools accountable and their assessment literacy.  More specifically, it suggests 

that the variance in absolute assessment practice is explained by the teachers’ fluency and 

mastery with the language and ideas of assessment development.  This suggests that this 

practice is likely not due to a lack of understanding or fluency in assessment, and may 

indicate a thoughtful choice in the selection of peers’ assessments. 

  

Question 3:  What are the individual characteristics that describe teachers with 

different conceptions of assessment, teachers who self-report different assessment 

practices, and teachers who hold different levels of assessment literacy?  

 To better understand the differences in the specific characteristics of the 

participating teachers with respect to any of the assessment practice factors, the 

assessment conceptions, and partial or total assessment literacy, an analysis of variance 

(ANOVA) or correlation was conducted with the eleven demographic items.  Only 

significant ANOVAs are reported and discussed.  The two demographic variables dealing 

with years of experience were explored using a Pearson correlation. All significant 

correlations between the two measures of experience and any of the four assessment 

conceptions, the five practice factors, and assessment literacy are reported.   The results 

from the ANOVAs are reported in the order in which the items are presented in the 

survey. There were no significant differences in any of the measured assessment 

variables with respect to the gender of the participant, whether the participant taught 
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within the United States, the participant’s school affiliation, the participant’s school 

district location, or if the participant was currently certified to teach in the United States, 

so they were excluded.  

 

Student Grade Level Instructed 

  A one-way between subjects analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted to 

compare the effect of student grade level instructed on the first assessment practice 

factor, assessment from an external source.  The ANOVA suggests a mean difference in 

the participants’ score of self-reporting the use of the district’s or school’s assessments 

and not their own on the basis of the student grade level instructed [F(3,72) = 10.91, p < 

.001, η 2=.31].  Post hoc comparisons using the Tukey HSD test indicated that the mean 

standardized score of elementary school teachers (M = .81, SD = .16) was significantly 

greater than that of middle school teachers (M = -.20, SD = 1.09) and of secondary school 

teachers (M = -.35, SD = .74). However, middle and secondary school teachers did not 

significantly differ. What this suggests is that teachers who instruct in elementary schools 

self-report using assessments that originate from their school or school district while not 

creating their own more than teachers in a middle school or secondary school setting.  

This does not suggest if the teachers are required to use prescribed assessments or choose 

to.  It only suggests that they report using externally generated assessments more 

frequently. 
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Content Specialization 

  Two one-way between subjects analysis of variance (ANOVA) were conducted 

to compare the effect of content specialization instructed on the first, external source, and 

fourth, written and response, assessment practice factor.  There was a significant effect of 

the content instructed on practice factor one, the participants’ score of self-reporting the 

use of the districts’ or schools’ assessments and not their own, [F(6, 66) = 3.35, p = .006, 

η 2=.23].  Post hoc comparisons using the Tukey HSD test indicated that the mean 

standardized score of English and Language Arts teachers (M = -.70, SD = .62) was 

significantly less than that of Special Education (M = .47, SD = .84).  There were no other 

statistically significant differences among practice factor one.  There was also a 

significant effect of content instructed on practice factor four, the use of written and in-

class response for assessment, [F(6, 66) = 2.61, p = .025, η 2=.19].  The post hoc 

comparisons using the Tukey HSD test indicated that the mean standardized score of 

English and Language Arts teachers (M = .61, SD = 1.07) was significantly greater than 

that of Special Education (M = -.71, SD = .84).  Again, there were no other statistically 

significant differences among the practice factor.   

 These comparisons suggest that special education teachers report using district 

and school generated assessments more often than English and language arts teacher, 

who in turn use written work and in-class discussions as a means of assessment more 

often than special educators.   
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Formal Grading Policy 

One-way ANOVAs were used to detect significant effects for the existence of a 

formal grading policy with respect to the assessment literacy score for standard one, 

choosing assessment effectively, [F(2, 73) = 3.92, p = .024, η 2=.10], the assessment 

conception that assessment holds schools accountable [F(2, 73) = 4.35, p = .016, η 2=.11], 

the assessment conception that assessment aids in student improvement [F(2, 73) = 5.47, 

p = .006, η 2=.13], and the assessment practice factor four, use of written and in-class 

discussion [F(2, 73) = 4.12, p = .007, η 2=.13].  The third option was if they were unsure 

if such a policy existed.  Teachers who reported not having a formal grading policy (M = 

.76, SD = .23), had greater assessment literacy for standard one than those teachers who 

did (M = .61, SD = .22).  Additionally, teachers who reported not having a formal grading 

policy in their school scored statistically significantly higher than those teachers who did 

in both the conception that assessment holds school accountable and that assessment aids 

student improvement.  Lastly, the practice factor of the use of written and in-class 

discussion as assessment was reported more frequently by teachers who did have formal 

grading policy in their school. 

 These comparisons suggest that teachers in schools without a formal grading 

policy hold the conceptions that assessment holds schools accountable and aids in student 

improvement, that they may be more assessment literate with respect to the selection of 

assessments, and that they may use written products for assessment purposes more than 

teachers at school with a formal grading policy. These are interesting findings in light of 

the many externally mandated policies and assessments some teachers report.  It must 

also be disclosed that after the data collection took place, it was determined that the item 
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could have multiple interpretations and should have had further clarification.  The item 

does not delineate what the grading policy should refer to at a minimum.  Some 

respondents may have responded they did not have a formal grading policy because they 

interpreted the item to refer to a completely prescribed grading policy for all individual 

assessments and their summative combination.  The intent for the item was to capture 

which respondents had any policies within any aspect of grading and assessing that they 

had to adhere to.   

 

Education Level & Assessment Course 

The post-secondary education level and the self-report if they took an assessment 

course were analyzed with a t-test to determine the equality of means, as there were only 

two groups. The education levels of the participants were regrouped into Bachelor of Arts 

or Science (BA/BS) and a Masters degree or higher to simplify interpretation. Teachers 

who reported obtaining a masters degree or above, (M = .16, SD = .91) had higher 

standardized scores on the absolute assessment practice factor than did teachers holding a 

BA or BS (M = -.40, SD = .80), t(74) = 2.60, p = .011, Cohens d = .65.  Teachers who 

reported having taken an assessment course (M = -.31, SD = .94) had a lower 

standardized score on the fifth practice factor, use of projects, than did those teachers 

who did not (M = .16, SD = .83), t(73) = 2.17, p = .034, Cohens d = .52.  Together these 

analyses suggest that a teacher’s amount of post-secondary education will influence their 

assessment practices, but not in the same impact that way that having a specific course in 

assessment does.   
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 A potential issue was detected with the item inquiring if a standalone course in 

assessment was taken.  It is possible that some respondents, while having indicated that 

they did not take a standalone course in assessment, received assessment training in each 

of their pedagogically oriented courses.  As the intent of the item was to capture those 

respondents with assessment training, the item should have been phrased accordingly. 

 

Years of Experience 

 The demographic variables dealing with years of experience were explored using 

a Pearson correlation.  The only significant relationships were suggested with the 

assessment literacy scores.  Both measures of years of experience correlated significantly 

and negatively with the overall assessment literacy score.  This sample suggests that 

lower assessment literacy scores are associated with more years of experience in either 

the teacher’s current classroom or overall.   

 

Table 4.5.  

Pearson Correlation between Assessment Literacy and Teaching Experience  

 Assessment Literacy Score 

Experience in Years in Grade Level  
-.33** 

Experience in Years Total 
-.46** 

 p < .01** 

 

This may indicate a disconnect between the measure of assessment literacy and 

the practical experience of teaching in the classroom.  It may also indicate that 

assessment literacy is not reinforced once the teacher leaves his or her degree program.  



  
 

 
 

71 

This would result in lower scores for teachers the further they are removed from their 

academic training.   
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CHAPTER 5 

  DISCUSSION 

Summary of Findings 

 This study sought to understand the relationships between the assessment 

conceptions held, the assessment practices self-reported to be used and the degree of 

assessment literacy for classroom teachers in the hope that a more thorough 

understanding will enable more specific research in the future.  The ultimate goal is the 

better understanding of the relationships between these assessment phenomena and how 

this understanding can most effectively instruct and remediate various teacher groups 

within the context of classroom assessment.  

 The teachers sampled held the assessment conceptions that assessment holds 

students accountable and improves student learning to a greater degree than they held the 

conceptions that it holds schools accountable or is irrelevant.  The assessment practices 

that emerged are suggestive of a pattern of assessment behaviors indicating what kind of 

assessment is used and where the teacher obtains it. The assessment literacy scores are 

suggestive of only partial mastery of the standards of teacher competence in educational 

assessment of students.   

 This dissertation gives insight into the relationship between the three assessment 

phenomena by suggesting predictive factors that contribute to the self-reported 

assessment practice factors.  The assessment practice of obtaining classroom assessment 

from external sources has a predictive relationship with the assessment conception that 

assessment holds schools accountable.  Ultimately, holding the conception that schools 

are held accountable by classroom assessment accounts for some of the variance in the 
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use of assessments provided by the district or the curriculum.  The practice of using 

quizzes and tests to assess student understanding and create grades can be partially 

predicted by the degree to which they think that assessment holds students accountable 

and the inverse of the degree they hold the conception that assessment is ultimately 

irrelevant.  The third predictive relationship involves the practice factor indicating a 

pattern of absolute assessment.  This use of assessment techniques that ignore relative 

methods of grade designation such as student perceived effort and individual ability can 

be partially predicted by the degree the teacher possesses a proficiency in assessment 

literacy and the inverse of assessment holds school accountable.  This third predictive 

relationship suggests that the variance in the degree of these absolute assessment 

procedures is influenced by the very specific knowledge of assessment terminology and 

procedure, as well as the degree to which the teacher holds that assessment does not 

function to hold schools accountable.   

 The third aim of this study was to further identify the teachers who held the 

various assessment conceptions, reported the various practices, and demonstrated 

competency in within assessment literacy.  Only a few of the demographic variables 

collected were suggestive of difference among any of the assessment variables in 

question.  A logical continuation of this research would be to further measure the 

assessment phenomena in question with larger samples of specific teacher demographics 

so more statistical difference can be explored.  This would also be necessary for the 

construction of effective assessment remediation programs to be developed.   
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Assessment Conception Scores 

 This dissertation sample held the conceptions that assessment holds students 

accountable and improves student learning to a greater degree than they hold the 

conceptions that assessment holds schools accountable or is irrelevant.  The nature of 

these scores functioned as would be expected with a convenience sample of teachers.  

This study’s findings echo the previous studies of this measure in that participant school 

accountability and improvement conception scores were higher than school 

accountability and irrelevant conception scores (Brown, 2011; Brown, Lake, & Matters, 

2011).  The correlations found between the four conceptions also suggest the measure 

functioned as would be expected.  Without the adequate study sample size, a true 

confirmation of the model fit for the four conception model was not possible.  In light of 

the inability to confirm the model stipulated by Brown (2006), for this sample, an 

exploratory factor analysis was conducted to suggest potential areas for further research. 

While not the purview of this study, a principal axis exploratory factor analysis 

was conducted to explore differences in how these items functioned with respect to this 

study sample.  The same procedures were used in the determination in the rotation of the 

factor solution and the number of factors retained as was used in the factor analysis for 

self-reported assessment practices.  The goal was to determine potential differences that 

may exist in the measurement of the four assessment conceptions with this population.   

Factor analysis of the twenty-seven item Conceptions of Assessment III (TCoE-IIIA) 

Abridged Survey was conducted with the identical protocol suggested a three factor 

solution.  The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of sampling adequacy was .631.  This 

exceeded the minimum threshold of .6.  Three of the items had loadings greater than .4 
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on more than one factor and were ignored.  The remaining twenty-four items suggest a 

similar factor structure to the one used in the study, but with three factors representing 

assessment conceptions, not four.   

 The new three-factor structure combines the items pertaining to the conception 

that assessment keeps students and schools accountable with a few items previously 

associated with aiding student improvement.  The new general accountability conception 

encompasses the idea that assessment holds students and schools accountable.  The key 

difference with respect to this sample of teachers is the inclusion of items pertaining to 

the inherent reliability and validity that assessment possesses.   It suggests that this new 

conception may indicate a system of beliefs that assessments hold students and schools 

accountable in large part due to their level of inherent accuracy and consistency the 

teacher understands assessment to possess.  The conceptions of aiding student 

improvement and assessment being irrelevant are largely intact.   

 While in need of further confirmation of the correct model structure with 

potentially new samples, the nature of the teachers’ conceptions of assessment are still 

intact and suggestive of a significant aspect to understanding teacher classroom 

assessment.  There is clear evidence in prior research as well as this dissertation that 

teachers do not hold one conception of the purpose of assessment, but instead have 

varying degrees of several different conceptions.  These conception values can be used in 

the understanding of the other assessment phenomena as well as potential remediation of 

assessment practices in the classroom.   
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Assessment Practice Factors 

 The determination of potential practice factors was required within this study as 

there was no measure of assessment practice that would yield scores of underlying 

practice factors.  This study wanted assessment practices to be represented quantifiably, 

so a model of prediction might be suggested.  Despite the need for more participants to 

better account for sample size inadequacy, the procedures used in factor extraction 

revealed several practice factors that made logical sense with respect to the likely practice 

profiles that exist within teachers.  Practice factors two, four and five suggest discrete sets 

of assessment practice behaviors centering on the use of quizzes and tests, written 

products, and projects.  Theses practice factors are helpful in the understanding of how 

these assessment practices are likely to group together.   

One of the aims of this research was to explore assessment practices beyond the 

straightforward designation of what specific assessment practices are employed.  Practice 

factors one and three do this by exploring the source of the assessments and what the 

teachers consider when scoring and interpreting assessment results.  Practice factor one 

gives a clear indication that an underlying practice factor suggests the degree to which the 

educators obtain their assessments from outside sources.  In this case the outside sources 

are the district and the curriculum.  When this is paired with the practice of not creating 

their own assessments, this practice factor further suggests a practice of looking 

externally for the assessments used in class.  Practice factor four is similarly enlightening 

as it suggests a profile of using other teachers’ assessment as well as discounting relative 

aspects of grading.  This factor indicates the degree to which the assessment score 
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ignores or includes individual ability and effort.  For this reason, the factor is indicative 

of an absolute grading profile.   

Future research could explore why a teacher reports a reliance on absolute 

assessment practices.  In addition to the simple belief that classroom assessment results 

should be an indication of mastery of educational objectives and be consistently applied 

to all students, it is possible that the practice factor also represents a level of difficult 

assessment avoidance.  The practices of trying to quantify and account for student 

perceived effort and individual ability is time consuming and subjective.  This practice 

might be avoided by some teachers as a means of focusing their time and effort on other 

aspects of instruction.   

Ultimately, in light of the negative correlation with the first practice factor and 

subsequent prediction models, it is my interpretation that it is more suggestive of a 

practice of assessment focused on the use of absolute methods of assessment.   

 

Assessment Literacy 

 The Assessment Literacy Inventory (ALI) (Mertler & Campbell, 2005) is still 

being used as a metric to interpret the teachers’ competency with the standards for 

teacher competence in educational assessment (Delosa & Morales, 2015). It is, however, 

reflective of a very specific domain of content.  Of the practice factors that emerged, only 

one of the factors had a predictive relationship with the any degree of assessment literacy.  

While the items are adequately suggestive of a partial mastery of these items with current 

teachers, this partial mastery may indicate little else besides the fluency in assessment 

language and the application of its meaning.  It is reasonable to suggest that the training 
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and remediation of assessment literacy may not assist in the alterations and changes to the 

teachers’ classroom assessment practices.  It may simply be an indication of how far 

removed the teacher is from her formal pedagogical instruction, as the years of 

experience suggests.   

 

Assessment Phenomena Relationships 

 The predictive relationship between teachers’ assessment conceptions and 

assessment literacy with their assessment practices was a primary focus of this research.  

The practice of using external assessments was partially predicted by the conception that 

schools are held accountable by assessment.  With only 13% of the variance being 

explained, this may suggest that a relatively small amount of the variance in this practice 

is accounted for with this conception.  With so much unexplained variance, future 

research should endeavor to determine what accounts for other aspects of the variance in 

this score.  

Nearly 20% of the variance in the use of tests and quizzes was accounted for in 

the conceptions that students are held accountable by assessment and then inversely by 

the conception that assessment is irrelevant.  This makes reasonable sense as teachers 

would not engage in the practice of giving tests and quizzes as a means of both grading 

and obtaining student understanding if they did not hold the conception that this practice 

was holding the student accountable and was not irrelevant.  Ideally, a relationship 

between the variance in use of any specific assessment practice should be explained by 

the conception that assessment improves student learning.  Future research should aim to 

suggest the conceptions responsible for other specific assessment practices.   
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Nearly 25% of the variance in the practice of absolute assessment is accounted for 

by one assessment literacy standard and inversely the conception that assessment holds 

school accountable.  To have this much variance in a practice factor, which is suggestive 

of using other teacher’s assessments, explained by the score of three items dealing with 

assessment development is interesting.  This may indicate that these teachers know the 

procedure of assessment development, but choose not to engage in it.  The variance is 

also explained inversely by the conception of school accountability.  Perhaps the 

combination of these teachers’ conception that assessment infrequently holds schools 

accountable with their proficiency in assessment literacy has made them want to find 

absolute measures of achievement and use others assessment.  This relationship is 

complex and in need of further clarification. 

 

Demographics Variable Frequency 

 Summatively, there is not a clear indication that a particular demographic of 

teachers is different with respect to the three assessment phenomena addressed in this 

dissertation.  The statistical differences among the demographic variables were 

predominantly within the domain of self-reported assessment practice. This dissertation 

suggests that elementary schoolteachers are different with respect to the first assessment 

practice factor, external sources for assessment.  A more robust sample of teachers would 

likely suggest more of these differences and significantly contribute to the ways these 

differences can guide remediation.  Similarly, teachers engaged in special education were 

only significantly different from English and language arts teachers.  This again seems an 
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example were a more robust sample would help further clarify the differences in the ways 

these groups of teachers engage in the domains of assessment.   

This dissertation also suggests that the implementation of a formal grading policy 

has implications with respect to all three of the assessment domains investigated.  Future 

research should attempt to understand more fully the specific parameters of these 

policies, as well as the ramifications of non-compliance.  With respect to the amount of 

post-secondary education and if participants recalled taking a course in assessment, again 

these differences manifested themselves in the teachers’ assessment practice. This finding 

is reflected of more recent research suggesting that some assessment practices are best 

predicted by the occurrence of particular teacher assessment training (Koloi-Keaikitse, 

2016).  

Lastly, this dissertation is helpful in what demographic variables may be excluded 

from future research as well.   This would help to lesson the item load on the participants.  

Ultimately, this study demonstrated the need for future research that would not only 

adequately describe the various assessment phenomena with demographic frequencies, 

but also describe different demographic groups with levels of assessment phenomena.   

 

Intended Audience 

 The intended audience for this research could be nearly all those affected by 

student assessment.  A primary audience would be school administrators who wish to 

both understand and support their teachers better in the domain of student assessment.  

While the individual practices, assessment conceptions, and assessment literacy may vary 

with other teacher populations, the likelihood of influence between them makes this 
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research very important for those in a position to monitor and support classroom teachers.  

Teachers and instructors of pre-service teachers would also benefit from this research in 

the context of self-analysis and reflection.  This research may prompt a thoughtful review 

of a teachers assessment practices and conceptions that help put the focus of their 

assessment on the students the assessments are meant to measure.  In addition to the 

teachers themselves, it is also the intent that parents may find this research impactful with 

respect to understanding their own student’s assessment results.  This research may 

facilitate a more meaningful dialogue between the parent and teacher, by giving the 

parent a more knowledgeable base from which to inquire about their own child’s 

assessment.   

 

Limitations and Future Research 

 The main limitation of this study is with respect to the sample size and sampling 

procedure of the study population.  The sampling constraints of this research limit my 

ability to suggest the true nature of the practice factors that emerged, and thus the likely 

predictive relationship between the three assessment phenomena.  In addition to an 

increased sample size, this study is limited to anecdotal observations about the types of 

teachers who possess the varying levels of assessment phenomena.  This would not affect 

the ability to suggest the relationships between these phenomena, but to suggest 

statistically significant differences among demographic groups.  This limitation is 

particularly important with the use of these results in the assisting of current in- service 

teachers with their current classroom assessment needs.  Despite the desire for a random 

sample of teachers, it is unlikely that teachers who do not find this aspect of teaching 
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interesting would be unlikely to complete the measure.  This limitation of a convenient or 

biased sample of teachers is likely to persist.   

 Another limitation of this research was the respondent fatigue with respect to the 

time required in taking the online survey.  As stated previously, the measure for 

assessment literacy is likely to have been used differently.  Ultimately, it seems prudent 

to divide the assessment measures into multiple administrations.   

 Future research requires first an adequate confirmation of the model of 

assessment conceptions and of the assessment practice factors found in this study.  With 

confirmation, the prediction models suggesting what phenomena may account for the 

variance in assessment practice can be used effectively to challenge and improve current 

classroom assessment.   
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APPENDIX A 

PERSONAL SOLICITATION LETTER 

 

Dear K-12 Educator, 

 I would like to ask for your participation in my current research of classroom 

teacher assessment phenomena by completing an online survey of classroom assessment.  

I have a great appreciation for your time and as a teacher myself, I would not ask you to 

participate lightly.  This research is of great significance to me both personally and 

professionally, and responses from educators such as you will help to facilitate a 

meaningful discourse and ultimately lead to a greater understanding of how to cater to 

our needs as educators.   

The survey link below will take you to the online survey and should take 

approximately 20 minutes to complete.   

https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/Snyder_SofAPC_L 

The purpose of this study is to investigate the specific assessment 

phenomena of teacher held assessment conceptions, assessment literacy and self-

reported assessment practices.  Information about these phenomena individually 

and with respect to each other would help to inform our understanding of 

classroom assessment and ultimately aid in its remediation and development. 

 Your responses will remain confidential and will be gathered anonymously. 

 Please make sure to follow the link after the survey to enter an e-mail address for 

a chance to win one of five (5) $25 Amazon gift cards. 

With Great Thanks, 

Mark Snyder 

mrsnyder@temple.edu 

(215) 680-2770 

Ritter Hall 464  

1301 Cecil B. Moore Ave. 

  

Philadelphia, PA 19122 

 

 

 

 

https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/Snyder_SofAPC_L
mailto:mrsnyder@temple.edu
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APPENDIX B 

SCHOOL PARTICIPATION LETTER 

 
Study Title: Investigating the Link between Current Classroom Teachers’ Conceptions, Literacy, 

and Practices of Assessment 

Student Investigator:   Mark R. Snyder, M.Ed., Doctoral (PhD) Student, Temple University 

Primary Investigator, Advisor: Julie L. Booth, Ph.D., Assistant Professor of Educational 

Psychology, Temple University 

Purpose of Study:  

Since the publication of A Nation at Risk: The imperative for Educational Reform in 1983, 

academic assessment went through a fundamental change within the educational system.  In 

light of the report’s assertion that many students were being failed by their educational system 

and recommendation that states submit report cards demonstrating achievement levels and 

progress, academic assessment began a shift from a tool to determine educational progress of 

specific students to its use as a barometer by which educational systems could be judged 

(Miller, Linn & Gronlund, 2012). This shift in assessment’s role in the classroom created an 

assessment culture where both greater import and greater scrutiny were placed on all forms of 

assessment in the classroom.   

 The necessity for research into the classroom assessment domain is predicated upon 

several presuppositions.  While there is debate about the method and form of assessment that 

should be used with various students (Alkharusi, 2008), there is consensus that the assessment 

practices teachers employ do have an impact on their student’s achievement. (Brown & 

Hirschfeld, 2008: Segars & Tillema, 2011)  Given the impact on student achievement, the 

individual assessment choices teachers make within their classroom and the underlying reasons 

these choices are made are worth study.  It is also clear that in addition to  assessment’s role in 

ultimate student achievement, the overall negative student views of the assessment these 

students encounter in the classroom (Nartgun, 2009) and the many teachers’ low initial self-

reported knowledge of and self-efficacy within the domain of classroom assessment (Dekker & 

Feijs, 2005; Nan et al., 2006) suggest the need for continued research. 

As there is no indication that enacting teacher change in the domain of assessment 

differs significantly from other domains, (Schwager & Carlson, 1994) research should inform the 

current values, attitudes and practices of the teachers in question, prior to suggesting the 

method or form of intervention.  Schwager and Carlson conclude that there are two 

components to school change, the scholastic environment in which the teacher instructs, which 

consists of the degree of support and innovation, and the attitudes and beliefs of the teachers 

themselves.   This research will attempt to further clarify the later. 
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Understanding this culture of assessment that has been cultivated in the thirty years 

since A Nation at Risk’s publication is impossible without a clear understanding of the teachers 

within this culture.  This dissertation will focus on three distinct phenomena within the 

assessment culture: the conceptions teachers hold about the assessments that take place in 

their classroom and school, the assessment practices these teachers choose to employ, and the 

degree of proficiency with assessment (or, assessment literacy) that teachers possess.  This 

dissertation is an attempt to not only understand what these three phenomena look like in 

teachers with varying content proficiency and age of students instructed, but to investigate the 

link between the phenomena as well. 

  This dissertation will use teacher survey data to suggest a set of self-reported practice 

profiles that should help describe the specific assessment practices that often are employed 

together.  Further, it will identify correlations between these practice profiles and teachers’ 

assessment conceptions and assessment literacy.  Ultimately, the research is designed to 

suggest predictive relationships between the assessment conceptions and literacy teachers 

might possess and the kinds of assessment practices that they report to employ.   

Given the import that assessment has in the classroom, if the educational community 

was aware of what teachers’ perceptions, practices, and literacy were with respect to 

assessment we could engage teachers more effectively.  As these phenomena do not operate in 

isolation, our understanding of them should not be similarly limited.  Using the relationships 

between these phenomena and the knowledge of what demographic characteristics are likely 

with respect to them in both high and low degree would enable teacher educators to tailor both 

curriculum and professional development.  Gathering this information is the first step by which 

appropriate professional development and interventions can be designed and implemented in 

the assessment domain.   

The following research questions will be addressed in this study:   

1. What are the nature of current teachers’ assessment conceptions, assessment practices 
and assessment literacy? 

2. What are the relationships among teacher conceptions of assessment, teacher 
assessment literacy, and assessment practices? 

3. What individual differences in demographics and experience characterize teachers with 
different conceptions of assessment, teachers that self-report different assessment 
practices and teachers who hold different levels of assessment literacy?  

 

Procedure:   Data collection will include the administration of a one-time questionnaire taking 

approximately 20 minutes.  The questionnaire will include questions about teachers’ 1) 

demographic backgrounds 2) conceptions of assessment (e.g., assessment is irrelevant, 

assessment aids student learning, assessment keeps schools accountable, etc.), 3) assessment 

literacy (i.e., recognizing and evaluating sound assessment practices), and 4) current reported 
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assessment practices (i.e., self-report of the frequency and degree to which various assessment 

practices are utilized in the teacher’s classroom).   

The questionnaire will be administered either in person or online via the website 

SurveyMonkey. 

https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/Snyder_SofAPC_L 

 

Request for Participation: I am requesting to administer the questionnaire to any K-12 teachers.  

This could be done during pre-existing K-12 professional development, during in-service 

meetings at the schools in your district, or on the teachers own time after the survey link is 

made available to them.   

 

No in-class observation of teachers is required.  All participants will read a confidentiality 

statement per Temple University IRB guidelines.  This study will not assess or analyze individual 

teacher, school, or school district performance or ability.  If desired by the school, I am happy to 

provide a brief talk/discussion on classroom assessment topics as a ‘thank you’ for their 

cooperation.    

 

Contact information: Mark Snyder 

   mrsnyder@temple.edu   

   (215) 680-2770  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/Snyder_SofAPC_L
mailto:mrsnyder@temple.edu
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APPENDIX C 

SNYDER SURVEY OF ASSESSMENT PRACTICES,                           

CONCEPTIONS, AND LITERACY 

 

 
GENERAL DIRECTIONS: Thank you for taking part in my research study.  The 
questions here are for background information only.  All of your responses will be 
kept in strict confidence.  Under no circumstances will you be identified nor will 
your responses be shared with anyone. If you have any questions, please 
contact Mark Snyder at Temple University at 215-680-2770 
 Your responses are very important to me. We thank you in advance for your 
cooperation.  
 

Demographic / Background Info  
 

1. What is your gender? 

 Female 

 Male 
 

2. Do you currently teach in the United States? 

 Yes 

 No 
 

3. Which of the following is the most appropriate description of the level of student 
you teach? (Select all that apply) 

 Elementary (K – 6) 

 Middle (grades 6 – 8) 

 Secondary (grades 9 – 12) 

 Other 
 

4. If you have specific content specialization, which of the following most 
appropriately identifies your content area? (Select all that apply) 

 English / Language Arts 

 Mathematics 

 Social Studies / History 

 Science 

 Foreign Language 

 Special Education 

 Physical Education 

 Elementary Math 

 Elementary Language Arts 

 Other 
 

5. Which best describes the educational level you have attained? 

 B.A. or B.S.    □ Ed.D 

 M.A. or M.S.    □ Ph.D 
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6. Which best describes your current school affiliation?   

 Public 

 Parochial 

 Charter 

 Other 
 

7. Which term best describes the location of your school district? 

 Urban 

 Suburban 

 Rural 

 Other 
 

8. Including the current year, how many years of experience do you have? 
 

______________ Years in Current Grade Level 

 

______________ Years in Teaching in Total 

 

9. To the best of your knowledge, did you take a standalone course in classroom 
assessment as part of your undergraduate or graduate training? 
 

 No 

 Yes 
 

10. To the best of your knowledge, do you currently hold state certification in your 
current teaching discipline? 
 

 No 

 Yes 
 

11. Does you district have a formal policy for determining and/or assigning grades? 
 

 No 

 Yes 

 Not sure 
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Scenario #1 
Mr. Okawa, a fifth-grade teacher, is planning his instruction for the next grading period, 

aware of the fact that his students will be taking the statewide achievement test near the 

end of the grading period. 

1.  Mr. Okawa’s mathematics unit for this grading period will focus on multi-step 

problem-solving. He wants to assess his students’ problem-solving abilities at the end 

of the unit to determine if any reinstruction will be necessary prior to the statewide 

test. Which of the following assessment strategies would be the most appropriate 

choice? 

A. He should choose the assessment included in the teacher’s manual from the 

textbook he uses. 

B. He should choose an assessment which is consistent with the content and 

skills he taught. 

C. He should choose a different standardized assessment that provides a score 

on similar skills. 

D. He should choose an assessment which covers single-step problem-solving 

skills. 

 

2.  Mr. Okawa decides to develop his own assessment in order to determine if any 

reinstruction will be necessary. He also wants to use his assessment as a means of 

anticipating how his students will perform on the statewide assessment. In order for 

him to accurately approximate his students’ performance, which of the following would 

be the most appropriate type of assessment for him to develop? 

A. a performance assessment 

B. a multiple-choice test 

C. a portfolio assessment 

D. an essay test 

 

3.  Juan, another student in Mr. Okawa’s class, receives a scaled score of 196 on the 

reading comprehension portion of the statewide assessment. The cut score is 200; 

therefore, Juan does not pass this subtest. However, the subtest has a standard error 

of measurement equal to 6. Which of the following is the best decision for Mr. Okawa 

to make regarding instruction appropriate to meet Juan’s needs? 

A. Juan has clearly not achieved the minimum level of reading comprehension 

and should receive remedial reading instruction. 

B. Mr. Okawa knows that Juan could have scored higher, so the results of the 

test should be ignored. 

C. Juan may likely have achieved the minimum level of reading comprehension 

and nothing different or additional should be done. 

D. Mr. Okawa knows that Juan should have scored much lower, so the results of 

the test should be ignored. 

Assessment Literacy: Please circle the response (A – D) that answers each question. 
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 Scenario #2 

 

Ms. Green is an eighth-grade American History teacher. She has just finished teaching a 

unit on the Industrial Revolution and wishes to make decisions about her students 

regarding their higher-order thinking skills. Ms. Green has decided to give her students a 

single assessment in the form of an end-of-unit multiple-choice test.  She anticipates that 

most of her students will perform well on the test 

 

4. Based on her goal, what can you conclude about her decision to administer a 

multiple-choice test? 

A. This is an appropriate choice for a unit assessment. 

B. The test scores may not be valid for this purpose. 

C. The test scores may not be reliable for this purpose. 

D. A true-false test would be more appropriate. 

 

 

5. To determine the quality of her multiple-choice test, Ms. Green should conduct an 

item analysis and examine all of the following except 

A. item difficulty values. 

B. item discrimination values. 

C. reliability coefficients. 

D. validity coefficients. 

 

 

6.  Some of Ms. Green’s students do not score well on the multiple-choice test. She 

decides that the next time she teaches this unit, she will begin by administering a 

pretest to check for students’ prerequisite knowledge. She will then adjust her 

instruction based on the pretest results. What type of information is Ms. Green using? 

A. norm-referenced information 

B. criterion-referenced information 

C. both norm- and criterion-referenced information 

D. neither norm- nor criterion-referenced information 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Assessment Literacy: Please circle the response (A – D) that answers each question. 
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Scenario #3 

 

Mr. Valdez is an English teacher in the newly built middle school. Experienced in issues 

of classroom assessment, Mr. Valdez is often asked to respond to the district’s 

questions concerning best practices for evaluating student learning. 

 

7.  Ms. Franklin, also an English teacher, asks what type of assessment is best for 

evaluating her 6th graders’ writing skills. Which of the following methods is likely to 

provide the best response to her question? 

A. selected response methods 

B. true/false statements 

C. completion items 

D. essay prompts 

 

8.  One of the middle school math teachers is redesigning her tests to make greater use 

of “story problems” as a way to check students’ math understanding. She consults 

with Mr. Valdez to see what, if any, concerns she should be aware of when 

constructing assessments of this type. Which statement is not an appropriate 

recommendation when designing story-based math tests? 

A. make sure that the reading level is grade appropriate 

B. avoid scenarios more familiar to certain groups over others 

C. check for clarity of sentence construction 

D. incorporate scenarios used during instruction 

 

 

9.  At the end of each class period, Mr. Valdez does a quick “check in” with his students 

to get an impression of their understanding. In this example, the primary purpose for 

conducting formative assessment is to 

A. identify cumulative knowledge. 

B. determine content for the final exam. 

C. plan classroom instruction. 

D. evaluate curriculum appropriateness. 

 

Assessment Literacy: Please circle the response (A – D) that answers each question. 


