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Abstract
The purpose of the study was to determine if there were differences in the
perceptions of primary and secondary school teachers’ classroom assessment
practices in region one in Jamaica. Seven research questions guided the study.
An analytic survey research design was used to answer the research questions.
A stratified random sampling method was used to select 225 teachers. However, a total of 157 (64 primary & 93 secondary) school teachers participated
in the study. Data were collected through the use of a web-based questionnaire which had an overall reliability coefficient of 0.749. The findings
showed that closed-book test, portfolio, multiple-choice, short answer, restricted essay, and fill-in-the-blanks were popularly used by the teachers. The
findings also showed that there were significant differences among the teachers on the following arranging test items according to types and writing specific instructions, informing students about the areas that will be assessed,
administration of assessments, grading assessment, explaining how scores
were derived, giving students the opportunity to appeal their grades, and using the results of the statistical analyses to improve assessment practices.
Based on these findings recommendations were made on how to improve
teachers’ assessment practices.
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1. Introduction
In the undergraduate Bachelor of Education programmes in the teacher training
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colleges and universities in Jamaica, the students would at least take a course on
classroom assessment. This introductory course would expose students to types
of classroom assessments, skills and techniques in developing appropriate reliable and valid classroom assessment instruments, test administration, grading,
analysing, interpreting, and reporting assessment data. After this initial training,
many teachers participate in different professional development courses including workshops on classroom assessment designed to improve their assessment
practices. In a study done by Chew and Lee [1] to investigate the facilitators’ beliefs and practices of classroom assessments, their findings showed that support
from the school leadership, availability of assessment-related training and resources, and accountability to industry partners are important factors impacting
on the facilitators’ classroom assessment practices. The assumption is that having taken at least a course in classroom assessment in their college years; teachers are expected to develop effective classroom assessment instruments and
techniques to be used in assessing their students.

1.1. Statement of the Problem
Despite the initial and probably continued professional development opportunities, classroom assessment practices remain a concern for the staff of the Ministry of Education, Youth and Information (MOEYI). For instance, during the
2013 Jamaica Teachers’ Association conference, the Permanent Secretary in the
Ministry of Education, Elaine Foster Allen was quoted as saying “of a sample of
135 schools inspected across the island, assessment was rated as poor among 42
percent of them” [2] (n.p.). Among other things, Elaine Foster Allen also stated
that “assessment practices were found to be weak, irregular and inconsistent;
hence most students were not stimulated to learn in these classrooms” [2] (n.p.).
Since the comments by Elaine Foster Allen, teachers’ classroom assessment
practices continue to be a problem as several heads of learning institutions continue to request for assessment workshops (personal communications, October
28, 2016). There is a need to investigate the perceptions of teachers’ assessment
practices in selected schools in Jamaica.

1.2. Purpose of the Study
The main purpose of the study was to determine if teachers differ by school type
in their perceptions of classroom assessment practices in Jamaica.

1.3. Research Questions
The overarching question is: do the primary and secondary school teachers’
perceptions of assessment practices differ? From this broad question, the following research questions were raised:
1) What types of classroom assessment methods and test items are used by the
teachers?
2) To what extent do teachers’ perceptions of preparation for assessment differ?
DOI: 10.4236/oalib.1105038
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3) To what extent do teachers’ perceptions of administering assessment differ?
4) To what extent do teachers’ perceptions of grading assessment differ?
5) To what extent do teachers’ perceptions of providing assessment feedback
differ?
6) To what extent do teachers’ perceptions of fairness in assessment differ?
7) To what extent do teachers’ perceptions of analysing assessment data differ?

1.4. Operational Definition of Terms
In this study, the term assessment method is defined as the strategies used by
teachers to collect information on students’ achievement. These methods include
open book test, closed book test, cooperative testing, take home test, collaborative or negotiated test, portfolio, peer and self assessments, etc. This is measured
by a web-based questionnaire designed to collect data on the frequency of use of
these strategies by the teachers.
In this study, the term classroom assessment practice is defined as the determination of the extent of students’ performance by the teachers through a range
of activities starting from the preparation of the assessment instrument to the
analysis of the results of the assessment. This is measured by a web-based questionnaire designed to collect data on preparation for assessment, administration
of the assessment, scoring of assessment, providing feedback, fairness, and analysing students’ performance.

2. Literature Review
Classroom assessment is defined as “the collection, interpretation, and use of
information to help teachers make better decisions” [3] (p. 8). Teachers can use
both be formative and summative assessment during the instructional process
depending on the purpose it is designed to serve [4] [5]. RestiMartanti [6] listed
examples of methods used during formative assessment as “conducting an observation during classroom activities, homework exercises, reflection journals,
question and answer sessions, conferences, in-class activities when students informally present their results, and student feedback” (p. 58). While the examples
of summative as stated by RestiMartanti [6] are “examinations, final examination, term-papers, projects, portfolios, performances, student evaluation, and instructor self-evaluation” (p. 59). Regardless of the type of assessment, classroom
teachers are required to conduct an evaluation of their students’ performance.
There numerous textbooks on classroom assessment written by experts such
as Chappuis and Stiggins [7], Miller, Lin, and Gronlund [8], Nitko and Brootkhart [9], Popham [10], and Peacock [11], Reynolds, Livingston, and Willson
[12], Russell and Airasian [13], and Waugh and Gronlund [14], just to name a
few. As well as published online guidelines and standards on assessment developed by organisations such as the National Council on Measurement in Education (NCME), the Joint Committee on Testing Practices (JCTP), and the Joint
DOI: 10.4236/oalib.1105038
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Committee on Standards for Educational Evaluation (JCSEE). These resources
were designed to be used by persons with the responsibility of developing an assessment instrument as well as using them to assess student performance.
Apart from these textbooks and guidelines on assessment, there are numerous
articles on classroom assessment practices. For instance, Benzehaf [15] used an
exploratory design to explore the assessment practices and skills of 40 high
school teachers in El Jadida, Morocco. The findings showed that the teachers
used a variety of assessment strategies. Calveric [16] for the doctoral thesis investigated the fifth-grade teachers’ assessment beliefs and practices in Virginia
Commonwealth. The findings showed that although the teachers had limited
exposure to assessment training, this did not stop them from having an assessment belief. Han and Kaya [17] examined the Turkish EFL teachers’ assessment
preferences and practices. The findings revealed that the assessment methods
used were based on their preferences. In Botswana, Koloi-Keaikitse [18], examined the primary and secondary school teachers’ assessment practices by examining their skills and beliefs about assessment. Similarly, Zhang and Burry-Stock
[19], in the US, investigated teachers’ assessment practices and self-perceived assessment skills and concluded that teachers with assessment training had a
higher level of self-perceived assessment skills.
As it pertains to the assessment practices of teachers in particular subjects
such as English and Mathematics, in a doctoral thesis, Susuwele-Banda [20] using the naturalistic inquiry approach, investigated mathematics teachers’ perceived classroom assessment practices. The findings showed that the teachers
did not use a variety of assessment methods. On the contrary, in Japan, Wicking
[21] examined the English teachers’ beliefs and assessment practices and concluded that the teachers used a variety of assessments, including teacher-made
paper-and-pencil tests as well as items from the textbooks. On the other hand,
Yang [22] investigated the factors affecting English teachers’ use of multiple
classroom assessment practices among young language learners in Taiwanese
elementary school. The findings showed that the teachers “perceived assessment
competency (self-efficacy) teacher beliefs about the pedagogical benefits of assessment, and teacher education are significantly positively correlated with
teachers’ assessment practices, while teacher beliefs about the difficulty of implementing assessment is negatively correlated with teachers’ practices” [22] (p.
85).
The researcher could not locate a study on this area in Jamaica in the existing
literature that addressed teachers’ classroom assessment practices. This study attempts to shed light on this issue by investigating the perceptions of Jamaican
teachers in selected public primary and secondary schools on their classroom
assessment practices.

3. Methods
3.1. Design and Sampling
An analytic survey research design was used for the study to examine the teachDOI: 10.4236/oalib.1105038

4

Open Access Library Journal

C. Onyefulu

ers’ classroom assessment practices in Kingston and St. Andrew (region 1) in
Jamaica. In Jamaica, public schools are classified under six regions, which
represent the 14 parishes. This was done to enhance the effectiveness of the
functions of the Ministry of Education, Youth and Information (MoEYI) [23]. In
this study, due to financial and budgetary constraints, only the public primary
and secondary school teachers in Kingston and St. Andrew were targeted due to
their proximity to the researcher. These are the two parishes with the largest
number of teachers. A stratified random sampling method was used to select the
teachers (n = 225). This was done by using five percent of teachers in the public
primary schools (n = 79) and five percent of teachers in the secondary schools (n
= 146) in St. Andrew (Table 1). The MoEYI Jamaica School Profiles [24] was
used as the sampling frame. Privately owned schools were excluded from the
sampling.
As shown in Table 1, the actual number that participated was (n = 157).
Therefore, the total response rate was 69.8%. According to Wiersma [25], “when
surveying a professional population, 70 percent is considered a minimum response rate” (p. 176). The summary of the demographic characteristics of the
participants is presented in Table 2.
As shown in Table 2, a majority of the participants were female teachers. Approximately 36% of the participants were 30 years and below, and a majority
(52.9%) had attained a Bachelor’s degree in education. Approximately 41% of
the teachers had been teaching for five years and under, and a majority (n = 93)
of the participants were teaching at the secondary school level. It should be
noted that the teachers who participated in this study at the primary school level,
taught a variety of subjects which include Mathematics and English Language to
grades one to six pupils. On the other hand, the teachers at the secondary school
level who also participated taught subjects such as Information Technology, Integrated Science, Mathematics, English, Office Administration, Principles of
Accounts, Principles of Business, Home Economics, Industrial Technology,
Technical Drawing, Social Studies, etc., to grades seven to eleven students.

3.2. Data Collection
A web-based questionnaire developed by the researcher was used to collect data
from the teachers. The items in the questionnaire were developed from assessment
Table 1. Number of teachers in public primary & secondary schools in Kingston & St.
Andrew.
St. Andrew

Number of Teachers Number of Teachers
in Population
in Sample

Actual Number
Participating

Response Rate
(%)

Primary Schools

1588

79

64

81.0

Secondary Schools

2922

146

93

63.7

Total

4510

225

157

69.8

Source: Ministry of Education, Youth, & Information. Jamaica School Profiles (2015-2016).
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Table 2. Demographic characteristics of study participants.
School Teachers
Primary (n = 64)

Secondary (n = 93)

Total
(n = 157)

Male

25 (15.9%)

27 (17.2%)

52 (33.1%)

Female

39 (24.8%)

66 (42.0%)

105 (66.9%)

30 years & under

11 (7.0%)

46 (29.3%)

57 (36.3%)

31 - 35 years

15 (9.6%)

16 (10.2%)

31 (19.7%)

36 - 40 years

13 (8.3%)

10 (6.4%)

23 (14.6%)

41 - 45 years

22 (7.6%)

16 (10.2%)

28 (17.8%)

46 years & over

13 (8.3%)

5 (3.2%)

18 (11.5%)

7 (4.5%)

17 (10.8%)

24 (15.3%)

Bachelor Degree

35 (22.3%)

48 (30.6%)

83 (52.9%)

Master’s Degree

20 (12.7%)

24 (15.3%)

44 (28.0%)

Doctoral Degree

2 (1.3%)

4 (2.5%)

6 (3.8%)

5 years & under

21 (13.4%)

44 (28.0%)

65 (41.4%)

6 - 10 years

14 (8.9%)

31 (19.7%)

45 (28.7%)

11 - 15 years

20 (12.7%)

3 (1.9%)

23 (14.6%)

9 (5.7%)

15 (9.6%)

24 (15.3%)

Characteristics
Gender:

Age Range:

Educational Qualification:
Diploma

Teaching Experience:

16 years & Over

textbooks as well as from the researcher’s experience as a lecturer in classroom
assessment. In order to ensure that the questionnaire was properly designed, the
five basic steps as outlined by Spector [26] was followed. First, the construct of
interest, in this case, classroom assessment practices, was defined. Second, the
response format was decided based on the nature of the items. The idea was for
the responses to be quantifiable. Third, the questionnaire was piloted with 15
primary and 17 secondary school teachers in Kingston, and St. Andrew. These
teachers were not used in the main study. However, they were asked to complete
the questionnaire and provide comments on the clarity of the items as well as to
determine if there was item bias. Fourth, the item analysis was calculated which
yielded an internal consistency of 0.70. Fifth, the questionnaire was validated by
experts. See the reliability and validity section for more comments.
The first section of the questionnaire contained seven close-ended-items that
measured the background of the participants. The second section contained two
close-ended items that measured assessment methods and types of items used by
the teachers. The third section had 34 Likert-type items on classroom assessment
practices. These included items on preparing assessment (items 1 - 16), test adDOI: 10.4236/oalib.1105038
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ministration (items 17 - 19), grading (items 20 - 24), feedback (items 25 - 28),
fairness (29 - 31), and analysis (items 32 - 34). These items were adapted from
the Joint Committee on Standards for Educational Evaluation [27], Kubiszyn
and Borich [28], Miller, Lin, and Gronlund [8], Nitko [29], Nitko and Brootkhart [9], Reynolds, Livingston, and Willson [12], and the guidelines summarized
by Reynolds, Livingston, and Willson [12] from the Code of Professional Responsibilities in Educational Measurement by the National Council on Measurement in Education (NCME, 1995), the Code of Fair Testing Practices in
Education (CFTPE, 1988), and the Rights and Responsibilities of Test Takers:
Guidelines and Expectations (1998) by the Joint Committee on Testing Practices
(JCTP, 1988, 1998). These items had a four-point response format of Not Applicable (0), Almost Never (1), Sometimes (2), Often (3), and Almost Always (4).
See a copy of the questionnaire in the Appendix.

3.3. Reliability and Validity
Cronbach’s alpha was conducted to determine the reliability of the web-based
questionnaire. An overall reliability coefficient of 0.749 was obtained. Although
several authors ([30] [31] [32] [33] [34]) have reported different levels of alpha
ranging from 0.70 to 0.95. For instance, Bastick and Matalon [32] recommended
0.75 as the minimum acceptable alpha level, while Nunnally and Bernstein [33]
and supported by Streiner [34] suggested a minimum of 0.70. In all cases, the
obtained alpha value in this study was about the same with the values recommended.
Content validity was ascertained through the expert judgment. According to
Thorn and Deitz [35], the use of content experts is a practical approach to content validation. Three experts were asked to review the questionnaire for clarity,
accuracy, and relevance of the content as it pertains to classroom assessment
practices. These three persons are knowledgeable in the area of classroom assessment, educational psychology, and educational research. Regarding the
comments provided, and the calculation of the percentage of agreement (83%)
among the experts, was high. However, the experts used in this study suggested
improving the sentence structure of a few items in sections one and three of the
questionnaire.

3.4. Ethical Issues
Although this research falls under the category of studies that are exempted from
the Institutional Review Board (IRB) [36], all ethical considerations pertaining
to studies of this nature were observed. This included obtaining permission from
the Ministry of Education, Youth and Information (MOEYI) in 2016 to distribute the web-based questionnaire to the teachers in the public primary and secondary schools in St. Andrew through the existing Ministry network; taking
precautions to protect the privacy of participants and the confidentiality of their
personal information; obtaining informed consent before participation; and enDOI: 10.4236/oalib.1105038
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suring that the participants had the right to withdraw without penalty ([36]
[37]).

3.5. Data Analysis
As indicated earlier, a total of 225 participants were selected; however, 157
teachers eventually participated, resulting in 69.8% response rate. The researcher
used all 157 questionnaires in the analyses. For the analyses, the responses from
the web-based questionnaire were downloaded from Google in the form of Microsoft Excel sheet and imported into the Statistical Package for the Social
Sciences (SPSS) program. The data was coded and vetted before the statistical
analyses were conducted by using descriptive statistics (mean, standard deviation, frequency, percent, & cross-tabulation), as well as inferential statistics (independent samples t-test). The independent samples t-test was used to determine if there were differences between the primary and secondary school teachers’ perceptions of assessment practices. The analysis was conducted at the item
level and the significant level of 0.05. The results of the Levene’s test for equality
of variance were more than 0.05. This paved the way for the use of the t-test.

4. Results
4.1. Types of Classroom Assessment Methods and Test Items Used
by Teachers
Research Question One: What type of classroom assessment methods and test
items were used by the teachers?
Two items in the questionnaire were used to answer the above research question. First, the teachers were asked to indicate the type of classroom assessment
methods they used, and second, they were asked to indicate the types of test
items that they used in their assessments. The analysis was done by using
cross-tabulation (Table 3).
As shown in Table 3, closed book test and portfolio were the most popular
assessment methods used among the primary and secondary school teachers.
The least used methods were self-assessment (3.2%), and collaborative or negotiated test (1.9%). Presented in Table 4, are the types of items used by the teachers.
As shown in Table 4, the most popular items used by the teachers were multiple-choice items (87.9%), short answer items (77.7%), restricted essay (70.7%),
and fill-in-the-blanks (70.1%). The secondary school teachers mostly used extended essay questions. Presented below are the findings to research question
two.

4.2. Teachers’ Perceptions of Preparation for Assessment
Research Question Two: To what extent do teachers’ perceptions of preparation
for assessment differ?
Sixteen Likert-type items in the questionnaire were used to collect data from
DOI: 10.4236/oalib.1105038
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Table 3. Types of classroom assessment methods used by participants.
School Teachers

Classroom Assessment
Methods

Primary (n = 64)

Secondary (n = 93)

Total
(n = 157)

Closed book test

51 (32.5%)

85 (54.1%)

136 (86.6%)

Portfolio assessment

18 (28.1%)

62 (66.7%)

80 (51.0%)

Cooperative testing

19 (12.1%)

32 (20.4%)

51 (32.5%)

Take home test

13 (8.3%)

19 (12.1%)

32 (20.4%)

Open book test

11 (7.0%)

20 (12.7%)

31 (19.7%)

Peer assessment

8 (5.1%)

20 (12.7%)

28 (17.8%)

Self assessment

5 (3.2%)

-

5 (3.2%)

Collaborative or negotiated test

-

3 (1.9%)

3 (1.9%)

Table 4. Types of test items used by participants.
School Teachers
Primary (n = 64)

Secondary (n = 93)

Total
(n = 157)

Multiple-choice items

53 (33.8%)

85 (54.1%)

138 (87.9%)

Short answer items

45 (28.7%)

77 (49.0%)

122 (77.7%)

Restricted essay items

42 (26.8%)

69 (43.9%)

111 (70.7%)

Fill-in-the-blanks

43 (67.2%)

67 (72.0%)

110 (70.1%)

Interpretive exercise

54 (84.4%)

36 (38.7%)

90 (57.3%)

True/false items

28 (17.8%)

59 (37.6%)

87 (55.4%)

Matching items

24 (15.8%)

54 (34.4%)

78 (49.7%)

Extended essay items

-

44 (47.3%)

44 (47.3%)

Test Items

the teachers. For the findings of the descriptive statistics on the items that measured assessment preparation (Table 5), followed by the t-test results.
As shown in Table 5, the mean values for the teachers’ responses indicated
that their assessment practices as it pertains to test preparation were between
“Often and “Almost Always,” except for two items (3 - 4), which indicated that
the primary and secondary teachers’ assessment practices for the use of table of
specifications for preparing assessments (M = 1.55, SD = 1.126) and (M = 1.53,

SD = 1.049), and the review the guidelines of writing test items when preparing
my assessments (M = 2.00, SD = 0.926) and (M = 2.20, SD = 0.854) respectively,
were between “Almost Never” and “sometimes.”
Further analysis was done using the independent samples t-test to determine
if there were differences between the primary and secondary school teachers’
perceptions on assessment preparation. The result showed that there were significant differences among the teachers on three items. These were “I arrange
item types under different sections of my test/exam paper,” t(155) = 2.123, p =
0.0035; “I write specific instructions for the different sections of the test/exam
DOI: 10.4236/oalib.1105038

9

Open Access Library Journal

C. Onyefulu
Table 5. Descriptive statistics for assessment preparation.
Primary School
Teachers (n = 64)

Secondary School
Teachers (n = 93)

Mean

SD

Mean

SD

1. I consider the purpose of the assessment

3.34

0.629

3.39

0.676

2. I ensure that the instructional objectives are clearly
stated

3.42

0.773

3.32

0.754

3. I use a table of specifications for preparing my
assessment

1.55

1.126

1.53

1.049

4. I review the guidelines of writing test items when
preparing my assessments

2.00

0.926

2.20

0.854

5. I include a variety of items/tasks in my assessments

3.52

0.756

3.47

0.563

6. I ensure that each item matches the instructional
objectives stated

3.05

0.699

3.01

0.828

7. I arrange item types under different sections of my
test/exam paper

3.17

1.106

3.47

0.669

8. I write specific instructions for the different sections
of the test/exam paper

3.39

0.768

3.69

0.687

9. I have a balance of easy, moderate and difficult
items in my test/exam papers

3.19

0.852

3.33

0.665

10. I ensure the security of the assessments

3.72

0.486

3.65

0.636

11. Before the assessment, I inform my students the
purpose of the assessment and what the results will be
used for

3.05

0.785

3.12

0.720

12. I inform my students about the areas that will be
assessed

3.05

0.764

3.39

0.610

13. I inform my students about when the assessment
will be administered

3.79

0.477

3.78

0.462

14. I use a venue that will not impact of students’
performance

2.79

0.912

3.01

0.744

15. I motivate the students to do their best before the
assessment

3.56

0.639

3.47

0.563

16. I give students tips on assessment-taking skills.

3.22

0.745

3.12

.819

Items

paper,” t(155) = 2.422, p = 0.017; and “I inform my students about the areas that
will be assessed,” t(155) = −3.190, p = 0.022. The findings showed that the practice of arranging item types under different sections, writing specific instructions
for the different sections, and informing students about the areas that will be assessed was “often” and “almost always” practised by the secondary school teachers.

4.3. Teachers’ Perceptions of Administering Assessment
Research Question Three: To what extent do teachers’ perceptions of administering assessment differ?
Three Likert-type items in the questionnaire were used to collect data from
the teachers. For the findings of the descriptive statistics on the items that measDOI: 10.4236/oalib.1105038
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ured administration of assessments (Table 6), followed by the t-test results.
As shown in Table 6, the mean values for the teachers’ responses indicated
that their assessment practices as it pertains to the administration of assessments
were between “Often and “Almost Always” for all three items.
Additional analysis was done using the independent samples t-test to determine if there were differences between the primary and secondary school teachers’ perceptions of administration of assessments. The result showed that there
was a significant difference among the teachers on one item, “I monitor students
for cheating during the assessment,” t(155) = −2.249, p = 0.026. The findings
showed that more secondary school teachers indicated that they “most often”
and “almost always” monitored students for cheating during the assessment
when compared to the primary school teachers.

4.4. Teachers’ Perceptions of Grading Assessment
Research Question Four: To what extent do teachers’ perceptions of grading assessment differ?
A total of five Likert-type items in the questionnaire were used to collect data
from the teachers. For the findings of the descriptive statistics on the items that
measured grading assessment (Table 7), followed by the t-test results.
As shown in Table 7, the mean values for the teachers’ responses indicated
that their assessment practices as it pertains to grading assessment were between
“Often and “Almost Always” for the first two items (#20 - 21). For instance, for
the use of scoring key/guide when grading, the mean values were (M = 3.29, SD
= 0.937) and (M = 3.14, SD = 0.851). While for grading assessment with a scoring guide or rubric, the mean values for the primary school teachers were
slightly higher (M = 3.04, SD = 0.933) and (M = 2.58, SD = 0.756), respectively.
For items 22 to 24, the mean values were between “Almost Never” and “Sometimes,” showing that a majority did not practice these often.
Additional analysis was done using the independent samples t-test to determine if there was a difference between the primary and secondary school teachers’ perceptions on grading assessment. The result showed that there was a significant difference among the teachers on one item (#21), that is, “I grade assessment with a scoring guide/rubric,” t(155) = 3.447, p = 0.001.
Table 6. Descriptive statistics for administration of assessment.
Primary School
Teachers (n = 64)

Secondary School
Teachers (n = 93)

Mean

SD

Mean

SD

17. I ensure that each student gets a paper to use on
the day of the assessment

3.59

0.659

3.37

0.763

18. I ensure that students understand the
instructions for the assessment

3.58

0.612

3.60

0.554

19. I monitor students for cheating during the
assessment

3.52

0.756

3.75

0.564

Items

DOI: 10.4236/oalib.1105038
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Table 7. Descriptive statistics for grading assessment.
Primary School
Teachers (n = 64)

Secondary School
Teachers (n = 93)

Mean

SD

Mean

SD

20. I am consistent follow the scoring key/guide
when grading

3.29

0.937

3.41

0.851

21. I grade assessment with a scoring guide/rubric

3.04

0.933

2.58

0.756

22. I ask my colleague to check the answers before I
start grading to reduce scoring bias

1.17

1.189

1.45

1.047

23. I make sure that my scoring is fair

1.75

1.425

1.74

0.954

24. I match students’ performance on each item
against each instructional objective/standards

1.96

1.246

2.09

0.873

Items

4.5. Teachers’ Perceptions of Providing Assessment Feedback
Research Question Five: To what extent do teachers’ perceptions of providing
assessment feedback differ?
Four Likert-type items in the questionnaire were used to collect data from the
teachers. For the findings of the descriptive statistics on these items that measured assessment feedback (Table 8), followed by the t-test results.
As shown in Table 8, the mean values for the teachers’ responses indicated
that their assessment practices as it pertains to assessment feedback were between “Often” and “Almost Always” for items 25 and 28; and between “Sometimes” and “Often” for items 26 and 27.
Further analysis was done using the independent samples t-test showed that
there was a significant difference among the primary and secondary teachers on
one item 27, “I explain to the students how their scores were derived,” t(155) =
2.288, p = 0.023.

4.6. Teachers’ Perceptions of Fairness in Assessment
Research Question Six: To what extent do teachers’ perceptions of fairness in assessment differ?
Three Likert-type items in the questionnaire were used to collect data from
the teachers. For the findings of the descriptive statistics on the items that measured fairness (Table 9), followed by the t-test results.
As shown in Table 9, the mean values for the teachers’ responses indicated
that their assessment practices as it pertains to fairness were between “Often and
“Almost Always” for the first item (#29), with mean values of (M = 3.34, SD =
0.717) and (M =3.13, SD = 0.741), respectively. For items 30 to 31, the mean
values were between “Almost Never” and “Sometimes,” showing that a majority
did not practice making changes to scoring applicable to all students, as well as
giving students the opportunity to appeal their grades, which had a slightly
higher mean value for the primary school teachers when compared to the secondary school teachers.
DOI: 10.4236/oalib.1105038
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Table 8. Descriptive statistics for assessment feedback.

Items

Primary School
Teachers (n = 64)

Secondary School
Teachers (n = 93)

Mean

SD

Mean

SD

25. I communicate the assessment results to
students in a timely manner

3.61

0.553

3.59

0.536

26. I report students’ grades in ways that they can
easily understand it

2.31

1.037

2.38

0.908

27. I explain to the students how their scores were
derived

2.44

1.022

2.78

0.870

28. I go through the graded assessments with the
students

3.11

0.838

3.31

0.691

Table 9. Descriptive statistics for fairness in assessment.
Primary School
Teachers (n = 64)

Secondary School
Teachers (n = 93)

Mean

SD

Mean

SD

29. I allow students to ask questions about their
graded papers

3.34

0.717

3.13

0.741

30. I make changes to scoring applicable to all students
that were assessed by me

2.36

0.843

2.23

0.991

31. I give students the opportunity to appeal their
grades

1.52

0.926

1.88

0.934

Items

The independent samples t-test used in determining if there was a difference
between the teachers’ perceptions of fairness, showed that there was significant
difference among the teachers on one item (#31), “I give students the opportunity to appeal their grades,” t(155) = −1.998, p = 0.047.

4.7. Teachers’ Perceptions of Analyzing Assessment Data
Research Question Seven: To what extent do teachers’ perceptions of analyzing
assessment data differ?
Three Likert-type items in the questionnaire were used to collect data from
the teachers. For the findings of the descriptive statistics on the items that measured analysis of assessment data (Table 10), followed by the t-test results.
As shown in Table 10, the mean values for the teachers’ responses indicated
that their assessment practices as it pertains to the analysis of assessment data
were between “Almost Never” and “Sometimes” for all three items. This showed
that a majority of the teachers did not practice these in their classrooms.
An independent samples t-test used to determine if there was a difference between the primary and secondary school teachers’ perceptions of the analysis of
assessment data. The findings showed that there were significant differences
among the teachers on two items (#33 & #34), “I analyze students’ results using
descriptive statistics,” t(155) = −2.115, p = 0.036; and “I use the results of the
DOI: 10.4236/oalib.1105038
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Table 10. Descriptive statistics for analysis of assessment data.

Items

Primary School
Teachers (n = 64)

Secondary School
Teachers (n= 93)

Mean

SD

Mean

SD

32. I use item analysis to improve the quality of
the test/exam items

2.14

1.082

1.96

1.052

33. I analyze students’ results using descriptive
statistics

1.59

1.049

1.92

0.899

34. I use the results of the statistical analysis to
improve my teaching and assessment practices

1.72

1.303

2.35

1.129

statistical analysis to improve my teaching and assessment practices.” The findings showed that less number of teachers analysed assessment data among the
primary school teachers when compared to the secondary school teachers.

5. Discussions
Regarding research question one, closed book test was the most popular assessment methods among the primary and secondary school teachers. This is in line
with Matthew’s [38] study which stated that closed-book was the “most common
type of exam in psychology courses” (p. 1240). On the contrary, in a study by
Bulawa, Seeco, Kgosidialwa, and Losike-Sedimo [39], the assessment techniques
mainly used lecturers were written assignments, exams, group discussions and
presentation.
The second most popular type was portfolio assessment. The reason provided
by some of the teachers was that the students take national exams at the primary
and secondary school levels, and should be tested using the same type of methods used in the national exams. The results of the current study also showed
that even though the teachers used mostly closed book test, they also used other
types of assessments. This is consistent with the findings of the study by McMillan and Workman [40], which showed that teachers used several methods to assess and grade students. According to Wallace and White [41], teachers should
use different assessment methods in order to provide evidence of student learning.
The results also showed that the primary and secondary school teachers
mostly used multiple-choice items, short answer items, restricted essay, and
fill-in-the-blanks, while the secondary school teachers used extended essay
items. The findings were consistent with the results of the study done by Frey
and Schmitt [4], who found out that essays, short answer/fill-in-the-blank, and
multiple choice items were the frequently used by the teachers. The literature
also indicates that “multiple-choice items are more popular among many teachers” [42] (p. 89).
Regarding research question two, the findings showed that a majority of the
teachers indicated that they developed their assessments according to some of
the guidelines prescribed by the experts. These include 1) considering the purDOI: 10.4236/oalib.1105038
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pose of the assessment, 2) ensuring that the instructional objectives are clearly
stated, 3) including a variety of items/tasks in the assessments, 4) ensuring that
each item matches the instructional objectives stated, 5) arranging item types
under different sections of the test/exam paper, 6) having a balance of easy,
moderate and difficult items in the test/exam papers, 7) ensuring the security of
the assessments, 8) informing the students the purpose of the assessment and
what the results will be used for, 9) informing the students about the areas that
will be assessed, 10) informing the students about when the assessment will be
administered, 11) using a venue that will not impact on students’ performance,
12) motivating the students to do their best before the assessment, and 13) giving the students tips on assessment-taking skills.
This is in keeping with the recommendations made by Kubiszyn and Borich
[28], who stated that persons who are to conduct assessments should decide on
the purpose of that assessment. On the issue of instructional objectives, Reynolds, Livingston, and Willson [12] and Waugh and Gronlund [14] stated that
clearly stated instructional objectives would enhance the instructional and assessment process. Reynolds, Livingston, and Willson [12] add that instructional
objectives play an important role in the development of classroom assessments.
However, it is worth noting that the mean values for the item on using a table
of specifications were low. This showed that several of the teachers did not indicate practising these skills. Reynolds, Livingston, and Willson [12] gave the following reasons why test blueprint should be used. These include minimising
“the chance of overlooking important concepts or including irrelevant concepts;” encouraging “teachers to use items of varying complexity;” and providing
students with the “basis for study and reviews” [12] (p. 175).
On the item that measured the teachers’ perceptions on reviewing the guidelines of writing test items when preparing my assessments, different authors
have suggested guidelines for writing different types of items. These include but
not limited to Kubiszyn and Borich [28], Miller, Lin, and Gronlund [8], Nitko
and Brootkhart [9], Reynolds, Livingston, and Willson [12], and Waugh and
Gronlund [14]. These guidelines when used will reduce the errors associated
with item writing which may impact on students’ performance.
On the issue of including a variety of items/tasks in the assessments, the findings showed that a majority of the teachers indicated that they often practised
that. This is in keeping with the guidelines provided by Reynolds, Livingston,
and Willson [12], and Waugh and Gronlund [14], which recommended that test
developers should use multiple sources and types of assessments, especially if the
assessment results are used to make educational decisions with high consequences.
With regard to matching each item with the instructional objectives, the findings showed that a percentage of the teachers indicated practising this. Kubiszyn
and Borich [28], Reynolds, Livingston, and Willson [12] and Waugh and Gronlund [14] are just a few of the authors who recommended that this should be
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done.
On the issue of arranging item types under different sections of the test/exam
paper, which several of the teachers indicated doing, Kubiszyn and Borich [28]
recommended grouping “together all items of similar format” (p. 130). The
findings also showed that many of the teachers indicated having a balance of
easy, moderate and difficult items in the test/exam papers. This was recommended by Kubiszyn and Borich [28], who stated that items should be arranged
“from easy to hard” (p. 130). These views were consistent with the general
guidelines provided by Waugh and Gronlund [14].
Regarding the issue providing information to the student on the purpose of
the assessment, Miller, Lin, and Gronlund stated that “Before administering a
particular test, the teacher should explain to students the purpose of the test and
the uses to be made of the results” [8] (p. 449). The teachers’ responses also
showed that they often maintained assessment security, and provided the students with information on areas to be covered, the date, and the venue, as well as
giving students some tips on assessment-taking skills. The obtained mean values
for the responses to these items showed that the teachers often secured their assessments, notified their students before an assessment, motivated the students
to do as well, and gave them assessment tips. This is in keeping with the guidelines provided by Reynolds, Livingston, and Willson [12], which states that test
security should be maintained, information about the assessment should be provided to students as well as tips on assessment-taking skills. Nitko [29] recommended that teachers teach their students “minimum assessment-taking skills”
(p. 306). These include among other things, paying attention to the test instruction, finding out how the assessment will be graded, writing clear responses,
studying tips, using the assessment time wisely, guessing appropriately, organising written responses clearly, checking assigned marks, and reviewing answers
[29].
Regarding research question three, the mean values of the teachers showed
that often and almost always, a majority of the teachers indicated that ensured
that each student got an assessment paper and that the students understood the
instructions for the assessment, and they were monitored for cheating. These
findings are consistent with the recommendations by Kubiszyn and Borich [28]
who stated that test papers should be distributed to each student and that the
students should be monitored “while they are completing their tests” (p. 134).
Furthermore, Miller, Lin, and Gronlund [8] recommended steps to be taken to
prevent cheating in the classroom. These include 1) securing the test, 2) clearing
the top of the students’ desks, 3) ensuring that students turn in any scratch papers used or not used in the test, 4) monitoring students during the test, 5) using
special seating arrangement such providing space between students’ seats, 6)
making use of two forms of the test paper and alternate them when distributing
papers before the assessment, 7) ensuring that the test paper has good face validity, and 8) encouraging students to have a positive attitude toward the assessDOI: 10.4236/oalib.1105038
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ment.
Regarding research question four, the mean values for the first two items were
high, indicating that the teachers often and almost always graded assessments
with a scoring guide and consistently followed the scoring guide. However, the
low mean values recorded on the other three items, revealed that the teachers
almost never or sometimes asked colleagues to check the answers before grading
to reduce scoring bias, ensured that their scoring was fair, and matched students’
performance on each item against each instructional objective/standards. To
Waugh and Gronlund [14], these are to be done by persons involved with classroom assessment in order to reduce assessment errors. Furthermore, Kubiszyn
and Borich [28] recommended five different ways the teacher could compare
students’ performance. These are “1) with other students, 2) established standards, 3) aptitude, 4) actual versus potential effort, and 5) actual versus potential
improvement” (p. 204). Kubiszyn and Borich [28] noted that each has its advantages and disadvantages.
For research question five, the mean values for the teachers’ responses on the
item that measured communicating the assessment results to students in a timely manner, reporting students’ grades in ways that they can easily understand it,
explaining to the students how their scores were derived, and going through the
graded assessments with the students. This is in keeping with the guidelines provided by Reynolds, Livingston, and Willson [12]. Furthermore, Kubiszyn and
Borich, [28] recommended “going over the test with your students” (p. 149).
Regarding research question six, there was a fairly high mean value for the
teachers’ responses to allowing students to ask questions about their graded papers. This practice is commendable. As clearly stated by Reynolds, Livingston,
and Willson [12], “[s]tudents clearly have a right to know the procedures that
will be used to determine their grades” (p. 288).
However, on the issue of making changes to scoring applicable to all students
who were assessed, and giving students the opportunity to appeal their grades,
the mean values were low, indicating that a majority of the teachers were not always practising fairness as outlined under the standard (P5) developed by the
Joint Committee on Standards for Educational Evaluation and chaired by Gullickson [27]. According to this Committee, the “[e]valuations of students should
be consistent with applicable laws and basic principles of fairness and human
rights, so that the students’ rights and welfare are protected” [27] (p. 51).
Regarding research question seven, on the issue of analysing assessment data,
the mean values to the items were low, indicating that the teachers’ frequency of
practice was between almost never and sometimes. This has been a long-standing
problem because as far back as in the 1980s’ when Gullickson [43] conducted a
study and found that teachers rarely used descriptive statistical analysis to describe assessment results. Similarly, Mertler [44] discovered that teachers in the
State of Ohio did not spend too much time conducting statistical analyses of
their assessment data. Reynolds, Livingston, and Willson [12] recommended:
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“the use of both quantitatively and qualitative item analyses to improve the quality of test items” (p. 159). Furthermore, Kubiszyn and Borich [28] suggested the
use of descriptive statistics to summarise and report assessment data.

6. Conclusion
The study was done to find out if there were differences in the perceptions of
primary and secondary school teachers’ assessment practices in region one in
Jamaica. The findings showed that both primary and secondary school teachers
used a variety of assessment methods and item types. However, the closed-book
test, portfolio, multiple-choice, short answer, restricted essay, and fill-in-the-blank
were often used. The findings also showed that there were significant differences
among the teachers’ perceptions on preparing an assessment, administration of
assessments, grading assessment, providing feedback, fairness, providing students with the opportunity to appeal their grades, and using the results of the
statistical analyses to improve assessment practices. The findings showed that
there were areas in the assessment practices of the primary and secondary school
teachers where need improvement. The implication of these findings is the need
for improvement through more professional development opportunities on
classroom assessment and as well as committed monitoring of quality from their
supervisors.

Limitation
The limitation of the current is worth noting. Only teachers in public primary
and secondary school from two parishes in Jamaica were studied. The number
did not represent all teachers in the two parishes. Therefore, one should be
guarded when making generalisations. A much bigger sample size is recommended for future studies. Regardless of the limitation mentioned above, the
study has contributed to the existing literature which is lacking in the Caribbean.

Recommendations
Based on the findings and the implication, the following recommendations are
made:
1) The classroom teachers should be encouraged to use items that will promote critical thinking such as the interpretive exercise mostly among the secondary school teachers. This could be achieved by ensuring that the instructional
objectives to be tested are written at the higher levels of Bloom’s taxonomy before the teacher made tests are constructed.
2) The senior teachers should ensure that more classroom teachers use a table
of specifications when preparing their assessments. This could be done by asking
the classroom teachers to submit a table of specifications before the assessment
for verification by the senior teachers.
3) The school administrators should encourage the classroom teachers to use
the guidelines of writing test items when preparing their tests. These guidelines
DOI: 10.4236/oalib.1105038
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could be found in many classroom assessment textbooks which are available online and offline.
4) To ensure that scoring is fair, the school administrators should encourage
the use of second marking if possible. This process could be used to reduce
scoring bias.
5) The school administrators should encourage classroom teachers to provide
information to students on how their scores were derived. This could be
achieved by meeting the students as a group or individually immediately after
the assessment.
6) The classroom teachers should give their students the opportunity to appeal
their grades. This could be done by informing the students about the protocol to
be followed within a specified period of time.
7) The school administrators should encourage the classroom teachers to
conduct quantitative and qualitative analyses after an assessment. This would
improve the reliability of the classroom tests/assessments as well as the item
quality. One easy way to achieve this is to conduct item analysis by determining
the difficulty level and the discrimination index.
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Appendix
Assessment Practices Questionnaire
This survey is designed to collect information on your assessment practices. The
information collected will be used in writing an article. The questionnaire will
take less than 10 minutes to complete. If you have agreed to participate in this
study, kindly read each item carefully then answer as accurately as possible.
Responses to this questionnaire are confidential.
Section A: Background Data
Instructions: The items listed below are designed to obtain information on
your profile. Please read the items carefully then tick (√) and/or write the appropriate response for items 1 to 7.
1) What is your gender?

Male

Female

2) What is your age range?
30 and under
31 - 35
36 - 40
41 - 45
46 and over
3) What educational qualifications do you have?
Certificate
Diploma
Bachelor’ Degree
Master’s Degree
Doctoral Degree
Other (Please state): ______________________________
4) How many years of teaching experience do you have?
5 years & under
6 - 10 years
11 - 15 years
16 years & Over
5) What type of institution do you teach?
Public primary school
Public secondary school

Independent primary school
Independent secondary school

Public tertiary institution

Private tertiary institution

Other (Please state): ______________________________
6) What subject do you teach? (Please state):
____________________________________________________________
7) What grade/level of students do you teach? (Please state):
_____________________________________________________________
Section B: Assessment Methods
Instructions: The items listed below are designed to obtain information on
types of assessment methods, as well as types of test items you use. Please read
the items carefully then tick (√) the appropriate response.
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Part A:
Test/Assessment Methods

Part B:
Types of Test Items

Please tick the type of test/assessment you
mostly use with your students.

Please tick the type of test item you mostly use with
your students.

1. Open book test

1. Multiple-choice items

2. Close book test

2. True/false items

3. Cooperative testing

3. Matching items

4. Take home test

4. Interpretive exercise

5. Portfolio assessment

5. Fill-in-the-blanks

6. Peer assessment

6. Short answer items

7. Self assessment

7. Restricted essay

8. Collaborative or negotiated test

8. Extended essay

9. Computer-assisted testing
Other (Please state):

Other (Please state):

Section C: Assessment Practices
Instructions: The items listed below are designed to obtain information on
your assessment practices. Please read the items carefully then rate by circling or

DOI: 10.4236/oalib.1105038

Not Applicable

Almost Never

Sometimes

Often

Almost Always

ticking the appropriate response beside each items.

1. I consider the purpose of the assessment

0

1

2

3

4

2. I ensure that the instructional objectives are clearly stated

0

1

2

3

4

3. I use a table of specifications for preparing my assessment

0

1

2

3

4

4. I review the guidelines of writing test items when preparing my
assessments

0

1

2

3

4

5. I include a variety of items/tasks in my assessments

0

1

2

3

4

6. I ensure that each item matches the instructional objectives stated

0

1

2

3

4

7. I arrange item types under different sections of my test/exam paper

0

1

2

3

4

8. I write specific instructions for the different sections of the test/exam
paper

0

1

2

3

4

9. I have a balance of easy, moderate and difficult items in my test/exam
papers

0

1

2

3

4

10. I ensure the security of the assessments

0

1

2

3

4

11. Before the assessment, I inform my students the purpose of the
assessment and what the results will be used for

0

1

2

3

4

12. I inform my students about the areas that will be assessed

0

1

2

3

4

13. I inform my students about when the assessment will be
administered

0

1

2

3

4
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14. I use a venue that will not impact of students’ performance

0

1

2

3

4

15. I motivate the students to do their best before the assessment

0

1

2

3

4

16. I give students tips on assessment-taking skills.

0

1

2

3

4

17. I ensure that each student gets a paper to use on the day of the
assessment

0

1

2

3

4

18. I ensure that students understand the instructions for the assessment

0

1

2

3

4

19. I monitor students for cheating during the assessment

0

1

2

3

4

20. I am consistent follow the scoring key/guide when grading

0

1

2

3

4

21. I grade assessment with a scoring guide/rubric

0

1

2

3

4

22. I ask my colleague to check the answers before I start grading to
reduce scoring bias

0

1

2

3

4

23. I make sure that my scoring is fair

0

1

2

3

4

24. I match students’ performance on each item against each
instructional objective/standards

0

1

2

3

4

25. I communicate the assessment results to students in a timely manner 0

1

2

3

4

26. I report students’ grades in ways that they can easily understand it

0

1

2

3

4

27. I explain to the students how their scores were derived

0

1

2

3

4

28. I go through the graded assessments with the students

0

1

2

3

4

29. I allow students to ask questions about their graded papers

0

1

2

3

4

30. I make changes to scoring applicable to all students that were
assessed by me

0

1

2

3

4

31. I give students the opportunity to appeal their grades

0

1

2

3

4

32. I use item analysis to improve the quality of the test/exam items

0

1

2

3

4

33. I analyze students’ results using descriptive statistics

0

1

2

3

4

34. I use the results of the statistical analysis to improve my teaching
and assessment practices

0

1

2

3

4

Please write comments about your assessment practices that were not covered
in sections B and C above.

Thank You for Completing in this Questionnaire !
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