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Abstract

This study determined the conceptions of assessment and assessment practices of the selected
private junior high school teachers in the province of Laguna. Based on the results of the study,
a proposed enhanced faculty development program was provided.

The researcher utilized a quantitative research design employing an adopted survey
questionnaire. One hundred eighty-four (184) private junior high school teachers were randomly
selected to serve as respondents. Percentage distribution, mean, and weighted mean were used
for the descriptive questions of the study specifically on profile of the respondents, conceptions
of assessment and assessment practices. Moreover, Man-Whitney U test and the Kruskal-Wallis
H. test were used to determine whether profile and conceptions of assessment have significant
difference and whether profile and assessment practices have significant difference.

Results of the study showed that majority of the respondents were female, teaching for 4-6 years,
specialized in English, Bachelor’s degree holders, classroom teachers, and were able to attend
1-5 trainings related to assessment. Respondents strongly agreed on the conceptions of
assessment in terms of school accountability, student accountability, improvement, standards-
based, concept development, formative assessment and summative assessment. Additionally,
the purpose of assessment and classroom assessment are highly practiced assessment practices
than assessment strategies.

Furthermore, there was no significant difference between the conceptions of assessment when
respondents were grouped according to sex, number of years in teaching, subject specialization
and number of trainings related to assessment attended. There was a significant difference on
the conceptions of assessment in terms of school accountability, student accountability,
improvement, and formative assessment when respondents were grouped according to highest
educational attainment. There was a significant difference observed on the respondents’
conceptions of assessment in terms of school accountability and standards-based when they
were grouped according to position.

Finally, the study also revealed that there was a significant difference on the respondents’
assessment practices in terms of classroom assessment when they were grouped according to
sex. But, in terms of purpose of assessment and assessment strategies, there was no significant
difference found. There was no significant difference found between the respondents’
assessment practices and the number of years in teaching, subject specialization, highest
educational attainment and number of trainings about assessment attended. There was
significant difference found in terms of purpose of assessment and assessment strategies when
the respondents were grouped according to position. But there was no significant difference in
terms of classroom assessment when they were grouped based on position.

Keywords: Assessment Practices, Assessment Strategies, Classroom Assessment, Conceptions of Assessment, Faculty
Development Program, Formative Assessment, Improvement, Irrelevance, Purpose of Assessment, School Accountability,
Student Accountability, Summative Assessment

1. Introduction

Assessment plays an extremely important role in today’s educational landscape. Teachers do not just design curriculum and
deliver instruction but also play a significant role in the assessment process. They ensure alignment or unity among curriculum,

instruction, and assessment.
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In this view, Piosang (2017) B underscored that assessment
serves significant purposes in education. He cited in his study
what Ewell (2009) said about assessment where the latter
proposed the Assessment Paradigms. Elwell coined the
words assessment paradigms when he was referring to the
two critical purposes of assessments such as (a) Assessment
for improvement paradigm and (b) Assessment for
accountability paradigm. He pointed out that assessment is
utilized in improving teaching and learning. Furthermore, the
second paradigm tells more of assessment as an instrument
for measuring accountability of the teachers, schools and
even government (2009).

Further, the study of Rural in 2019 revealed that teachers
have to remember that if assessment is guided with clear
purpose it is appropriate, whether it may be for learning, as
learning or of learning and the need for the teachers as
assessors to undergo trainings that would give them
knowledge and skills in assessing students’ learning. The
above-mentioned document and the study of Rural showed
the call for the educators, schools and most especially
teachers to take assessment issue a serious assessment but
must acquire the necessary knowledge and skills on how to
execute them.

Brown’s study in 2004 showed that the respondents agreed
on the construct that assessment helps better teaching and
learning and holds schools accountable. Nevertheless, the
participants disagreed that student accountability and
assessment were irrelevant. Meanwhile, the work of Azis
(2015) Bl showed that the respondents in the study believed
that the purpose of the administration of assessment was to
improve teaching and learning and at the same time to hold
both schools and students accountable. The respondents also
believed that assessment was irrelevant because they gave
low ratings on the irrelevant items. Utilizing the same
instrument, the results were the same with previous
researches made in New Zealand (Brown, 2002), Virginia,
USA (Calveric, 2010) Ankara, Turkey, (Vardar, 2010) and
the Netherlands (Segers & Tillema, 2011). Also, Barnes et al.
(2015) discovered that US teachers conceive assessment as a
tool for accountability, a way to describing and enhancing
teaching and learning yet it is irrelevant. Further, they found
that teachers possessed varying and sometimes contradicting
conceptions on assessment. Hence, their design and
utilization of different assessment practices and their attitude
towards learning and development program may be
influenced. Lastly, the study of Rural in 2019 disclosed
teacher respondents’ strong agreement on the construct that
assessment is good for school accountability, student
accountability and improvement but not with irrelevance- bad
and ignore and irrelevance- accurate where the respondents
strongly disagree and agree, respectively.

Ballada and Alifio (2018) employed the Brown’s COA-III
when they explored on Filipino teachers’ knowledge and
beliefs of assessment. Using exploratory and confirmatory
factor analyses, they found out that there is a lack of
invariance of the scale. Engagement in learning and
development programs as perceived by teachers as a
contributing factor to their conceptions and practices came
out to be one of the important notes of the study of Azis
(2015) B1,

This has inspired the researcher as an instructional leader who
likewise holds the belief that assessment is a critical
component in our educational system. Specifically, at the
ground, he saw the dire need to examine teachers’
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conceptions of assessment as their beliefs are believed to
dictate their classroom practices most especially in terms of
classroom assessment.

previously conducted research.

2. Method

The researcher utilized the quantitative approach or method.
Quantitative research, according to Yazon (2017) “assumes
that phenomena should be studied objectively to obtain a
single truth, or at least reality within known probabilities,
with an emphasis on measurement, numerical data, and
experiments.” In this study, the researcher used the
quantitative method to quantify the collected data and the
analysis as well. Specifically, quantitative research was used
in this study to determine teachers’ conceptions and practices
of assessment.

This study involved select secondary private schools in the
province of Laguna (composed of seven divisions: City
Schools Divisions of Binan, Cabuyao, Calamba, San Pablo,
San Pedro, Santa Rosa and Schools Division of Laguna) as
the target population.

Multistage sampling was employed in this study which is an
extension of cluster sampling that dealt with the clusters first
randomly selected and within the selected clusters, sample
units were likewise randomly selected. Furthermore, the
study used the stratified proportionate to get the sample
population.

The simple random technique, which allowed the researcher
to pick random samples from the whole population, was used
for this study. It was advantageous for the study because the
respondents will not be selected which will ensure that the
result will not be subjective.

All in all, there are 184 respondents in this study.

The procedure for this study is as follows:

2.1 Problem formulation

The purpose of this study is to determine teachers’
conceptions and practices of assessment.

Specifically, the study sought to answer the following
questions:

1. What is the profile of the respondents in terms of:

1.1 sex;

1.2 number of years in teaching;

1.3 subject specialization;

1.4 highest educational attainment;

1.5 position; and

1.6 number of trainings attended related to assessment?

2. What are the teachers’ conceptions of assessment in terms
of the following:

2.1 school accountability;

2.2 student accountability;

2.3 improvement;

2.4 irrelevance;

2.5 standards-based,;

2.6 concept development;

2.7 formative assessment; and

2.8 summative assessment?

3. What is the level of assessment practices among secondary
teachers in the province of Laguna in terms of the following:
3.1 purpose of assessment;

3.2 classroom assessment; and

3.3 assessment strategies?
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4. Is there a significant difference on the conceptions of the
respondents in terms of assessment when they are grouped by
profile?

5. Is there a significant

2.2 Literature search

To give a clearer perspective of the study, the researcher
conducted a review of related literature and studies. This
review focused on the conceptions of assessment and
challenges experienced by the teachers in assessment.
Calveric (2010), Ounis (2017) B8 and Linn and Miller
(2005) discoursed on assessment as a very important
component in the teaching and learning process. They all
agree that through assessment educators are helped to
measure student learning and enable them to use assessment
results to improve instruction and learning.

Ballada and Alino in 2018 mentioned that Kane, Sandretto,
and Heath (2002) concluded that the knowledge, beliefs, and
thinking of the teachers on the components of the teaching
and learning process affect their practices in the classroom.
The researchers added that one of those important
components is classroom assessment. It is for this reason that
teachers’ conceptions of assessment need to be examined.
Barnes et al. in 2015 mentioned that studying teachers’
beliefs and conceptions has an important link with their
practices. Brown (2008), Brown et al. (2009) and Vineyard
and Killen (2007) both agreed the conceptions of teachers
dictate their decisions in class and their activities
professionally. They believed that different assessment
conceptions influence their decisions and professional
activities. Hence, this leads to different assessment practices.
All these were cited by Monteiro et al. in their study in 2021.
For instance, if a teacher conceives assessment as important
for teaching and learning achievement then he or she will use
formative methods of assessment. On the other hand, if he or
she sees assessment for accountability then the teacher will
utilize summative assessment strategies (Vandeyar and
Killen, 2007).

Melaku and Wudu in 2022 concluded that to study
conceptions of teachers is essential since it is related to
knowledge and beliefs which eventually create impact to
teaching practices, including classroom assessment. Varying
teachers’ conceptions of classroom assessment subsequently
may result to different assessment practices. When teachers
conceive that assessment is used to improve learning and
teaching tend to lead teachers to the practice of formative
assessment while those teachers who conceived that students
should be responsible for their learning (a conception of
assessment for accountability) will tend to favor the formal,
summative assessment methods in the classroom (Opre,
2015) B and therefore, this kind of teachers do assessment
of learning in their classrooms (Monteiro et al., 2021) B3, |t
is important to note then that the assessment practices of
teachers as a product of their conceptions of assessment serve
a vital role in the learning progress of the learners.

The Philippine Professional Standards for Teachers which
was adopted by DepEd in 2017 assures teacher quality in our
educational system from pre-service education to in-service
training. As the basis for the teachers development programs,
it also deals with assessment specifically Domain 5, known
as Assessment and Reporting, is composed of five strands: 1.
Design, selection, organization and utilization of assessment
strategies, 2. Monitoring and evaluation of learner progress
and achievement, 3. Feedback to improve learning, 4.
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Communication of learner needs, progress, and achievement
to key stakeholders, and 5. Use of assessment data to enhance
teaching and learning practices and programs.

The above-cited reviewed literature presented how teachers
conceived assessment and how they practice assessment
while the DepEd designed development programs that focus
no longer on the conceptions and therefore cannot provide
baseline data in determining whether or not teachers are
already equipped with the skills mentioned in the 5 strands
under Domain 5 of PPST.

2.3 Data evaluation

The author evaluates the contents of the research journal
obtained so that the research data to be discussed can be in
accordance with what is desired.

2.4 Data analysis and interpretation

The data collected in this study was organized and classified

based on the research design and problems formulated. The

data were coded, tallied, and tabulated to facilitate the
presentation and interpretation of results using the following:

a) Percentage Distribution. It is a descriptive statistic that
was used to determine the number of respondents
responding to a category (demographic profile) against
the total number of respondents.

b) Mean. The weighted mean was used to calculate the
central tendency response of the respondents.
Specifically, this was used in determining the
respondents’ conception of assessment and assessment
practices.

¢) Mann-Whitney U Test. It is a nonparametric equivalent
of independent samples t-test which is commonly used
when the data are ordinal. This study utilized a rating
scale (1, 2, 3, and 4) which provides ordinal data. Mann-
Whitney U test was utilized because the researcher was
interested to see whether there was a difference between
sex (male and female) in their conceptions of assessment
and assessment practices.

d) Kruskal-Wallis’s test. The researcher made use of this to
conduct a nonparametric analysis and have a single
independent measures factor (independent variable) with
more than two samples. Specifically, using a rating scale
(1, 2, 3and 4) which provides ordinal data, the researcher
was interested to see whether there was a difference
between number of years in teaching, subject
specialization, position, highest educational attainment
and number of trainings attended related to assessment
in their conceptions of assessment and assessment
practices.

3. Results and Discussion
A. Results
The following are the results of the study.

1. Profile of the Respondents

Table 1: Profile of the Respondents According to Sex

Sex Frequency Percentage (%)

Male 51 27.7
Female 133 72.3
Total 184 100

Table 3 shows that 133 respondents which is equivalent to
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72.3% are female while 51 respondents which is equivalent
to 27.7% are male.

Table 4 on the next page shows that 77 respondents or
41.80% have been teaching for 1-3 years, 32 respondents
which is equal to 17.40% teach for 4-6 years, 24 respondents

www.allmultidisciplinaryjournal.com

which is equal to 13% teach for 7-9 years, 15 respondents
which is equal to 8.20% teach for 10-12 years, 17 respondents
which is equal to 9.20% teach for 13-15 years, 3 respondents
which is equal to 1.60% teach for 16-18 years and 16
respondents or 8.70% are teaching for 19 years and above.

Table 2: Profile of the Respondents According to Years in Teaching

Years in Teaching | Frequency | Percentage (%)

1-3 Years 77 41.80

4-6 Years 32 17.40

7-9 Years 24 13.00
10-12 Years 15 8.20
13-15 Years 17 9.20
16-18 Years 3 1.60
19 Years & Above 16 8.70

Total 184 100.00

Table 3: Profile of the Respondents According to Subject Specialization

Subject Specialization Frequency | Percentage (%)

Araling Panlipunan 29 15.80
English 34 18.50

Filipino 20 10.90
Mapeh 15 8.20

Math 27 14.70

Science 24 13.00
Technology and Livelihood Education 24 13.00
Edukasyon sa Pagpapakatao 10 5.40
Others 1 0.50

Total 184 100.00

Table 5 from the previous page reveals that in terms of
subject specialization, 29 respondents or 15.8% have
specialized in Araling Panlipunan, 34, or 18.5% specialized
in English, 20, or 10.9% specialized in Filipino, 15 or 8.2%

specialized in MAPEH, 27 or 14.7% specialized in Math, 24
or 13% specialized in Science, 24 or 13% specialized in TLE,
10 or 5.4% specialized in Edukasyon sa Pagpapakatao and 1
or 0.5% has a specialization in other subject.

Table 4: Profile of the Respondents According to Highest Educational Attainment

Highest Educational Attainment

Doctorate (Grad.)

Doctorate (With Units Earned)

Master's (Grad.)

Master's (With Units Earned)

Bachelor's

Total

Frequency | Percentage (%)
2 1.10
1 0.50
9 4.90
26 14.10
146 79.30
184 100.00

In terms of highest educational attainment, the table above
shows that 2 or 1.1% of the respondents obtained a Doctoral
degree while 1 or .5% had units in a Doctoral degree. 9 or
4.9% of the respondents were Master’s degree holders and 26
or 14.1% of them were able to earn units in their Master’s
degree. 146 or 79.3% of the respondents obtained a
bachelor’s degree. The data shows that most of the

respondents obtained a bachelor’s degree.

Of the 184 respondents, there are 132 or 71.7% of them are
classroom teachers. There are 43 or 23.4% coordinators and
7 or 3.8% of them are principals. 2 or 1.1% of the respondents
occupy other positions. The majority of the respondents in
this study are classroom teachers as the data on the table
below shows.

Table 5: Profile of the Respondents According to Position

Position Frequency | Percentage (%)
Classroom Teacher 132 71.70
Coordinator 43 23.40
Principal 7 3.80
Others 2 1.10
Total 184 100.00
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Table 6: Profile of the Respondents According to Number of Trainings Related To Assessment

No. Of Trainings Related
to Assessment

None

1-5 Times

6-10 Times

11-15 Times

More Than 15 Times

Total

Frequency Perc(:(t)e/n )t age
0

46 25.00
105 57.10

18 9.80

4 2.20

11 6.00
184 100.00

Table 8 from the previous page reveals that 46 or 25% of the
respondents have not attended yet any training related to
assessment. There are 105 or 57.1% of them attended 1-5

2. Teachers’ conceptions of assessment

times, 18 or 9.8% of them attended 6-10 times, 4 04 2.2%
attended 11-15 times and 11 or 6% of them attended training
more than 15 times.

Table 7: Respondent’s Conceptions of Assessment in Terms of School Accountability

School Accountability Mean | Verbal Interpretation
1. Assessment provides information on how well schools are doing. | 3.58 Strongly Agree
2. Assessment measures the worth or quality of schools. 3.54 Strongly Agree
3. Assessment shows the value schools add to student learning. 3.58 Strongly Agree
4. Assessment keeps schools honest and up to scratch. 3.48 Strongly Agree
Overall Weighted Mean 3.55 Strongly Agree

Table 9 below shows the respondents’ conception of
assessment in terms of School Accountability. The
respondents strongly agreed that assessment can be used to
hold schools accountable, with an overall weighted mean of
3.55. As shown on the table, the statements “Assessment
provides information on how well schools are doing.” and

“Assessment shows the value schools add to student learning
got the highest mean of 3.58 which was verbally interpreted
as strongly agree while the statement “Assessment keeps
schools honest and up-to-scratch.” obtained the lowest
weighted mean of 3.48 but still verbally interpreted as
strongly agree.

Table 8: Respondent’s Conceptions of Assessment in Terms of Student Accountability

Student Accountability Mean | Verbal Interpretation

1. Assessment selects students for future education or employment. 3.32 Strongly Agree

2. Assessment is comparing student work against set criteria. 3.37 Strongly Agree

3. Assessment determines if students meet qualifications standards. 3.53 Strongly Agree

4. Assessment is assigning a grade or level to student work. 3.42 Strongly Agree

5. Assessment places students into categories. 3.37 Strongly Agree

6. Assessment is checking off progress against achievement objectives. | 3.47 Strongly Agree

7. Assessment is completing checklists. 3.33 Strongly Agree
Overall Weighted Mean 3.40 Strongly Agree

Results showed that junior high school teachers find school
accountability as a very important factor in assessment. This
necessitates that the school should make sure that teachers
possess full understanding what assessment stands for and the
implication it creates towards the school performance.
Given the data above, Piosang (2017) % cited Ewell in 2009
argued that one of the two critical purposes of assessments is
the accountability of the teachers and school heads (school)
for student achievement.

Table 10 above shows the strong agreement among
respondents towards student accountability, with an overall
weighted mean of 3.40. The statements: “Assessment
determines if students meet qualifications standards.”,
“Assessment is checking off progress against achievement
objectives” and “Assessment is assigning a grade or level to
student work.” got the highest weighted mean of 3.53, 3.47,
and 3.42, respectively, and all verbally interpreted as strongly
agree.

Meanwhile, “Assessment selects students for future
education or employment” obtained the lowest weighted

mean of 3.32 and was still interpreted as strongly agree. The
result showed that junior high school teachers also find
student accountability as a strong factor in assessment. This
implies that the teachers must be equipped with the skills on
how to ensure that assessment is being used to prepare the
learners to their future education or employment.

This finding is of importance because if teachers are aware of
this then they will make sure that the assessment they would
give to learners will provide the latter with the opportunity to
involve them in the process of assessment by reflecting on the
results and finding ways on how to improve their
performance. The teachers make sure that they are also able
to communicate the purpose of the assessments they
administer. Teachers should ensure that they provide learners
opportunities to self-reflect using assessment results.

The finding is likewise consistent to what purpose classroom
assessment should serve for and that is to promote self-
reflection and personal accountability among students about
their own learning (DepEd, 2015) 29,
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Table 9: Respondent’s Conceptions of Assessment in Terms of Improvement

Improvement Overall Weighted Mean | Verbal Interpretation
1. Improvement-Describe 3.56 Strongly Agree
2. Improvement-Student Learning 3.49 Strongly Agree
3. Improvement-Validity 3.19 Agree
4. Improvement-Teaching 3.47 Strongly Agree
Average Overall Weighted Mean 3.42 Strongly Agree

Table 11 on the next page shows the overall weighted mean
and verbal interpretation of respondents’ conceptions of
assessment in terms of improvement. With an average overall
weighted mean of 3.42, teachers expressed strong agreement
on the construct that assessment serves the function of
improvement. The conception that while assessment
improves it also describes the performance of the learners got
the highest overall weighted mean of 3.56 verbally
interpreted as strongly agree.

On the other hand, the belief that assessment results to
improvement and that it is valid got the lowest overall
weighted mean of 3.19 verbally interpreted as agree.
Apparently, teachers conceived assessment as a tool to help
improve student learning and in the process feedback plays
significant role. It is in this note that the study of Magno and
Ocampo (2018) 21 is worth mentioning. The focus of the said
study was on the value for Formative Assessment in which
the researchers cited the work of Deci and Ryan (2008) that

used the Self-Determination Theory and opined that feedback
serves as external regulation to improve on the learner’s
performance. This shows the strong connection between
feedback and learning improvement.

This result echoes what Black and William mentioned in
2018 that assessment supports learning when learners receive
feedback that takes learning forward.

Teachers must be given trainings on the construction of a
valid assessment so that the results will be trustworthy,
dependable and can predict the future learners performance.
Additionally, teachers should keep in mind that assessment
should be objective and results are consistent.

The result also supported the study conducted by Barnes et
al., (2017) P! which revealed that US teachers have three
dominant conceptions of assessment and one of which is the
conception that assessment is a tool for improving teaching
and learning as well.

Table 10: Respondent’s Conceptions of Assessment in Terms of Irrelevance

Irrelevance Overall Weighted Mean | Verbal Interpretation
1. Irrelevance-Bad 2.23 Disagree
2. Irrelevance-lgnored 2.03 Disagree
3. Irrelevance-Accurate 2.79 Agree
Average Overall Weighted Mean 2.35 Disagree

Table 12 shows the average overall weighted mean and
verbal interpretation of respondents’ conceptions of
assessment in terms of irrelevance. With the average overall
weighted mean of 2.35, the teachers disagreed that
assessment is irrelevant. However, the respondents agreed to
the conception that assessment is irrelevant because it
provides little useful information due to inaccuracy or lack of
precision as it got the highest overall weighted mean that is
equivalent to 2.79. Believing that assessment is irrelevant
because it is conducted or administered yet it is ignored
obtained the lowest overall weighted mean that is equivalent

to 2.03. This means that the respondents disagreed with the
said statement.

This finding implies that the respondents did not consider
assessment as a bad factor. The negative conception that
assessment is not a good practice was disapproved by the
respondents.

Likewise, this suggests that respondents agreed that accuracy
is also an important factor to consider in assessment.
Teachers still believed that assessment must be accurate so
that results will be valid, reliable, and useful for both teachers
and learners.

Table 11: Respondent’s Conceptions of Assessment in Terms of Standards-Based

Standards-Based Mean Verbal Interpretation
1. Assessment helps identify and set the essential knowledge and understanding that 352 Strongly Agree
should be learned.
2._A§sessment he_lps cover a spec_lfled scope of sequential topics (spiral progressions) 351 Strongly Agree
within each learning strand, domain, theme or component.
3. Assessment answers the question, “What should the learners know?”’. 3.47 Strongly Agree

4. Assessment helps develop the abilities and skills that learners are expected to

demonstrate about the content standards and integration of 21st century skills. 3.52 Strongly Agree
5. Assessment guides learners to apply what they know. 3.52 Strongly Agree
6. Assessment determines how well must learners do their work. 3.48 Strongly Agree
7. Assessment identifies how learners use their learning or understanding in different
e 3.54 Strongly Agree
situations.
8. Assessment provides tools in measuring how learners demonstrate what they know. 3.52 Strongly Agree
9. Assessment determines learners’ knowledge, skills, and attitudes they need to
. - o 3.55 Strongly Agree
demonstrate in every lesson and/or learning activity.
Overall Weighted Mean 3.51 Strongly Agree
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The results from Table 13 show that the respondents strongly
agreed on the conceptions of assessment in terms of
standards-based with the overall weighted mean of 3.51. The
statement “Assessment determines learners’ knowledge,
skills and attitudes they need to demonstrate in every lesson
and/or learning activity” obtained the highest weighted mean
of 3.55, verbally interpreted as strongly agree while the third
statement “Assessment answers the question, “What should
the learners know?” got the lowest weighted mean of 3.47
which was also verbally interpreted as strongly agree.

Respondents understood that in designing assessment they
understand that assessment is being carried out measuring

www.allmultidisciplinaryjournal.com

learners’ performance in relation to learning standards. By
learning standards, these comprised the content standards,
performance standards and learning competencies (DepEd,
2015). This implies that teachers make sure design and
conduct assessment that is standards-based. In other words,
teachers measure what is to be measured.

This is a confirmation to the adopted Philippine Professional
Standards for Teachers where teachers are expected to be
skilled in the designing, selecting, organizing, and utilizing
of assessment strategies. Hence, this ensures that the
assessment given to learners has a basis, that is the standards.

Table 12: Respondent’s Conceptions of Assessment in Terms of Concept Development

Concept Development Mean | Verbal Interpretation

1. The learner can recall information and retrieve relevant knowledge from long-
3.32 Strongly Agree

term memory.
2. The learner can generate meaning from oral, written and graphic messages. 3.42 Strongly Agree
3. The learner can distinguish between parts and determine how they relate to one 338 Strongly Agree
another and to the overall structure and purpose.
4. The learner can use information to undertake a procedure in familiar situation or
. 341 Strongly Agree
in a new way.
5. The learner can make judgments and justify decision. 3.35 Strongly Agree
6. The learner can put elements together to form a functional whole and create a 337 Strongly Agree
new product or point of view.

Overall Weighted Mean 3.38 Strongly Agree

Table 14 on the succeeding page presents mean and verbal
interpretations of respondents’ conceptions on assessment in
terms of concept development. Of the six statements, the
statement “The learner can generate meaning from oral,
written and graphic messages” got the highest weighted mean
of 3.42 which was verbally interpreted as strongly agree. On
the other hand, the statement “The learner can recall
information and retrieve relevant knowledge from long-term
memory” obtained the lowest weighted mean which is 3.32

but still verbally interpreted as strongly agree.

This implicates that concept development is also one of the
considerations in doing assessment. This is an affirmation
that as teachers formulate assessment tasks and activities,
they have to make sure that knowledge/concepts and skills
are developed from the simplest to the complex ones. Such
progression in the development is best operationalized using
Anderson and Krathwohl’s (2001) Cognitive Process
Dimension (DepEd, 2015) 21,

Table 13: Respondent’s Conceptions of Assessment in Terms of Formative Assessment

Formative Assessment Mean | Verbal Interpretation
1. Formative assessment is ongoing and linked to the learning process. 3.43 Strongly Agree
2. Formative assessment is informal. 2.95 Agree
3. Formative assessment provides immediate feedback to both learner and teacher. | 3.42 Strongly Agree
4. Formative assessment helps prepare learners for summative assessments. 3.45 Strongly Agree
5. Formative assessment is recorded but not included as a basis for grading. 3.19 Agree
6. Formative assessment may be done before, during and after the lesson. 3.29 Strongly Agree
7. Formative assessment identifies what hinders learning. 3.33 Strongly Agree
8. Formative assessment identifies learning gaps. 341 Strongly Agree
9. Formative assessment tracks learner progress in comparison to Formative

- 3.40 Strongly Agree

assessment results prior to the lesson proper.
10. Formative assessment helps make decisions on whether to proceed with the

: . . 3.39 Strongly Agree
next lesson, re-teach or provide for corrective measures or reinforcements.

Overall Weighted Mean 3.33 Strongly Agree

Table 15 shows that respondents strongly agreed with all
statements except for the statements “Formative assessment
is recorded but not included as a basis for grading” and
“Formative assessment is informal” which got the weighted
means of 3.19 and 2.95, respectively, both verbally
interpreted as agree. Nonetheless, the overall weighted mean
of the respondents’ conception of assessment in terms of
Formative Assessment is equal to 3.33 which received strong
agreement from the respondents.

This implies that teachers understand that formative
assessment is an important process that could help them see
how they could be of help to their learners since the process

could give the chance to assess what appropriate intervention
and assistance are necessary to be done and how much.
Considering the findings, Bernardo (2018) emphasized the
need for both teachers and learners to have a clear
understanding on the learning intentions and that they are also
aware of where the learners are relative to these learning
intentions so they can work together to more effectively move
forward to their learning intentions.

Given this, Bernardo (2018) made a remarkable note in his
work that teachers can take advantage of what constitutes
appropriate and useful feedback mentioning that this makes
up a very crucial component of formative assessment. He
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cited some pointers for giving effective feedback as
suggested by Sutton in 1998. One of which is that for
feedback to be effective, it should be very specific. Instead of
using comments such as “very good’ “good job” “wrong!” or
“do better next time” which are evaluative in nature teachers
should make use of descriptive feedback. While evaluative
feedback involves some value judgment (Tunstall & Gipps,
1996) descriptive feedback involves comments on the

www.allmultidisciplinaryjournal.com

student's work like “Your work is good because you
explained the idea through a unique or practical example.”
The latter provides clearer feedback on his work and
therefore learners will know how they can meet what is
expected of them. To be useful, Sutton reiterated that specific
and descriptive feedback should be given to the learners at
the soonest possible time- immediate feedback.

Table 14: Respondent’s Conceptions of Assessment in Terms of Summative Assessment

to express learned skills and concepts in written form.

Summative Assessment Mean Verbal .
Interpretation
1. Symmatlvg assessment is an assessment of learning given at the end of a 361 Strongly Agree
particular unit.
2. Summative assessment usually occurs towards the end of a period of learning in 356 Stronaly Agree
order to describe the standards reached by the learner. ' gy A9
3. Summative assessment is usually for the benefit of people other than the 2
learner. 96 Agree
4. Summatlve assessment results are recorded and are included in the computation 353 Strongly Agree
of the final grade.
5. Written works as a form of Summative assessment ensures that students are able
3.49 Strongly Agree

report, long quizzes and other written outputs.

6. Written works as a form of Summative assessment includes essays, written

3.44 Strongly Agree

7. The items in long quizzes or tests as a form of Summative assessment are

specific real-life situation.

distributed across the Cognitive Process Dimensions. 3.43 Strongly Agree
8. Written works help practice and prepare for quarterly assessment and other

standardized assessmperp:ts. PP ‘ g 3.49 Strongly Agree
9. Performance tasks involve students in the learning process individually or in 355 Strongly Agree
collaboration with teammates over a period of time. '

10. Performance tasks give students opportunities to demonstrate and integrate

their knowledge, understanding, and skills about topics or lessons learned in a 3.59 Strongly Agree

11. Performance tasks give students the freedom to express their learning in

. - 3.60 Strongly Agree
appropriate and diverse ways.
12. Performance tasks encourage student inquiry, and integration of knowledge,
understanding, and skills in various contexts beyond the assessment period. 3.59 Strongly Agree
13. Qua(terly assessments synthesize all the learning skills, concepts, and values 354 Strongly Agree
learned in an entire quarter.
14. Quarterly assessments measure student learning at the end of the quarter. 3.57 Strongly Agree
15. Quarterly assessments are in the form of objective tests, performance-based
L 3.57 Strongly Agree
assessments, or a combination thereof.
Overall Weighted Mean 3.50 Strongly Agree

It can be seen from Table 16 from the previous page that the
respondents had a strong agreement on the conceptions of
assessment in terms of summative assessment with an overall
weighted mean of 3.50. All 14 items obtained a strongly
agree rating from the respondents and only the statement
“Summative assessment is usually for the benefit of people
other than the learner” got an agree response with a weighted
mean of 2.96. The first statement “Summative assessment is
an assessment of learning given at the end of a particular unit”

got the highest weighted mean of 3.61 verbally interpreted as
strongly agree.

The result is consistent with what DepEd Order No. 8, s. 2015
emphasized that the summative assessment is given towards
the end of a particular unit and is usually given to learners to
know where they are in relation to the learning standards.

3. Respondent’s level of assessment practices

Table 15: Respondent’s Level of Assessment Practices in Terms of Purpose of Assessment

Purpose of Assessment

Mean | Verbal Interpretation

1. I guide students to set their goals and monitor their own learning progress. 3.64 Highly Practiced
2. | demonstrate to students how to do self-assessment. 3.49 Highly Practiced
3. | determine how students can learn on their own in class. 3.61 Highly Practiced
4. | assist _students to identify means of getting personal feedback and monitoring their 358 Highly Practiced
own learning process.

5. | help students develop clear criteria of a good learning practice. 3.55 Highly Practiced
6. | set the criteria for students to assess their own performance in class. 3.57 Highly Practiced
7. 1 measure the extent of learning at the end of a lesson or subject. 3.60 Highly Practiced

8. | evaluate the level of competence of students at the end of an instructional program. 3.60

Highly Practiced

9. | determine the degree of accomplishment of a desired learning outcome at the end of | 3.55

Highly Practiced
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a lesson.
10. I make the final decision about the level of learning that students achieved at the end 3.47 Hi .

. . ighly Practiced
of a lesson or subject.
11. | rank the students based on their class performance to inform other school officials. | 3.23 Practiced
12. | provide information to parents about the performance of their children in school. 3.57 Highly Practiced
13. | examine how one student performs compared to others in my class. 3.36 Highly Practiced
14. 1 prowde_mformatlon to other teachers, schools and employers regarding students 3.42 Highly Practiced
performance in class.
15. | help students improve their learning process and class performance. 3.64 Highly Practiced
16. | assist students to determine their learning strengths and weaknesses in class. 3.61 Highly Practiced
17. I identify better learning opportunities for students in class. 3.64 Highly Practiced
18. | periodically collect learning data from students to improve the instructional process. | 3.52 Highly Practiced
Purpose of Assessment Mean Verbal Interpretation
19. | ask questions or tasks that allow me to know whether students:
a. can recall or remember what is taught in class 3.66 Highly Practiced
b. explain Ideas and concepts 3.66 Highly Practiced
¢. use learned information or concepts in new way 3.63 Highly Practiced
d. analyze a situation or condition 3.62 Highly Practiced
e. justify a stand or decision 3.61 Highly Practiced
f. create a new product or point of view or idea 3.63 Highly Practiced

Overall Weighted Mean 3.56 Highly Practiced

Table 17 on the succeeding pages demonstrates mean and
verbal interpretation of respondents’ assessment practices in
terms of purpose of assessment. Out of 24 statements, 23
items were verbally interpreted as highly practiced by the
respondents except for the statement “I rank the students
based on their class performance to inform other school
officials” which got the lowest weighted mean of 3.23
verbally interpreted as practiced. The statements “I ask
questions or tasks that allow me to know whether students:
can recall or remember what is taught in class” and
“...explain Ideas and concepts” are highly practiced since
both received the highest weighted mean of 3.66. This area
received an overall weighted mean of 3.56, verbally
interpreted as highly practiced.

The data are a confirmation of what Magno and Ocampo
(2018) 2% explained that learners need to be informed that
classroom assessment including other activities must be
consistent with the learning targets set by the teachers,
students, curriculum, and other external standards. They
expounded that once learners are conscious of learning
targets, they are aware of the goals that need to be attained
while engaging in the assigned tasks.

The results imply that teachers recognized that the indicators
are very important to help them communicate to learners,
parents, teachers and other members of the school the
purpose of assessment and subsequently, aid the learners
focused in doing the task).

Table 16: Respondent’s Level of Assessment Practices in Terms of Classroom Assessment

Classroom Assessment Mean | Verbal Interpretation
1. | prepare at least 3 learning objectives. 3.58 Highly Practiced
2. | refer to the curriculum when | organize my learning objectives. 3.65 Highly Practiced
Classroom Assessment Mean | Verbal Interpretation

3. | follow taxonomy in preparing learning objectives. 3.51 Highly Practiced
4. | prepare a test plan according to the learning of my lessons. 3.66 Highly Practiced
5. | ensure that every topic | cover in class is included in the assessment plan. 3.65 Highly Practiced
6. | relate to the instructional process with the assessment process. 3.60 Highly Practiced
7. 1 try to include a variety of questions to measure different levels of cognitive skills. 3.62 Highly Practiced
8. | ensure that appropriate assessment strategies are employed. 3.63 Highly Practiced
9. | prepare table of specifications (TOS). 3.34 Highly Practiced
10. I write clear learning objectives so that students are aware of what is to be assessed. 3.62 Highly Practiced
11. 1 use textbooks as references when | write test items. 3.50 Highly Practiced
12. I include a variety of questions in a single test. 3.58 Highly Practiced
13. I make sure I give clear instructions for every type of question | include in a test. 3.70 Highly Practiced
14. 1 arrange test questions from easy to difficult. 3.58 Highly Practiced
15. | ensure that questions and options are on the same page. 3.63 Highly Practiced
16. I avoid including items that suggest racial, ethnic or gender biases. 3.59 Highly Practiced
17. | try to prepare questions that minimize guessing. 3.60 Highly Practiced
18. | explain the basis of scoring problems solving items to students. 3.58 Highly Practiced
19. I include on the same page the diagrams or maps needed in a particular question. 3.58 Highly Practiced
20. | proofread all test questions and instructions before printing them. 3.67 Highly Practiced
21. | ensure that the classroom is conducive for testing activities. 3.67 Highly Practiced
22. | see to it that cheating is not encouraged in the classroom. 3.72 Highly Practiced
23. | prepare scoring criteria or rubrics before | start making test papers. 3.66 Highly Practiced
24. | score test papers at random 3.21 Practiced

25. | ensure that | have enough test materials before | administer a test. 3.67 Highly Practiced
26. | follow scoring criteria strictly when marking test papers. 3.64 Highly Practiced
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Classroom Assessment Mean | Verbal Interpretation
27. 1 make sure | have enough time to score test papers. 3.67 Highly Practiced
28. | provide feedback to students after every test. 3.57 Highly Practiced
29. | give a grade equivalent to the total score in a test. 3.55 Highly Practiced
30. | explain to the students how scores are derived. 3.64 Highly Practiced
31. | share test results with other teachers and the school director if necessary. 3.48 Highly Practiced
32. | make sure parents are informed of the test results of their children. 3.59 Highly Practiced
33. | determine the difficulty level of each test item after a test. 3.53 Highly Practiced
34. | conduct an item analysis to know whether items can discriminate students’ abilities. | 3.35 Highly Practiced
35. | make simple item banking for every subject. 3.36 Highly Practiced
36. | post the names of students who performed well in a test. 3.10 Practiced
37. | return all marked test papers to students on time. 3.59 Highly Practiced

Overall Weighted Mean 3.56 Highly Practiced

Shown in Table 18 are mean and verbal interpretations of
respondents’ assessment practices in terms of classroom
assessment. With the exemption of statements “I post the
names of students who performed well in a test” and “I score
the papers at random.” which got the lowest two weighted
means of 3.10 and 3.21, both verbally interpreted as
practiced, the 35 statements were conceived to be highly
practiced by the respondents. With a weighted mean of 3.72,
verbally interpreted as highly practiced, the statement “I see
to it that cheating is not encouraged in the classroom” got the

highest weighted mean. As the result showed, this area
received an overall weighted mean of 3.56 which was
verbally interpreted as highly practiced.

This implies that classroom assessment is a non-negotiable
process that is designed and administered by teachers to their
students. Right conception on why classroom assessment is
given, how it is administered, and how results are used will
guide teachers in their performance as assessors of student
learning.

Table 17: Respondent’s Level of Assessment Practices in Terms of Assessment Strategies

As_sessment Strategies — Mean | Verbal Interpretation
| use the following assessment strategies:
a. Multiple choice 3.58 Highly Practiced
b. True-False or Right or wrong 3.54 Highly Practiced
¢. Matching types 3.36 Highly Practiced
d. Fill in the blanks or short constructed response | 3.31 Highly Practiced
e. Word problems 3.26 Highly Practiced
f. Performance assessment 3.58 Highly Practiced
g. Portfolio Assessment 3.16 Practiced
h. Graded Recitation 3.55 Highly Practiced
i. Observations 3.40 Highly Practiced
j. Term papers or projects 3.37 Highly Practiced
k. Class presentations 3.53 Highly Practiced
I. Interviews and conferences 3.07 Practiced
m. student reflection/ journal writing/ student 335 Highly Practiced
self-assessment
n. assignments 3.48 Highly Practiced
Overall Weighted Mean 3.40 Highly Practiced

It can be observed from Table 19 that in terms of Assessment
Strategies, the overall weighted mean is 3.40 verbally
interpreted as highly practiced. Two strategies ‘“Portfolio
Assessment” and “Interviews and conferences” were got the
weighted means of 3.16 and 3.07, respectively, and verbally
interpreted as practiced. On the contrary, there are 12
strategies from the table that were highly practiced by the
respondents.

Further, the assessment strategy “Multiple Choice” got the
highest weighted mean of 3.58 which was verbally
interpreted as highly practiced while “Interviews and
conferences” obtained the lowest weighted mean of 3.07,
verbally interpreted as practiced.

This implies that the schools must provide mentoring or
training that focuses on the development of teachers’ skills
on how to employ interviews and conferences and other not
so popular assessment strategies. Teachers still need to be
trained on how they can also design and utilize other
assessment strategies that develop higher-order skills.

4. Significant difference on the conceptions of the

respondents in terms of assessment when they are
grouped by profile
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Table 18: Summary Table Showing the Significant Difference on the Respondent’s Conception of Assessment When Grouped According to

Conception of Assessment (COA- Sex Mean Mann- value | Decision | Remark
111, Brown, 2004 & Rural, 2019) Rank Whitney U | P
- Male 84.66 Fail to -
1. School Accountability Female | 9551 2991.50 0.162 Reject Ho Not Significant
- Male 88.13 Fail to R
2. Student Accountability Female | 94.18 3168.50 0.434 Reject Ho Not Significant
Male 91.64 Fail to -
3. Improvement Female | 92.83 3240.75 0.610 Reject Ho Not Significant
Male 96.79 Fail to -
4. Irrelevance Female | 90.85 3172.83 0.477 Reject Ho Not Significant
Male 89.78 Fail to -
5. Standards-Based Female | 9352 3253.00 0.621 Reject Ho Not Significant
Male 99.10 Fail to -
6. Concept Development Female | 89.97 3055.00 0.251 Reject Ho Not Significant
. Male 89.32 Fail to -
7. Formative Assessment Female 1 93.72 3229.50 0.580 Reject Ho Not Significant
8. Summative Assessment Male 101.48 2933.50 0.096 Fa|_l 10 Not Significant
Reject Ho

Note: If p value is less than or equal to the level of significance which is 0.05 reject the null hypothesis otherwise accept.

Table 20 on the next page shows the Mann-Whitney U test to
verify if there exists a significant difference on the
conceptions of the respondents on assessment in terms of sex.
It reveals that overall, there is no significant difference
between the respondents’ conception of assessment and their
sex since all the p values are greater than the 0.05 level of
significance. The factor standards-based got the highest p-
value of 0.621 which is very much greater than the 0.05 level
of significance. This is why the null hypothesis was accepted.

On the other side, the factor summative assessment obtained
a p-value of 0.096 which is the lowest but is still greater than
the 0.05 level of significance. Hence, the null hypothesis was
accepted.

Based on a female-dominated respondents survey used in this
study, with 133 or 72.3% female respondents, the data
showed that the maleness and femaleness of a teacher is not
a factor that could influence how a teacher conceives
assessment.

Table 19: Summary Table Showing the Significant Difference on the Respondent’s Conception of Assessment When Grouped According to

Number of years in teaching

Conception of Assessment Number of years Kruskal-
(COA-I111, Brown, 2004 & . . Mean Rank . p-value | Decision Remark
Rural, 2019) in teaching Wallis H
1-3 Years 99.83
4-6 Years 92.73
7-9 Years 80.40 . .
1. School Accountability | 10-12 Years 83.97 9050 | o171 |Fal tOH Reject . '\!]?.t .
13-15 Years 104.47 ° Ignitican
16-18 Years 98.67
19 Years & Above 69.03
1-3 Years 94.97
4-6 Years 94.69
7-9 Years 79.56 . .
2. Student Accountability | 10-12 Years 89.97 4400 | o623 |F tOH('feJEC‘ . r']\:]?itcam
13-15 Years 104.06 g
16-18 Years 111.00
19 Years & Above 82.28
1-3 Years 124.08
4-6 Years 87.31
7-9 Years 81.42 . .
3. Improvement 10-12 Years 91.63 5531 | 0543 |7 tOHOReJGCt . r']\:]?it:am
13-15 Years 91.48 g
16-18 Years 95.17
19 Years & Above 89.21
1-3 Years 99.13
4-6 Years 81.90
7-9 Years 80.84 . .
4. Irrelevance 10-12 Years 94.75 7852 | 0324 | tOH Reject . '\!]?.t .
13-15 Years 84.53 ° Ignifican
16-18 Years 88.89
19 Years & Above 107.00
5. Standards-Based 1-3 Years 97.95 6.022 0.421 |Fail to Reject Not
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4-6 Years 92.73 Ho Significant
7-9 Years 74.00
10-12 Years 89.70
13-15 Years 99.76
16-18 Years 72.00
19 Years & Above 92.28
1-3 Years 101.21
4-6 Years 84.72
7-9 Years 78.10 . .
6. Concept Development | 10-12 Years 11417 10458 | o107 |FA tOHOReJECt G r':!]?.t:an t
13-15 Years 83.00 1gnit
16-18 Years 83.83
19 Years & Above 79.16
1-3 Years 101.31
4-6 Years 83.16
7-9 Years 75.33 . .
7. Formative Assessment 10-12 Years 106.33 10.797 0.095 Fail tOH:?eJECt Si rﬁ?it:an t
13-15 Years 100.38 g
16-18 Years 85.17
19 Years & Above 74.59
1-3 Years 97.71
4-6 Years 86.95
7-9 Years 84.56 . .
8. Summative Assessment | 10-12 Years 107.73 12212 | oos7 |Fall tOHOReJea . r']\!]?.tcan t
13-15 Years 106.91 ignitt
16-18 Years 69.17
19 Years & Above 65.22

Note: If p value is less than or equal to the level of significance which is 0.05 reject the null hypothesis otherwise accept.

Table 21 on the following pages presents the result when
Kruskal-Wallis H was utilized to verify if there exists a
significant difference on the respondents’ conception of
assessment when they were grouped according to number of
years in teaching. Apparently, there is no significant
difference between their conceptions of assessment and the
number of years they are teaching since the p-values are all
greater than the 0.05 level of significance and therefore the
null hypothesis is accepted.

The factor student accountability obtained the highest p-value
which is 0.623 and is greater than the 0.05 level of
significance therefore the null hypothesis is accepted. This
implies that regardless of the years in teaching, it does not
affect one’s conception that assessment is indeed significant
in aiding students learning. On one hand, the factor
summative assessment got the lowest p-value of 0.057 which
is also greater than the 0.05 level of significance and therefore
the null hypothesis is accepted. Although this means there is
no significant difference between the conceptions of
assessment and the number of years teaching but the p-value
is almost near to the level of significance which means that
the number of years teaching where teachers are exposed to

and doing it can also affect one’s conception of summative
assessment.

This result is similar to what Balagtas, Dacanay, Dizon, and
Duque (2010) revealed, as cited by Ballada and Alifio in
2018, in a study that examined the literacy of Filipino pre-
service and in-service teachers. The mentioned researchers
explained that using a self-report survey, they found out that
Filipino teachers both pre-service and in-service lack the
skills concerning the following competencies: administering
scoring, and interpreting results of externally -produced and
teacher-made test, using assessment results to make different
types of academic decision to students, parents and other
stakeholders and recognizing unethical, illegal and other
inappropriate methods and use of assessment. The status of
“pre-service” is understood as having no experience of real
teaching yet while “in-service” denotes that regardless of
years in teaching, the number of years of actual teaching as
the data above shows does not affect teachers’ conceptions
on assessment.

However, the results above are inconsistent with what
Avvisati (2018) [ reported that those schools with more
experienced teachers tend to perform better in PISA.

Table 22: Summary Table Showing the Significant Difference on the Respondent’s Conception of Assessment When Grouped According to
Subject specialization

Conception of Assessment (COA- Subject Mean Rank Kruskal- p-value| Decision Remark
111, Brown, 2004 & Rural, s. 2019) |specialization Wallis H
AP 86.91
English 95.15
Filipino 83.98
- MAPEH 83.50 Fail to Reject Not
1. School Accountability Math 90.93 3.121 0.874 Ho Significant
Science 92.90
TLE 102.23
EsP 101.05
- AP 84.62 Fail to Reject Not
2. Student Accountability English 104.40 6.007 0.539 Ho Significant
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Filipino 84.40
MAPEH 80.83
Math 95.30
Science 86.25
TLE 100.92
EsP 86.70
AP 80.78
English 92.92
Filipino 85.25
MAPEH 90.40 Fail to Reject Not
3. Improvement Math 97.82 585 0.569 Ho Significant
Science 95.42
TLE 96.73
EsP 102.06
AP 95.38
English 84.33
Filipino 111.37
MAPEH 101.05 Fail to Reject Not
4. Irrelevance Math 80.96 9.377 0.372 Ho Significant
Science 97.77
TLE 97.79
EsP 73.03
AP 79.28
English 85.31
Filipino 91.43
MAPEH 83.57 Fail to Reject Not
5. Standards-Based Math 99.80 7.196 0.409 Ho Significant
Science 97.50
TLE 106.96
EsP 95.30
AP 71.29
English 92.93
Filipino 86.90
MAPEH 89.30 Fail to Reject Not
6. Concept Development Math 105.13 9.139 0.243 Ho Significant
Science 94.48
TLE 98.02
EsP 107.30
AP 77.29
English 103.28
Filipino 81.40
. MAPEH 90.77 Fail to Reject Not
7. Formative Assessment Math 94.43 7.711 0.359 Ho Significant
Science 93.92
TLE 89.92
EsP 113.20
AP 78.88
English 89.69
Filipino 88.35
8. Summative Assessment MAPEH 74.30 Fail to Reject Not
Math 113.61 11.954 1 0102 Ho Significant
Science 96.10
TLE 98.33
EsP 88.35

Note: If p value is less than or equal to the level of significance which is 0.05 reject the null hypothesis otherwise accept.

Table 22 from the previous page reflects that in terms of the
conception of assessment and the subject specialization, there
is no significant difference in all aspects. While school
accountability got the highest p-value which is equivalent to
0.874, summative assessment obtained the lowest value

which is 0.102. Since both values were greater than the level
of significance, which is 0.05, null hypothesis is accepted.

Therefore,
conceptions of assessment.

subject specialization does

not

influence
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Table 23: Summary Table Showing the Significant Difference on the Respondent’s Conception of Assessment When Grouped According to
Highest Educational Attainment

Conception of Assessment (COA- | Highest educational Mean Rank Kruskal- value | Decision Remark
111, Brown, 2004 & Rural, 2019) attainment wallisH | P
Master's (Grad.) 51.00
1. School Accountability MasterEsa(r\r/]\ég;] Units 75.96 11.285 0.004 | Reject Ho | Significant
Bachelor's 96.14
Master's (Grad.) 55.61
2. Student Accountability MasterEsa(r\r/]\ég;] Units 84.04 6.668 0.036 | Reject Ho | Significant
Bachelor's 94.42
Master's (Grad.) 77.96
3. Improvement Master's (With Units 77.25 7.677 0.040 | Reject Ho | Significant
Earned)
Bachelor's 95.42
Master's (Grad.) 86.52
Master's (With Units Fail to Not
4. Irrelevance Earned) 74.88 4.104 0.230 Reject Ho | Significant
Bachelor's 94.14
Master's (Grad.) 89.61
Master's (With Units Fail to Not
5. Standards-Based Earned) 71.77 5.599 0.061 Reject Ho | Significant
Bachelor's 94.51
Master's (Grad.) 102.22
Master's (With Units Fail to Not
6. Concept Development Earned) 76.44 3.171 0.205 Reject Ho | Significant
Bachelor's 92.90
Master's (Grad.) 88.28
7. Formative Assessment MasterEs,a(r\I:\ég? Units 65.38 9.066 0.011 | Reject Ho | Significant
Bachelor's 95.73
8. Summative Assessment Master's (Grad.) 92.67 3.113 0.211 F.a'l 0 _ Not
Reject Ho | Significant
Note: If p value is less than or equal to the level of significance which is 0.05 reject the null hypothesis otherwise accept.
Table 23 shows the Mann-Whitney U test to verify if there student accountability, improvement and formative

exists a significant difference on the conceptions of the
respondents on assessment in terms of highest educational
attainment. It reveals that overall, there is no significant
difference between the respondents’ conception of
assessment and their position except school accountability,

assessment where a significant difference was observed.
This implies that the training program to be given to teachers

should

take

background.

into account

their

highest educational

Table 24: Summary Table Showing the Significant Difference on the Respondent’s Conception of Assessment When Grouped According to

Position
C.?.Tcgefgmngoﬁisgfspﬁgi%?g' Position Mean Rank W{;?i‘;&; p-value Decision Remark
Classroom Teacher 96.23
1. School Accountability Coordinator 82.47 6.657 0.036 Reject Ho | Significant
Principal 57.86
Classroom Teacher 92.88 Fail to Reiect Not
2. Student Accountability Coordinator 90.78 1.636 0.441 J S
— Ho Significant
Principal 69.93
Classroom Teacher 95.33 . .
3. Improvement Coordinator 84.11 4.570 0.128 Fail to Reject . N?.t
Principal 67.79 Ho Significant
Classroom Teacher 94,91 . .
4. Irrelevance Coordinator 81.46 2.90 0.337 Fail toHZZeject Si rll\iI?itcant
Principal 88.95 J
Classroom Teacher 93.21
5. Standards-Based Coordinator 93.13 6.249 0.044 Reject Ho | Significant
Principal 49.29
Classroom Teacher 91.87 Fail to Reject Not
6. Concept Development Coordinator 92.47 0.540 0.764 H Lo
— 0 Significant
Principal 78.57
. Classroom Teacher 94.62 Fail to Reject Not
7. Formative Assessment Coordinator 8497 2.451 0.294 Ho Significant

903|Page



International Journal of Multidisciplinary Research and Growth Evaluation

www.allmultidisciplinaryjournal.com

Principal 72.79
Classroom Teacher 94.95 Fail to Reiect Not
8. Summative Assessment Coordinator 84.10 3.305 0.192 l R
— Ho Significant
Principal 71.79

Note: If p value is less than or equal to the level of significance which is 0.05 reject the null hypothesis otherwise accept.

Table 24 shows the Kruskal-Wallis H test to verify if there exists
a Significant Difference on the conceptions of the respondents
on assessment in terms of Position. It

reveals that overall, there is no significant difference between the
respondents’ conception of assessment and their position except
for school accountability and standards-based factors where a
significant difference was observed.

Conceptions of assessment in terms of school accountability and
Standards-based were observed to vary depending on their
positions (Classroom teacher, Coordinator and Principal). This
means that a classroom teacher, coordinator and principal may
have contradicting belief in seeing assessment to hold school
accountable and in conceiving that assessment must be based on

standards.

In view of the above results, Philippine Professional Standards
for Teachers which was adopted and implemented by the
Department of Education since 2017 through DepEd Order No.
42, s. 2017 reiterated the need for every teacher to take into
consideration Domain 5 of the standards which is known as
Assessment and Reporting, is composed of five strands: 1.
Design, selection, organization and utilization of assessment
strategies, 2. Monitoring and evaluation of learner progress and
achievement, 3. Feedback to improve learning, 4.
Communication of learner needs, progress and achievement to
key stakeholders, and 5. Use of assessment data to enhance
teaching and learning practices and programs.

Table 25: Summary Table Showing the Significant Difference on the Respondent’s Conception of Assessment When Grouped According to
Number of trainings attended related to Assessment

Conception of Assessment Number of trainings Kruskal-
(COA-I111, Brown, 2004 & attended related to |Mean Rank Wallis H p-value Decision Remark
Rural, s. 2019) Assessment
None 90.05
1-5 Times 97.66 . .
1. School Accountability 6-10 Times 8117 | 6040 | 0196 | tOH('feJECt . r']‘:]?it:an .
11-15 Times 106.75 g
More Than 15 Times 66.86
None 98.00
1-5 Times 91.46 . .
2. Student Accountability 6-10 Times 8150 | 2985 | 0560 | tOH('feJe“ . r']\:]?if;an t
11-15 Times 118.38 g
More Than 15 Times 88.00
None 93.07
1-5 Times 92.82 . .
3. Improvement 6-10 Times 8815 | 1435 | 0g27 | “’H Reject . N]E’.t t
11-15 Times 99.59 ° lgnifican
More Than 15 Times 91.66
None 91.13
1-5 Times 90.78 . .
4. Irrelevance 6-10 Times 94.73 2.871 0.584 Fail tOH Reject si N?.t t
11-15 Times 107.00 ° lgnifican
More Than 15 Times 105.70
None 95.88
1-5 Times 91.56 . .
5. Standards-Based 6-10 Times 8675 | 1.092 | osgos |FAl © Reject i ::?.t "
11-15 Times 108.88 ° gnifica
More Than 15 Times 90.77
None 94.79
1-5 Times 93.78 . .
6. Concept Development 6-10 Times 86.42 1.483 0.830 Fail tﬁ' Reject si r']\!?.t nt
11-15 Times 99.00 ° lgnifica
More Than 15 Times 78.32
None 95.11
1-5 Times 92.40 . .
7. Formative Assessment 6-10 Times 9019 | o664 | 0gse |FA tOH Reject . r']\']?t "
11-15 Times 100.25 ° lgnifica
More Than 15 Times 83.50
None 90.95
1-5 Times 94.17 . .
8. Summative Assessment 6-10 Times 8361 | 0994 | o911 |FA! tOH Reject . r']\']?t .
11-15 Times 105.63 ° lgnifica
More Than 15 Times 84.64

Note: If p value is less than or equal to the level of significance which is 0.05 reject the null hypothesis otherwise accept.
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Table 25 below displays that there is no significant difference
between the respondents’ conception of assessment and the
number of trainings they attended. This is so because the p-
values of all the items are greater than the 0.05 level of
significance. The item formative assessment received the
highest p-value of 0.978 which is greater than the 0.05 level
of significance. Hence, null hypothesis was accepted. With
the p-value of 0.196 which is also greater than the 0.05 level
of significance, the item school accountability was decided to
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be of no significant difference in relation to respondents’
trainings attended related to assessment.

This result implies that respondents’ attendance to training
related to assessment does not affect their conception of
assessment.

5. Significant difference on the respondents in terms of
assessment practices when they are grouped by profile

Table 26: Summary Table Showing the Significant Difference on the Respondent’s Assessment Practices When Grouped According to Sex

Assessment Mann-Whitne
Practices (Lacia, Sex Mean Rank U y p-value Decision Remark
2019)
Male 84.21 .
1. Purpose of Fail to Not
Assessment Fe(renal 95.68 2968.50 0.121 Reject Ho Significant
2. Classroom Male 81.80
Assessment Fer;al 96.60 2846.00 0.032 Reject Ho | Significant
3. Assessment Fail to Not
Strategies Male 84.53 2985.00 0.153 Reject Ho Significant

Note: If p value is less than or equal to the level of significance which is 0.05 reject the null hypothesis otherwise accept.

Table 26 shows the Mann-Whitney U test to confirm if
significant difference between the respondents’ assessment
practices and sex. It shows that in classroom assessment there
is a significant difference with a p-value of which is less than
the 0.05 level of significance. On the other hand, there is no

significant difference about purpose of assessment and
assessment strategies as the two factors received p-values of
0.121 and 0.153, respectively.

This implies that sex influences the conduct of classroom
assessment.

Table 27: Summary Table Showing the Significant Difference on the Respondent’s Assessment Practices When Grouped According to
Number of years in teaching

Assessment Practices | Number of years Mean Rank Kruskal-Wallis p-value | Decision Remark
(Lacia, 2019) in teaching H
1-3 Years 98.81
4-6 Years 89.92
7-9 Years 79.58 .
13-15 Years 86.50
16-18 Years 93.83
19 Years & Above 95.97
1-3 Years 97.92
4-6 Years 94.73
7-9 Years 76.92 .
ZASCSL?SS;]O;]T 10-12 Years 106.70 8.595 0.198 ReFjae'(!tt&O Sigr']\:]?iiam
13-15 Years 87.26
16-18 Years 89.00
19 Years & Above 78.25
1-3 Years 102.06
4-6 Years 92.28
7-9 Years 77.42 .
3 Qf;te:;:zg”‘ 10-12 Years 102.00 11.835 0.066 ReFjae'C'ttao Sigr']\:]?itcam
13-15 Years 80.59
16-18 Years 40.00
19 Years & Above 83.13

Note: If p value is less than or equal to the level of significance which is 0.05 reject the null hypothesis otherwise accept.

Moreover, with the p-values that are greater than the 0.05
level of significance, result from Table 27 from the previous
pages shows that there is no significant difference between
the respondents’ practices of assessment and the number of

years they had been teaching.

This implies that the number of years in teaching of the
respondents does not make any difference when doing or
administering assessment.
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Table 28: Summary Table Showing the Significant Difference on the Respondent’s Assessment Practices When Grouped According to
Subject Specialization

Assessment Practices Subject Mean . - .
(Lacia, 2019) specialfzation Rank Kruskal-Wallis H veﬂue Decision | Remark
AP 89.19
English 96.21
Filipino 92.10 Fail to
1. Purpose of MAPEH 91.53 - Not
Assessment Math 95.65 1.288 0.989 Ragct Significant
Science 84.67
TLE 93.63
EsP 90.20
AP 88.76
English 102.47
Filipino 90.38 Fail to
2. Classroom MAPEH 86.80 . Not
Assessment Math 94.28 6.526 0.480 Ragct Significant
Science 87.65
TLE 80.31
EsP 109.20
Assessm_ent Practices S_ub!ect_ Mean Rank | Kruskal-Wallis H P- Decision Remark
(Lacia, 2019) specialization value
AP 83.24
English 97.24
Filipino 97.33 Fail to
3. Assessment MAPEH 88.73 . Not
Strategies Math 100.30 4.204 0.756 Raﬁ‘” Significant
Science 80.77
TLE 95.44
EsP 90.15

Note: If p value is less than or equal to the level of significance which is 0.05 reject the null hypothesis otherwise accept.

Table 28 from the previous page displays the result when
Kruskal-Wallis H was utilized to verify if there exists a
significant difference on the respondents’ assessment
practices when they were grouped according to subject
specialization. “Purpose of Assessment, Classroom

Assessment” and “Assessment Strategies” obtained p-values
of 0.989, 0.480, and 0.756, respectively. Overall, the null
hypothesis is accepted since all p-values are greater than 0.05
level of significance and therefore there is no significant
difference between the variables.

Table 29: Summary Table Showing the Significant Difference on the Respondent’s Assessment Practices When Grouped According to
Highest Educational Attainment

Assessment Practices | Highest educational Mean Kruskal- | lue | Decision Remark
(Lacia, 2019) attainment Rank | WallisH | P
Master's (Grad.) 71.72
1. Purpose of Master's (With Units Fail to Not
Assessment Earned) 7863 4.641 0.098 Reject Ho | Significant
Bachelor's 94.39
Master's (Grad.) 103.72
2. Classroom Master's (With Units Fail to Not
Assessment Earned) 84.85 1472 0.479 Reject Ho | Significant
Bachelor's 91.31
Master's (Grad.) 75.11
3. Assessment Master's (With Units Fail to Not
Strategies Earned) 7963 3.288 0.193 Reject Ho | Significant
Bachelor's 94.00

Note: If p value is less than or equal to the level of significance which is 0.05 reject the null hypothesis otherwise accept.

Table 29 on the next page presents a no significant difference
between the respondents’ highest educational attainment and
their assessment practices. The three items got the p-values
of 0.098, 0.479 and 0.193 which are all greater than the 0.05
level of significance and thus, null hypotheses are accepted.

The result implies that the educational attainment of the
respondents does not affect their actual practice of the
assessment purpose, conduct of classroom assessment and
actual choice and practice of assessment strategies.
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Table 30: Summary Table Showing the Significant Difference on the Respondent’s Assessment Practices When Grouped According to

Position
Assessment . Kruskal- .

Practices Position Mean Rank Wallis H p-value | Decision | Remark
1. Purpose of | Classroom 96.73 10.234 0.006 Reject Ho Signific
Assessment Teacher ant

Coordinator 82.43
Principal 48.36
2. Classroom Classroom 93.75 3.967 0.138 Fail to SiNr?i}ic
Assessment Teacher ' ' ' Reject Ho gnt
Coordinator 89.27
Principal 62.79
3. Assessment Classroom 9720 10.849 0.005 Reject Ho Signific
Strategies Teacher ant
Coordinator 81.22
Principal 47.07

Note: If the p-value is less than or equal to the level of significance which is 0.05 reject the null hypothesis otherwise accept.

Shown in Table 30 on the succeeding page is the Kruskal-
Wallis H test used to verify if there exists a significant
difference on the respondents’ assessment practices when
they were grouped according to their position. The data
showed that there is no significant difference about their
assessment practices in terms of classroom assessment.

This implies that regardless of their position the practice of
classroom assessment did not have a difference or position

does not affect their conduct of classroom assessment.
Meanwhile, it is worth noting that for items “purpose of
assessment” and “assessment strategies”, a significant
difference emerged when they were compared to
respondents’ position. This means that as the respondents
occupy different roles, there is a likelihood or possibility that
the purpose of their assessment and at the same time their
strategies may vary from one position to another.

Table 31: Summary Table Showing the Significant Difference on the Respondent’s Assessment Practices When Grouped According to

Number of trainings attended related to Assessment

. Number of trainings
Asse'(siamct?;tzlzrfg)tlces attegded related to Mean Rank \If\;’;?ilgl_; p-value | Decision Remark
ssessment
None 89.23
1-5 Times 93.55 .
11-15 Times 101.63
More Than 15 Times 97.14
None 87.89
1-5 Times 93.32 .
11-15 Times 74.25
More Than 15 Times 100.18
None 89.26
5 A . 1.5 Times 95.51 S ’\.'?.t t
Stf;ees;rgsen 6-10 Times 100.28 4252 | 0373 Reji'ct &O 'gnifican
11-15 Times 62.50
More Than 15 Times 75.45

Note: If p value is less than or equal to the level of significance which is 0.05 reject the null hypothesis otherwise accept.

As shown on Table 31, respondents’ attendance to training
related to assessment has no significant difference on their
assessment practices with the p-values that are greater than
the 0.05 level of significance. This implies that the null
hypothesis is accepted.

The above finding shows that respondents’ assessment
practices are not affected by the number of training related to
assessment that they have attended.

B. Discussion

Below are important discussions from the data gathered in
this study.

a) Out of the 184 teacher-respondents, there were 133 or
72.3% female while there were 51 or 27.7% of them were
male. There were 77 or 41.8% of them teaching for 1-3 years,
32 or 17.4% of them are teaching for 4-6 years, 24 or 13% for

7-9 years, 17 or 9.2% for 13-15 years, 16 or 8.7% for 19 years
and above, 15 or 8.2% for 10-12 year and 3 or 1.6% for 16-
18 years. There were 34 or 18.5% of them with specialization
in English, 29 or 15.8% in Araling Panlipunan, 27 or 14.7%
in Math, 24 or 13% in Science, 24 or 13% in TLE, 20 or
10.9% in Filipino, 15 or 8.2% in MAPEH, 10 or 5.4% in
Edukasyon sa Pagpapakatao and 1 or 0.5% has specialization
in other subject. There were 146 or 79.3% are Bachelor’s
degree holders, 26 or 14.1% had earned units in Master’s
degree, 9 or 4.9% of them are Master’s degree holders, 2, or
1.1% acquired Doctoral degree and 1 or 0.5% had earned
units in Doctoral degree. There were 132 or 71.7% of them
are classroom teachers, 43 or 23.4% are coordinators, 7 or
3.8% are principals and 2 or 1.1% occupy other positions.
There were 105 or 57.1% of them who were able to attend 1-
5 times, 46 or 25% of them have not attended training related
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to assessment yet, 18 or 9.8% attended 6-10 times, 11 or 6%
were able to attend training about assessment for more than
15 times and 4 or 2.2% attended 11-15 times.

b) Teachers’ conceptions of assessment in terms of school
accountability, the highest mean of 3.58 which is verbally
interpreted as strongly agree was revealed to be the
statements “Assessment provides information on how well
schools are doing.” and “Assessment shows the value schools
add to student learning.” while the lowest mean 3.48 verbally
interpreted as strongly agree was “Assessment keeps schools
honest and up-to-scratch.”

In terms of student accountability, assessment conceived to
determine if students meet qualifications standards got the
highest mean of 3.53 which is verbally interpreted as strongly
agree while “Assessment selects students for future education
or employment.” was the lowest mean of 3.32 and was still
interpreted as “strongly agree”.

Under the improvement factor, the highest mean was 3.56
was obtained by the item improvement-describe. On the other
hand, improvement-validity with the mean of 3.19 was the
lowest and verbally interpreted as agree.

Meanwhile, in terms of the factor irrelevance, it was revealed
that the highest mean of 2.79 verbally interpreted as agree
was the factor irrelevance accurate. The belief that
assessment is important yet ignored got the lowest mean of
2.03 verbally interpreted as disagree.

As regard to the conception of assessment in terms of
standards-based, the statement “Assessment determines
learners’ knowledge, skills and attitudes they need to
demonstrate in every lesson and/or learning activity”
obtained the highest mean of 3.55, verbally interpreted as
strongly agree while the statement “Assessment answers the
question, “What should the learners know?” got the lowest
mean of 3.47 which was also verbally interpreted as strongly
agree.

In terms of concept development, the item “The learner can
generate meaning from oral, written and graphic messages”
got the highest mean of 3.42 which was verbally interpreted
as strongly agree. The statement “The learner can recall
information and retrieve relevant knowledge from long-term
memory” obtained the lowest mean which is 3.32 but still
verbally interpreted as strongly agree.

Meanwhile, in terms of formative assessment, the highest
weighted mean of 3.45 verbally interpreted as strongly agree,
revealed that formative assessment helps prepare learners for
summative assessments while formative assessment as
informal got the lowest weighted mean of 2.95 verbally
interpreted as agree.

In terms of summative assessment, summative assessment as
an assessment of learning given at the end of a particular unit
received the highest weighted mean of 3.61 verbally
interpreted as strongly agree. With the lowest weighted mean
of 2.96 verbally interpreted as agree was the conception that
summative assessment is usually for the benefit of people
other than the learner.

¢) Regarding the level of assessment practices in terms of
purpose of assessment, the statements “I ask questions or
tasks that allow me to know whether students: can recall or
remember what is taught in class” and “...explain Ideas and
concepts” both received the highest weighted mean of 3.66
which were verbally interpreted as highly practiced and “I
rank the students based on their class performance to inform
other school officials” got the lowest weighted mean of 3.23
verbally interpreted as practiced.
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In terms of classroom assessment, with a weighted mean of
3.72, verbally interpreted as highly practiced, the statement
“I see to it that cheating is not encouraged in the classroom”
got the highest weighted mean while the statement “I post the
names of students who performed well in a test” got the
lowest weighted mean of 3.10, verbally interpreted as
practiced.

With regard to assessment strategies, Multiple Choice with
3.58 weighted mean was the highest which was verbally
interpreted as highly practiced. On the contrary, Interviews
and conferences” obtained the lowest mean of 3.07, verbally
interpreted as practiced.

d) Regarding the difference on the conceptions of assessment
when respondents were grouped according to sex, number of
years in teaching, subject specialization, and number of
trainings related to assessment attended, the study found out
that there is no significant difference.

However, the difference on the conceptions of assessment in
terms of school accountability (p-value= 0.004), student
accountability (p-value= 0.036), improvement-student
learning (p-value= 0.040) and formative assessment (p-
value= 0.011) when respondents were grouped according to
highest educational attainment was found significant since
the p-values were all less than the 0.05 level of significance.
Additionally, a significant difference was also observed on
the respondents’ conceptions of assessment in terms of
school accountability and standards-based when they were
grouped according to position with the p-values of 0.036 and
0.044, respectively, all were less than the 0.05 level of
significance.

e) Meanwhile, difference on the respondents’ assessment
practices in terms of classroom assessment when they were
grouped according to sex found to be significant having a p-
value of 0.032 which was less than the 0.05 level of
significance. But, in terms of purpose of assessment and
assessment strategies, there is no significant difference was
found since the p-values 0.121 and 0.153, respectively, were
greater than the 0.05 level of significance.

When grouped according to number of years in teaching,
subject specialization, highest educational attainment, and
number of trainings about assessment attended, no significant
difference was observed between the respondents’
assessment practices and the said profiles.

However, when they were grouped based on position a
significant difference was found in terms of purpose of
assessment and assessment strategies since the p-values were
0.006 and 0.005, respectively, which were all less than the
0.05 level of significance. Between classroom assessment
and position was found to be of no significant difference
since the p-value of 0.138 was greater than the 0.05 level of
significance.

5. Conclusion

The researcher concludes the following:

a) Majority of the respondents are female, teaching for 4-6
years, specialized in English, bachelor’s degree holders,
classroom teachers and able to attend 1-5 trainings
related to assessment.

b) Respondents strongly agreed on the conceptions of
assessment in terms of school accountability, student
accountability, improvement, standards-based, concept
development, formative assessment and summative
assessment. Disagreement was noted on irrelevance.
This shows that teachers possess positive conceptions of
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c)

d)

assessment. They did not see assessment as irrelevant or
a bad practice.

The purpose of assessment and classroom assessment are
highly practiced assessment practices than assessment
strategies. This implies that teachers are more familiar
with the purpose of assessment and administration of the
classroom assessment than employing specific
assessment strategies.

There was no significant difference between the
conceptions of assessment when respondents were
grouped according to sex, number of years in teaching,
subject specialization, and number of trainings related to
assessment attended. There was a significant difference
on the conceptions of assessment in terms of school
accountability, student accountability, improvement and
formative assessment when respondents were grouped
according to highest educational attainment. There was
significant difference observed on the respondents’
conceptions of assessment in terms of school
accountability and standards-based when they were
grouped according to position. This proves that upgrade
in the teachers’ educational attainment and promotion in
their positions can help improve their conceptions of
assessment.

There was a significant difference on the respondents’
assessment practices in terms of classroom assessment
when they were grouped according to sex. But, in terms
of purpose of assessment and assessment strategies, there
was no significant difference found. There was no
significant difference found between the respondents’
assessment practices and the number of years in
teaching, subject specialization, highest educational
attainment and number of trainings about assessment
attended. There was significant difference found in terms
of purpose of assessment and assessment strategies when
the respondents were grouped according to position. But
no significant difference in terms of classroom
assessment when they were grouped based on position.
This means that more diverse faculty members can
provide more balanced assessment practices.
Additionally, change in their positions can also help
improve assessment practices.
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