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ABSTRACT 

JULIE BAZEMORE 
IMPROVING CLASSROOM ASSESSMENT PRACTICES IN SECONDARY 
ENGLISH: STUDENTS' PERCEPTIONS AND THEIR TEACHERS' 
REFLECTIONS 
Under the direction of DR. ANNE HATHAWAY 

Understanding students' perceptions of the assessment tasks in their 

secondary English classes is vital to the improvement of teaching and learning. This 

study took a mixed-methods approach, using a student survey and a teacher 

questionnaire to conjoin students' perceptions and their teachers' reflections. A 

modified form of the Perceptions of Assessment Tasks Inventory was utilized to 

quantitatively determine student perceptions of assessment tasks in their English 

classes. The results were analyzed through the use of both descriptive and 

nonparametric statistics. Students responded positively about assessment practices 

related to the dimensions of congruence with planned learning and transparency. The 

dimensions of authenticity, student consultation, and diversity garnered more 

negative responses. An open-ended teacher questionnaire was developed using the 

results of the student survey; it sought teachers' reflections on the student survey 

results. Along with the categories established by the student survey, five other 

categories emerged: concern, constraint, control, connection, commitment. The 

teachers' reflections revealed that they were sensitive to students' perceptions but 

were also influenced by other factors in their decisions regarding classroom 
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assessments. The two components led the researcher to make several 

recommendations about further research and about classroom assessment practices. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY 

Background 

Assessment has consistently been a key component of teaching and learning. 

In its purest form, assessment measures students' learning and allows for 

instructional adjustments to improve students' learning. In recent years, however, 

assessment has taken on even greater importance as schools have scrambled to meet 

Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) goals and to participate in the "Race to the Top" to 

alleviate funding issues. Adequate Yearly Progress goals were the result of the No 

Child Left Behind Act of 2001 and were tied to specific test scores each school had 

to post as it made progress toward the required national 100% pass rate originally 

called for in 2014. "The Race to the Top fund was a $4 billion grant opportunity 

provided in the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA) to 

support new approaches to improve schools" (Office Portal for the State of Georgia, 

2011). The State of Georgia's application stated the intent of using funds for 

"building data systems that measure student growth and success, and inform teachers 

and principals about how they can improve instruction" (Office Portal for the State 

of Georgia, 2011). Even more recently, according to its website, the Georgia 

Department of Education applied for and received a waiver from the tenets of No 

Child Left Behind. In its waiver request, Georgia moved to a College and Career 

Readiness Index (CCRPI) for its accountability measures. An important part of this 

CCRPI is the use of core content assessment to help identify schools as Priority, 
1 
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Focus, or Alert schools, all indicators of schools needing improvement. The CCRPI 

will also be used for labeling schools from one star to five stars, a rating system 

designed to take the place of AYP (Georgia Department of Education, 2012). Most 

often, the types of assessment used for these purposes are standardized tests given en 

masse across an entire state. 

As a result of the profound focus on standardized test scores, teachers and 

students alike find themselves in a dilemma regarding classroom assessment tasks. 

Teachers often feel compelled to "teach to the test" and to test in the way students 

will be assessed on standardized tests; that is, in an objective, multiple-choice 

format. At the same time, there is a call for classroom assessments to demonstrate 

"best practices" as related to the implementation of performance standards and the 

standards-based classroom. "Best practices" related to assessment frequently include 

those teaching methods related to assessment for learning which are widely 

supported by educational organizations such as the National Council of Teachers of 

Mathematics (Wiliam, 2007) and the National Council of Teachers of English (Gere, 

2010). In short, the practices best suited for assisting students in meeting 

performance standards (i. e, the Georgia Performance Standards) seem to be those 

which are performance-based-, however, standardized tests are the assessments du 

jour. The semantics certainly contribute to the mixed messages, which are, in turn, 

leading to disparate practices in many modern classrooms. In effect, two 

ideologies—the socially efficient and the learner-centered—seem to be clashing in 

terms of assessment in the modern high school classroom. At the center of this clash 
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reside the students. Not only will their collective standardized test scores determine 

whether they attend a "five star" or "focus" school, but also their individual mastery 

of performance standards will determine their personal academic success or failure. 

Classroom teachers have the daunting task of determining and using 

assessment practices that will meet the various needs of students as well as the "data 

systems" that are holding teachers, administrators, and schools accountable. 

Statement of the Problem 

Ultimately, the assessment practices which may best benefit student learning 

may not be occurring at all or at least not in a manner clearly perceived by the 

students themselves. Teachers may be unaware of the perceptions of their students 

regarding the assessment practices of the classroom. The ideal classroom would not 

be faced with the strategic and semantic issues regarding assessment. Ideally, 

standardized tests would be non-existent, and classroom teachers could focus on 

developing classroom assessments which enhance students' learning. Classroom 

assessments would be developed through researched best practices, and both teachers 

and students would understand the nature and purpose of assessment. Assessments 

would be consistently congruent with planned instruction. They would be authentic 

in their design. Students would be included in the design of the assessment tasks. 

The purposes of the assessment tasks would be clear to students and teachers. All 

students would have a fair chance to complete the assessment tasks. In essence, all 

stakeholders would be in agreement about the most effective methods of assessment 

and these methods would be fully in place. 
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Unfortunately, the modern classroom is not the setting where ideal 

assessment practices are at work. Conflicting messages and confusing terminology 

have created uncertainty about the role of assessment in teaching and learning. 

Teachers find themselves doubting their practices, and these doubts trickle down to 

their students. While neither teachers nor students have much say-so in the likely 

continued use of standardized, state-mandated tests, both have voices in the use of 

classroom assessment tasks. Only when both teachers and students perceive that 

their classroom assessment tasks are being developed for the improvement of 

teaching and learning will assessment serve its truest and highest purpose. 

While much has been written about assessment practices and much has been 

written about students' perceptions regarding assessments, little has been written 

about the use of teachers' reflections on students' perceptions of assessment 

practices. Teachers need to know what their students' perceptions are regarding 

assessment tasks and need to be able to reflect on these perceptions in order to 

develop more effective assessment practices. Assessment is itself a complex element, 

but it is part of an even more complex concern: teaching and learning. 

Initial Review of the Literature/Background for the Study 

In many ways, this study was an action research project. The researcher's 

position as a teacher in the school studied was essential and deliberate. Lave (2009) 

might call this study "situated activity" where "knowledge...undergoes construction 

and transformation in use" (pp. 202-203). Likewise, Wenger (2009), noted that for 

individuals (like this researcher), "learning is an issue of engaging in and 
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contributing to the practices of their communities" (p. 213). "Action research 

straddles the divide between theory and experiment. It requires classroom 

practitioners—experimentalists—to adopt the 'theorist's' approach, conducting 

research on their students' learning as it emerges" (Megowan-Romanowicz, 2010, p. 

995). Furthermore, this study was conducted in the fashion of a pragmatist. Creswell 

(2007) described pragmatists as those researchers who focus on outcomes of the 

research. They see themselves as able to choose the methods, techniques, and 

procedures that meet their needs. Furthermore, they tend to focus on the practical 

applications of research. The researcher was concerned with the questions and took a 

practical approach to determining what might work in order to improve classroom 

assessment practices. 

The framework of this study centered on three central assumptions: best 

practices in classroom assessment have been identified by substantial research, 

students' perceptions of classroom assessment practices are important, and teachers' 

use of critical reflection upon students' perceptions of classroom assessment 

practices can lead to improved teaching and learning. 

Best Practices 

To use the phrase "best practices" is to risk cliche in today's classroom. 

Teachers are barraged with the phrase through professional learning about this latest 

educational bandwagon or that and are somehow expected to know its meaning. 

However, one cannot help but wonder if a clear definition even exists. For the 

purposes of this study, best practices in classroom assessment were those which were 
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most effective for helping a particular group of students in a particular classroom 

achieve particular learning goals. 

To be sure, standardized testing practices are not likely to depart the modern 

classroom. In fact, the state of Georgia recently announced that while the Georgia 

High School Graduation Tests will be phased out in the next few years, the End-of-

Course Tests (EOCTs) will carry even greater significance in course grades and 

school rating determinations. The Georgia High School Writing Test is expected to 

remain in place. At the time of the current study, that translates to three high-stakes 

tests which will continue to directly impact secondary English departments: the 

Writing Test and the EOCTs in ninth grade and American literature classes. Because 

these are the tests which likely will factor into determining whether a school is 

identified as needing improvement or not, teachers will continue to have to address 

students' needs regarding these kinds of assessments. 

Studies show, however, that standardized tests are not effective means for 

improving teaching and learning. Shepard (2008/2009) warned of the negative 

impact of high-stakes testing on teaching and learning and states that with such focus 

and "intense political pressure, test scores are likely to go up without a 

corresponding improvement in student learning" (p. 100). Pellegrino, Chudowski, 

and Glaser (2001) noted that large-scale assessments are being questioned as to their 

ability to inform instruction and that classroom assessments have much greater 

potential for improving instruction but are not being used in ways to meet that 
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potential. Classroom-level assessment, therefore, seems a practical place for 

effecting immediate improvement. 

Furthermore, research shows that effective assessment goes far beyond the 

archaic methods of unit tests that are planned after a unit has been taught. A number 

of eminent researchers in classroom assessment have provided prescriptions for 

successful classroom assessment practices. Shepard (2008/2009) envisioned 

classroom assessments with reformed characteristics. The characteristics listed were: 

involving challenging tasks, addressing learning processes as well as learning 

outcomes, being on-going and integrated with instruction, supporting student 

learning formatively, having expectations visible to students, students actively 

evaluating their own work, and using assessment to evaluate teaching and learning 

(p. 98). Shepard's list is comparable to the lists of "best practices" provided by 

others. 

In a study interviewing teachers and parents, Barksdale-Ladd and Thomas 

(2000) identified the following practices regarding assessment: It (a) provides 

feedback to help students improve their learning; (b) is part of a student's work, 

which can go into a working portfolio; (c) provides flexibility and does not dominate 

the curriculum; (d) informs instruction to help teachers improve their teaching, 

thereby ensuring student learning; (e) over time is classroom based; and (f) uses 

more than one measuring stick for assessing students' learning (p. 395). One can 

easily note the similarities to the ideas of Shepard, whereby assessment is flexible, 

on-going, and engaging to the student. 
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Similarly, Darling-Hammond (2002) identified a number of criteria for 

developing assessments that support learning. These criteria included consideration 

of possibilities of student growth, responsiveness to individual student learning 

styles, transparency and openness, provisions for student self-assessment, 

participation in socially situated assessment, representation of meaningful tasks, and 

greater scope and comprehensiveness (p. 3). Stiggins (1999) described a classroom 

assessment environment as one that motivates students by including them in 

assessment, record-keeping, and communication. Again, the characteristics described 

are ones which place emphasis on student involvement. 

In the classroom environment, assessment o/learning, also often called 

summative assessment, can give teachers an indication of whether students have met 

learning goals. Summative assessments generally occur at the end of an instructional 

unit and measure the students' mastery of the learning goals for that unit. 

Assessment for learning, or formative assessment, can give insight about students' 

progress toward meeting the learning goals. Formative assessment can take many 

forms, including observations, "tickets out the door," or even check quizzes. 

Assessment as learning "is a teacher-student partnership in the service of learning, a 

sort of call-and-response" (Tomlinson, 2009, p. 30). Assessment as learning suggests 

that both teachers and students are involved in the assessment process. It includes 

multiple forms of summative and formative assessments, and both students and 

teachers become planners and evaluators in the process. All three of these types of 

assessment have a significant place in the modern classroom. 
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Students' Perceptions 

In a classroom where assessment as learning is a key part of the teaching and 

learning process and where a partnership between teacher and student exists, 

students' perceptions are eminent. Dorman and Knightley (2006) developed and 

validated an instrument to assess secondary school students' perceptions of 

assessment tasks. Their instrument was designed to measure students' perceptions 

regarding five salient dimensions of assessment: congruence with planned learning, 

authenticity, student consultation, transparency, and diversity. These dimensions 

concisely reflect many of the identified best practices in classroom assessment, and 

research exists concerning each dimension. 

Congruence with Planned Learning 

Congruence with planned learning occurs when assessment practices match 

the learning goals for the class. In sound classroom assessment situations, students 

should be able to recognize that their assessments, whether formative or summative, 

match the kinds of learning planned for the class. Assessment should relate to the 

content and skills that have been taught. To help ensure congruence with planned 

learning, Wiggins and McTighe (2005) advocated the "backwards design" process, 

which calls for the planning of assessment tasks as one of the earliest steps in unit 

planning. They referred to this process as "purposeful task analysis" (p. 19), 

requiring teachers to think about assessment before thinking about what and how to 

teach. 
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Congruence with planned learning also implies that learning goals are made 

clear to the students from the outset. Bass and Glaser (2004) asserted that 

assessments build toward a single purpose and that "synchrony between assessments 

and instruction reinforces consistent expectations for teaching and learning" (p. 8). If 

a classroom assessment is deemed congruent with planned learning, it is one that is 

matched to the goals of the class. An assessment task is not a random assignment; it 

should reflect the teacher's careful planning related to the class goals. Students 

should be aware of these goals and should recognize that the assessment tasks set 

before them correspond with those goals. 

Authenticity 

Authenticity occurs when classroom assessment tasks match as closely as 

possible the real-world tasks that students may encounter. Frequently associated with 

the concept of authenticity is the use of performance assessments. As the term 

suggests, performance assessments require students to complete some sort of process 

or create some sort of product which will serve as evidence of their learning. 

Authentic assessments are those which are more meaningful and useful to students 

because students see them as relevant to their lives. Students prefer and are likely to 

try harder on performance tasks they perceive as authentic (Brookhart & Durkin, 

2003; Certo, Cauley, Moxley, & Chafin, 2008). Students should recognize that their 

assessment tasks are authentic; that is, their assessment tasks relate directly to the 

kinds of work they may encounter in college and/or their careers. 
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Student Consultation 

Sound classroom assessment practices involve the student in the assessment 

process. Inclusion of students in the process can mean involving them directly in the 

development of assessment tasks, in the creating of rubrics, and even in the actual 

evaluation—such as through peer evaluations. Berry (2008) stated that students 

should be considered as "insiders instead of outsiders when it comes to learning 

matters" (p. 16). Consulting with the students about how to assess their learning 

asserts students as stakeholders in the learning process. Stiggins (2007) stated that 

"we must abandon the limiting belief that adults represent the most important 

assessment consumers or data-based decision makers in schools. Students' thoughts 

and actions regarding assessment results are at least as important as those of adults" 

(p. 26). Students are an integral part of the teaching and learning in any classroom. 

Their involvement in decision-making about assessment tasks is essential as a best 

practice regarding assessment. 

Transparency 

Transparency refers to the degree to which assessment practices are made 

clear to students. Students should know why they are being assessed, how they are 

being assessed, and when they are being assessed. Guskey (2003) discussed how, 

when assessments are kept secret from them, students learn to trust neither 

assessments nor teachers. They come to view assessment as a "guessing game." 

Guskey (2003) went on to say that assessment should align with the teacher's 

instructional activities as well as state or district standards and should reflect the 
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teacher's criteria forjudging students' performances. The learning goals for the class 

should be made clear to the students. Berry (2008) stated that each assessment task 

should be "accompanied by clear assessment criteria that are effectively 

communicated to the students" (p. 17). She further noted that the criteria need to be 

both detailed and justifiable. Transparency in classroom assessment is aided by 

providing students class time to prepare for assessments and by offering students 

rubrics, checklists, and study guides to accompany their assessments (Reig, 2007). 

When assessment practices are transparent, students have a clear understanding of 

what is expected of them. 

In a classroom where assessment is transparent, assessment practices are 

made abundantly clear to students. Assessments are not used as tools for catching 

students doing something wrong; they are used for the purpose of determining what 

students have (or may not have) learned. 

Diversity 

Assessment practices in the classroom should align with student diversity. 

Allowances should be made for different learners; assessment should be 

differentiated to meet individual students' needs. All learners should have an equal 

chance at success in classroom assessment practices. This calls for differentiation 

through assessment. Recognizing students' preferences and differences and 

providing diverse means of assessment can lead to improvements (Prestridge and 

Glaser, 2000; Tomlinson, 2009). In an environment dominated by standardized test 
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scores, classroom assessments serve as a powerful tool for recognizing students' 

individual learning styles. 

Teachers' Reflections 

This study's qualitative aspect was developed through the use of teachers' 

reflections upon students' perceptions gleaned through the quantitative part of the 

study. The intention of the researcher was to have teachers consider the perceptions 

of students regarding assessment practices in their English classes and to reflect on 

the nature of their classroom assessment practices as well as on ways to improve 

teaching and learning. Mezirow (1990) used the phrase '"reflective action,"' 

understood as action predicated on a critical assessment of assumptions," (p. 2) to 

describe a part of the decision-making process. He went on to say, "Reflection in 

thoughtful action involves a pause to reassess by asking: What am 1 doing wrong? 

Reflection may thus be integral to deciding how best to perform immediately, 

reflection becomes an integral element of thoughtful action" (Mezirow, 1990, p. 2). 

Mezirow (1998) further asserted that the objective of being critically reflective on a 

problem is to improve performance. 

Dewey (1910) recognized the importance of uncertainty as a catalyst for 

reflective thought and stated, "Demand for the solution of a perplexity is the 

steadying and guiding factor in the entire process of reflection" (p. 9). The 

"perplexity" of this study and, thus, the "guiding factor," was students' perceptions, 

and how they aligned with teachers' assumptions. The qualitative aspect of this study 

called for teachers to reflect critically on the results of the student survey. 
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Additionally, teachers reflected on best practices regarding classroom assessments. 

Black and Wiliam (2010) suggested that reform to assessment practices and a 

movement toward the use of formative assessment practices must begin on a small 

scale in a process where teachers themselves are "reformulating the issues, perhaps 

in relation to fundamental insights and certainly in terms that make sense to their 

peers in other classrooms" (p. 88). An opportunity allowing teachers to reflect 

critically on their own practices in light of students' perceptions of those practices 

can be a catalyst toward improved teaching and learning. 

Purpose of the Study 

This study examined the perceptions of students regarding these five salient 

aspects of assessment as they were apparent in their secondary English classes: 

congruence with planned learning, authenticity, student consultation, transparency, 

and diversity. This examination was to quantitatively determine students' 

perceptions of the extent to which these assessment practices were occurring in their 

English classes. Those quantitative findings served as points of reflection for the 

teachers participating in the qualitative part of the study, which included a teacher 

questionnaire and follow-up interviews. This part of the study was to qualitatively 

analyze the teachers' responses to the results of the student survey. Ultimately, the 

study was conducted for the purpose of improving teaching and learning in 

secondary English classrooms. 
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Research Questions 

Four research questions guided this study: 

1. What are students' perceptions of classroom assessments in their English 

classes? 

a. Do they believe their assessments are congruent with planned learning? 

b. Do they believe their assessments are authentic? 

c. Do they believe they have been included in the assessment process? 

d. Is the assessment process transparent to our students? 

e. Do students believe their assessments account for diversity? 

2. What are these students' teachers' perceptions of their assessment practices 

viewed in light of the student survey responses? 

3. What do the teachers' reflections suggest about the nature of assessment 

practices in the school's English department? 

4. What improvements in assessment practices do the teacher reflections 

suggest? 

Rationale 

Assessment plays a vital role in teaching and learning. For it to be effective, 

however, teachers have to know and use the assessment practices that will truly 

indicate what students do and do not know. Additionally, students need to know that 

the purpose of classroom assessment goes beyond simply recording a number in a 

grade book. The careful planning and use of both formative and summative 

assessments can help students improve. 
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Assessment should be interwoven into the fabric of the classroom; it should 

not exist in isolation or be relegated to the end of a unit of study. Assessment should 

be thoughtfully planned. Assessment should relate to students' lives, and they should 

be consulted about the assessment plans. The assessment practices should be 

transparent. They should also recognize student diversity. The research data is 

plentiful regarding these facets of classroom assessment (Brookhart, 1999; Chappius, 

Chappius, & Stiggins, 2009; McTighe & Wiggins, 2004; Reig, 2007; Shepard, 2000; 

Spandel, 2006; Stiggins, 2007; Stiggins & Duke, 2008; Tomlinson, 2001; Wiggins, 

2009). 

Both students and teachers should perceive that the assessment practices used 

in their classroom are intended to improve teaching and learning. The perceptions of 

both groups should be considered. If teachers perceive that they are using practices 

best suited for student improvement, then students ought to have similar perceptions. 

There are numerous instruments designed to determine students' perceptions 

concerning assessments. The literature, however, does not readily address the 

connection between students' perceptions of assessment tasks and their teachers' 

reflections on their students' perceptions. An understanding of students' perceptions 

and an allowance for teacher reflection on these perceptions has the potential to lead 

to improved assessment practices. 

Significance 

In much the same way that assessment cannot exist in isolation from teaching 

and learning, the perceptions of the teachers and the students cannot be isolated from 
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one another. Hearkening to the works of Bloom and Csikszentmihalyi, Schubert 

(2009) respectively used the terms "automaticity" and "flow" to describe the 

cooperation that should exist in schools between the students and teachers (p. 66). 

Bloom (1986) described "automaticity" as a process that can be used with "economy 

of effort" (p. 74), something done so well as to occur naturally, such as walking. 

Flow is said to occur when one's "skills are neither overmatched nor underutilized to 

meet a given challenge" (Shernoff, Csikszentmihalyi, Shneider, & Shernoff, 2003, 

p. 160). Teachers' reflections on students' perceptions of assessment tasks is a 

powerful way to gauge the "automaticity" and "flow" about which Schubert speaks. 

Tomlinson and Germundson (2007) likened assessment practices to jazz music, 

stating "Teacher and student reflect on how the music is evolving, and they 

improvise and refine it based on what they learn" (p. 30). Evidence indicating that 

teachers and students may not be equivalent in their thinking about assessment 

practices suggests the need for adjustments to those practices. Likewise, evidence 

that students and teachers are "on the same page" regarding assessment practices is 

strong confirmation that strategies currently in place need to continue and serve as 

foundations for other such strategies. The findings resulting from teacher reflections 

were intended to serve as a catalyst for improving classroom assessment practices. 

The timing of the study allowed for immediate significance for the school 

where the study occurred. The students were asked to provide their responses at the 

end of the school year just as they were nearing the completion of their English 

coursework for the year. The teachers, conversely, reflected upon the findings of the 
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survey at the beginning of the following school year, a time when assessment plans 

for the entire year are typically under consideration. The immediacy of this study 

was intended to provide the English department with a timely opportunity to address 

any perceived weaknesses and possibly make adjustments to assessment practices for 

the purpose of improving teaching and learning. 

A study that places students' perceptions at the center of teachers' reflections 

is important in a field struggling with defining and understanding the impact of 

classroom assessment when standardized assessment seems so prevalent. Rather than 

isolating and analyzing separate groups' thoughts, this study served to conjoin and 

synthesize separate groups' thoughts. In a world where perception is reality, multiple 

perceptions lead to multiple realities. This study intended to identify a single 

classroom reality and inform practices in ways that will advance student learning. 

Methodology 

The study took place in a small, rural secondary school in middle Georgia. 

The study utilized a mixed-methods approach, one which is typical of a pragmatist 

researcher (Creswell, 2007,2009). 

The quantitative component of the study included surveys of the students in 

the school's English classes. All students in all English classes were invited to 

participate but were only allowed to do so if they returned the appropriate permission 

forms. The survey instrument used was a modified form of the Perceptions of 

Assessment Tasks Inventory (PATI) developed and validated by Dorman and 

Knightley (2006). The survey instrument had thirty-five items and utilized a 4-point 
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Likert-type scale. The items reflected the five dimensions of assessment which were 

to be studied. (See Appendix A). The surveys were conducted online through a link 

on the school's website home page. Students indicated their current grade levels but 

not who their teachers were or had been. Participants did not provide their names on 

the survey. The survey was conducted in the school's academic computer lab in the 

spring of 2011. 

The qualitative aspect of the study involved a questionnaire offered to all 

teachers in the English department. The questionnaire was developed using the 

results of the student survey. The results from the student survey accompanied the 

questionnaire. The questionnaire was sent to the teachers via school e-mail and 

included open-ended questions regarding assessment practices. Participation in 

answering the questions was voluntary. Follow-up interviews were conducted for 

additional insight into teachers' reflective responses. Actual teacher names were not 

used when teachers' specific responses were included in the analysis and discussion 

of the study. 

Limitations, Assumptions, and Design Controls 

Limitations and Delimitations 

The researcher acknowledges a number of limitations and delimitations of 

this study. First, this study took place in a single secondary school located in a small, 

rural town in middle Georgia. This was the only secondary school in the county 

where the study occurred. According to the U. S. Census Bureau, the population in 

Georgia grew over 18% from 2000-2010, so there are likely few counties with 
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similar situations; many have far more than a single secondary school. Furthermore, 

the study was limited to a single academic department within the school. Certainly 

assessment practices school-wide are just as important, but this study was limited 

because of the researcher's scope of influence and desire to effect improvements 

within that scope. 

The researcher was and is a teacher in the English department of the school 

which was studied. The researcher, as a full-time teacher, selected to limit the study 

to this school. Nonetheless, the research project was planned with the intention of 

providing a direct benefit to this school. These factors certainly limited the 

generalizability of the results. The researcher also acknowledges that personal biases 

related to this topic need to be addressed. This researcher's students were included in 

the student survey portion of the study; otherwise, a significant number of students' 

responses would not have been allowed. Furthermore, the researcher is chairperson 

of the department in which she teaches; therefore, her colleagues were participants in 

the study. With the exception of one of her colleagues, this researcher has taught in 

this school's English department for the longest period of time (over 25 years). 

Strategies were put in place to encourage student and teacher participation without 

the appearance of coercion. Reminders were sent via e-mail and through intercom 

announcements; however, those reminders did reiterate that participation was strictly 

voluntary. Finally, the use of an active parental consent form likely limited student 

participation. The student survey instrument was not one developed by the researcher 

but instead one previously created for another study. 
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Time was also a significant limitation. The need to gather the student survey 

data at the end of a school year—and to complete the project in a timely manner— 

called for data gathering within a relatively small, specific window, the last few 

weeks of May 2011. The student survey results needed to be made available to 

teachers early in the school year, preferably late September, in order for both sets of 

data—quantitative and qualitative—to be available for analysis and discussion in 

order to meet the deadlines of the researcher's program of study. 

One important delimitation is that this study is not about standardized testing. 

While standardized testing is a given in the modern classroom, this study attempts to 

examine only classroom assessment practices. Nonetheless, it is a topic that appeared 

in the teacher responses, and is, therefore, included in the data analysis and 

discussion. 

Furthermore, this study was not intended to compare assessment practices 

occurring in different grade levels or in different teachers' classrooms. This study 

attempts to glean an overall picture of students' perceptions of assessment practices 

in the school's English classrooms in general. The teachers' reflections, while they 

will be analyzed separately, were also to be used to gain a general understanding 

about assessment practices for the sole purpose of improving teaching and learning 

in the English department of the school. 

Assumptions 

This study was based on several assumptions. The researcher, as a teacher in 

the school, acknowledges a few assumptions regarding the teachers and students who 
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participated. Instructional practices in the school where the study occurred were tied 

to the Georgia Performance Standards at the time the study took place. The Georgia 

Performance Standards for English / Language Arts had been in place since the 

2004-2005 school year. The researcher assumed that the teacher participants had a 

clear understanding of these standards. Also assumed is that the teachers were 

familiar with and had utilized the various performance tasks suggested by the 

frameworks outlined on the Georgia Department of Education's website. Another 

such assumption was that student participants had been exposed to the Georgia 

Performance Standards for the duration of their enrollment in public schools; 

therefore, they likely had some experience with various types of performance tasks. 

Nonetheless, the researcher also assumed that the teachers' professional learning 

experiences related to formative and summative assessment practices had been 

minimal and piecemeal. Finally, the researcher also assumed that all of the 

participants in the study responded in an honest way to all survey and questionnaire 

items. 

Design Controls 

The student survey instrument used was a modified form of a validated 

instrument developed by Dorman and Knightley (2006), the Perceptions of 

Assessment Tasks Inventory. Dorman and Knightley (2006) stated that "while the 

present study focused on assessment in science classrooms, items of the PAT1 can be 

easily modified to suit any curriculum area [and that it] is hoped that further 

validation work will be conducted in other curriculum areas, with other year levels 
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and in other countries" (p. 55). The researcher modified the instrument for use by 

students in secondary English classrooms. The instrument had seven questions for 

each of five dimensions of assessment; this structure contributed to the validity of the 

instrument. 

The study included an online component for the student survey instrument. 

The student participants in the study were those who returned their permission forms 

to participate in the study. These students reported to the school's academic 

computer lab at the assigned time to participate in the survey. The survey appeared 

as a link on the school's website home page. 

The questionnaire for the teachers was developed after the researcher had 

reviewed the results of the student survey (Appendix B). The questions addressed the 

five dimensions addressed in the student survey and allowed for teachers to reflect 

on the findings in each of these dimensions. The teachers were voluntary participants 

in the study; ten teachers were invited to respond to the e-mail survey, and nine 

chose to participate. Additionally, follow-up teacher interviews clarified and 

provided more information. 

Definitions of Key Terms 

A number of terms related to assessment appear throughout this study. To 

eliminate the possibility of misinterpretation, the following definitions of key terms 

will be used: 

Assessment "is a means for focusing our collective attention, examining our 

assumptions, and creating a shared academic culture dedicated to continuously 
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improve the quality of higher learning. Assessment requires making expectations and 

standards for quality explicit and public; systematically gathering evidence on how 

well performance matches those expectations and standards; analyzing and 

interpreting the evidence; and using the resulting information to document, explain, 

and improve performance" (Angelo, 1995, p. 11). 

Authenticity describes a task that is engaging and important, that represents a 

real-world problem or a replica of it, that is non-routine and multi-stage, that requires 

a product or performance, and that has transparent evaluation criteria (Wiggins, 

2009, p. 30). 

Best practices regarding assessment are those which are most effective for 

helping a particular group of students in a particular classroom achieve particular 

learning goals. In this study, those practices were narrowed to five dimensions of 

assessment: congruence with planned learning, authenticity, student consultation, 

transparency, and diversity. 

Diversity refers to "the extent to which all students have an equal chance at 

completing assessment tasks" (Dorman & Knightley, 2006, p. 52). 

Formative assessment "encompasses all those activities undertaken by 

teachers, and/or by their students, which provide information to be used as feedback 

to modify the teaching and learning activities in which they are engaged" (Black & 

Wiliam, 1998, para. 4). 
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Perceptions are "cognitive act[s] of imposing order on sensory data as it 

enters working memory. Perception follows sensation; perceptual processes interpret 

sensory data in order to make sense of it" (Martinez, 2010, p. 363). 

Performance assessment "refers to assessment in which a student's product 

or participation in a process is observed and judges. Performance assessments have 

two parts: a task and a scoring scheme.. .Performance tasks should be constructed to 

elicit evidence of learning outcomes achieved" (Brookhart, 1999, pp. 48-49). 

Reflection is "the act of deeply considering the ideas that one engages, the 

evidence for those ideas, and their implications" (Martinez, 2010, p. 364). 

Summative assessment "refers to those assessments that are generally carried 

out at the end of an instructional unit or course of study for the purpose of giving 

grades or otherwise certifying student proficiency" (Shepard, 2005, p. 276). 

Task refers to a "complex assessment challenge that requires the use of one's 

knowledge and skill to effectively perform or create a product to reveal one's 

understanding or proficiency" (McTighe & Wiggins, 2004, p. 292). 

Transparency refers to "the extent to which the purposes and forms of 

assessment tasks are well defined and clear to the learner" (Dorman & Knightley, 

2006, p. 52). 

Summary 

This mixed-methods study intended to use the results of a student survey 

regarding classroom assessment tasks to inform the reflections of their teachers for 

the purpose of improving teaching and learning. Student participants completed an 
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online survey about their perceptions of assessment tasks in their secondary English 

classes. Descriptive data were gleaned from the survey results and were used to 

develop a questionnaire which was completed by English teachers in the same 

secondary school. 

The researcher reviewed literature in three contexts: best practices in 

classroom assessment, student perceptions, and teacher reflection. For the purposes 

of this study, best practices were those which are identified in both seminal research 

writings related to assessment as well as in more current studies. Literature 

regarding student perceptions of assessment tasks was also included. The final 

section of the review of the literature addresses the use of teacher reflection. 

The methodology took a two-pronged approach. The first aspect, the 

quantitative component of the study, was a student survey which included items 

focused on five dimensions of assessment: congruence with planned learning, 

authenticity, student consultation, transparency, and diversity. The second aspect, the 

qualitative component of the study, called for teacher reflections on the survey 

results. These reflections were garnered through e-mailed questionnaires and follow-

up interviews. The discussion of the results will include the survey findings and 

teachers' ideas regarding the findings. 



CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

Introduction 

This study was conducted with the stance of a teacher researcher, much like 

the one described by Anderson (2009), who stated that teacher research includes and 

goes beyond reflective practice. Anderson (2009) noted that the teacher researcher 

"makes curriculum through professional pedagogical thinking and action [and] 

generates new knowledge about teaching in her own classroom" (p. 121). Kincheloe 

(2003) argued that "expert-devised systems of practice handed down as a positivistic 

truth to practitioners never work as well as locally produced practice-in-action" (p. 

15). A teacher researcher is well-informed about the literature, but she is also one 

engaged in classroom research practices which will allow her to add to the literature. 

Kincheloe (2003) stated that teacher scholars "appreciate the benefits of 

research...understand what they know from experience... [and] gain heightened 

awareness of how they can contribute to the research on education" (p. 18). 

This study utilized a mixed-methods approach. The purpose of the 

quantitative part of this study was to examine the perceptions of students regarding 

assessment tasks in their English classrooms. This examination quantitatively 

determined students' perceptions of assessment tasks. Those quantitative findings 

served as points of reflection for the teachers participating in the qualitative part of 

the study, which included a teacher questionnaire and follow-up interviews, as 

deemed necessary. The purpose of the qualitative part of the student was to glean 

reflective commentary from teachers about the findings of the student survey. Taken 

27 
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together, the two methodologies intended to offer insight into what works regarding 

classroom assessment practice—this seemed in keeping with the researcher's 

pragmatist approach. 

The teacher-as-pragmatist-researcher approach called for a look at the 

existing literature. The review of the literature revealed a number of relevant works. 

Discussion of these studies occurs in a format that parallels the study's title. The 

first section discusses literature related to best practices in assessment. Included here 

is discussion of both important foundational and more recent research in the use of 

classroom assessments for the improvement of teaching and learning. Also included 

in this section is a discussion of hindrances to the use of classroom assessments. The 

second section addresses literature which relates to students perceptions of 

assessment practices in their classrooms. The final section focuses on the use of 

teacher reflection for the purpose of improving teaching and learning. 

Best Practices in Assessment 

Standardized testing has historically influenced assessment practices in the 

classroom; many signs indicate that this will continue to be the case. During the 

present study, schools continued to be judged upon their Adequate Yearly Progress, 

as determined by the scores posted on assessments such as the Georgia High School 

Graduation Tests and the End-of-Course Tests. Even as the state of Georgia moves 

away from AYP and toward a new school rating system, standardized test scores will 

factor into how schools are viewed by the community. Standardized test scores also 

appear likely take on greater significance in individual teacher evaluations. In its 
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Race to the Top application, the state of Georgia listed as one of its goals to "develop 

the capability to track teacher and program performance and link that performance to 

students" (U. S. Department of Education, 2010, p. 93). Additionally, the CLASS 

Keys teacher evaluation system states as one of its standards, "Students taught by the 

teacher demonstrate the Georgia Performance Standard (GPS) related academic 

achievement progress on measure of student learning including state-mandated 

achievement tests or other measures as determined by the school district" (Georgia 

Department of Education, 2010, p. 96). Shepard (2008/2009) acknowledged a 

number of nineteenth-century influences that have contributed to the predominance 

of testing and its connection to instruction and curriculum. These influences included 

the social efficiency movement led by Bobbitt; Thorndike's associationism; and 

behaviorism of Hull, Skinner, and Gagne. Practices that grew out of these influences 

led to an overwhelming use of objective-item tests which existed in isolation from 

instruction. Because of the assured impact of these types of assessment, teachers will 

undoubtedly continue to address students' needs regarding these tests. Nonetheless, 

much literature points out that the large-scale standardized tests do little in the way 

of improving teaching and learning. Instead, it seems that assessment practices at the 

classroom level have the greater potential for guiding teaching and learning. 

A number of researchers in assessment have asserted that classroom 

assessment practices are more essential for improving student learning than are 

large-scale standardized assessments. Stiggins (1999) pointed out the imbalance of 

focus placed on standardized tests versus classroom assessment. Recognizing that 
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standardized tests have importance in establishing programs and setting policy, 

Stiggins (1999) maintained that classroom assessment carries even greater 

importance in its ability to provide dependable information on a daily basis about 

each student's learning for the purpose of benefiting the student. Similarly, 

Pellegrino, Chudowski, and Glaser (2001) recognized that large-scale assessments 

play an important role. For instance, they reflect the kinds of learning valued by a 

society and they provide goals for that society. However, the authors noted the sharp 

contrast that exists between the information gleaned from these kinds of assessments 

and the intimate information provided by classroom assessments that can guide 

instruction for individual students. Stiggins and Duke (2008) stated that while 

classroom assessment is the foundation of an effective assessment system, its 

importance has been overlooked through decades of school improvement. They 

further noted the need for school leadership that recognizes the need for effective 

classroom assessment practices that consistently monitor each student's progress 

toward meeting the standards. 

Classroom assessments include tasks which are both formative and 

summative. Summative assessment tasks are those which usually occur at the end of 

an instructional unit and are used for the purpose of giving grades. Research 

suggests, however, that formative assessment tasks have the greater potential to 

improve teaching and learning. Wormeli (2006), noting the excessive energy 

teachers devote to designing and emphasizing summative assessments, maintained 

that students do not learn much from these post-learning experiences and that real 
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learning occurs during the learning through specific, timely, and frequent feedback 

from the teacher. Formative assessment practices are developed to guide teaching 

and to improve learning and student performance. These practices can include formal 

and informal assessment methods, including quizzes, questioning, observations, and 

draft reviews (McTighe & Wiggins, 2004, p. 291). 

Researchers have maintained that sound assessment practices which occur at 

the classroom level can have a strong impact on student learning. These practices go 

beyond the traditional view of assessment as an objective-item test planned after an 

instructional unit, often a measurement marking the end of that unit. While this sort 

of summative assessment certainly has its place in the classroom, it is best coupled 

with formative assessment practices. Formative assessments are those which are on

going and are used to provide constant feedback about students' progress toward 

meeting a learning goal. Proponents of the use of formative assessment believe 

assessment should be an ongoing element of the instructional unit; it should inform 

the teaching and learning throughout the unit. 

Formative assessment practices have gained greater interest as educators have 

struggled to meet the demands of the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001. However, 

the practice of formative assessment has foundations that predate this legislation 

considerably. Michael Scriven first used the term formative evaluation in 1967 to 

describe the process of collecting data in order to improve instruction (Dick, 1987, p. 

188). In 1968, Benjamin Bloom et al. stated, "Frequent formative evaluation tests 

pace the learning of students....the appropriate use of these tests helps to insure that 
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each set of learning tasks is thoroughly mastered before subsequent learning tasks 

are started" (p. 9). 

The use of formative assessment practices may call for a change of mindset 

of current classroom teachers. This is especially difficult in a secondary classroom 

steeped in tradition. It is further made difficult by the omnipresence of the 

standardized assessments. Black and Wiliam (1998) stated as much in their own 

literature review of formative assessment, noting that teachers do not understand 

formative assessment well and are therefore weak in its use. They further noted that 

national and local accountability requirements strongly influenced classroom 

practices. Additionally, the use of formative assessment would call for teachers to 

change their perceptions of their own roles and of their relationships to their 

students. 

More recently, Wiliam, Lee, Harrison, and Black (2004) documented success 

working with a small group of twenty-four teachers. Their study was a collaborative 

one, whereby teachers were provided with professional learning about formative 

assessment practices. Along with these in-service trainings, teachers worked closely 

with the project staff, which observed teachers in their classrooms and discussed and 

planned with them on ways to more effectively use formative assessment practices in 

their classroom. The teachers were classified into groups based upon their expertise 

in the use of formative assessments and student scores on the General Certificate of 

Secondary Education (GCSE) examination were considered as output variables. 

While the researchers acknowledged that some aspects of their findings were more 
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robust than others, they found that as the teacher's level of expertise increased so did 

the GCSE scores. 

Volante and Beckett (2011) interviewed twenty K-12 teacher about their use 

of formative assessments and found that while their participants indicated becoming 

more familiar and comfortable with the use of formative assessments, there was a 

lack of balance in the types of formative assessments used (questioning, peer 

assessment, self-assessment). They also found that the participants generally were 

more focused on student learning than on grades. The interviews also revealed 

teachers' reluctance to relinquish authority by emphasizing the collaboration needed 

between teachers, students, and peers. 

Brookhart (1999) noted that assessment should be "multidimensional and the 

focus of ongoing communication with students about their achievements" (p. 35). 

She further added that assessment methods could be grouped into three categories: 

paper-and-pencil tests, performance tasks, and oral communication. The differing 

types of assessments could be utilized to assess "the full range of achievement 

targeted: knowledge, thinking, processes, products, and dispositions" (p. 35). 

Shepard (2000) recommended that assessment occur in the middle of 

instruction and focus on the process of learning. She further noted that the data 

gathered from observations, interviews, journals, presentations, work samples, 

projects, and portfolios are used for moving learning along not simply for grading 

purposes. Assessment should inform instruction and should be responsive to 

students' needs in a particular time and place (Barksdale-Ladd and Thomas, 2000; 
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Darling-Hammond, 2002). This researcher suggests that assessment practices should 

shift toward a pupil/place-perceptive paradigm. 

The classroom seems to be the most logical and practical place for such a 

shift to take place. Working for two years with elementary, middle, and secondary 

teachers through workshops, meetings, and classroom observations, Leahy, Lyon, 

Thompson, and Wiliam (2005) concluded that while no one-size-fits-all assessment 

plan works for every classroom, there are some universal strategies for assessment 

for learning: "clarifying and sharing learning intentions and criteria for success; 

engineering effective classroom discussions, questions, and learning tasks; providing 

feedback that moves learners forward; activating students as the owners of their own 

learning; and activating students as instructional resources for one another" (p. 20). 

These researchers also emphasized the importance of teachers recognizing 

themselves as part of a learning community where "colleagues help them decide 

when it is time to move on to the next challenge as well as point out potential 

pitfalls" (p. 24). Guskey (2003) pointed out that teachers—and other professionals— 

are afforded multiple opportunities to demonstrate their knowledge and 

understanding and are encouraged to learn from their mistakes. He continued by 

emphasizing that students in today's classrooms should be afforded the same 

opportunities instead of the one-chance-to-get-it-right model of summative 

assessment. Through classroom assessments—and being allowed to make 

mistakes—students become the lifelong learners their teachers want them to be. 
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Tomlinson (2007) termed classroom assessment "informative assessment" 

and outlined ten understandings about it. She stated that classroom assessment is not 

just about tests and that student performance should not be settled by a single test. 

She also stated that assessment really should not be about a grade book but about 

what students really know, understand, or can do. Assessment, she said, is not 

always formal and can occur any time, even when the teacher is not actively looking 

to assess but is simply aware of what is happening in the classroom. Informative 

assessment is not separate from the curriculum but is part of the curriculum design 

process. It is not something that simply occurs at the end of a unit. Assessment is not 

an end in itself but is used to shape instruction. Tomlinson went on to say that 

assessment should not be only about student readiness but should reveal what 

students care about and how they learn. Assessment should accentuate positives 

about students instead of pointing out their weaknesses. Finally, Tomlinson stated 

that assessment should not be about informing the teacher's work only but should be 

about the work of the teacher and the student collaboratively. 

In a classroom where assessment is a key part of the teaching and learning 

process, students' perceptions are eminent. Dorman and Knightley (2006) developed 

and validated an instrument to assess secondary school students' perceptions of 

assessment tasks. Their instrument, the Perceptions of Assessment Task Inventory, 

was designed to measure students' perceptions regarding five salient dimensions of 

assessment: congruence with planned learning, authenticity, student consultation, 
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transparency, and diversity. These dimensions concisely reflect many of the 

identified "best practices" in classroom assessment. 

Regardless of whether the assessment task is summative or formative, these 

characteristics are essential. While the characteristics identified by Dorman and 

Knightley (2006) by no means represent an exhaustive list of criteria for sound 

assessment practices, they do succinctly represent many of the most important. 

Furthermore, since a modified version of the instrument developed by Dorman and 

Knightley (2006) was to be used in the current study, specific review of the literature 

related to each of these dimensions seemed warranted. 

Congruence with planned learning 

One characteristic of sound classroom assessment is that assessment tasks 

should align with the learning goals of the classroom. Assessment tasks and learning 

goals should be congruent with one another. This speaks to the necessity that 

classroom assessments be as valid and reliable as possible. For classroom 

assessments to be valid they must match the achievement goals of the course. 

Assessment scores, ratings, judgments should contribute to improving student 

achievement (Brookhart, 1999). Noting that classroom assessments are not often 

considered as reliable as external tests, such as standardized tests, Shepard (2000) 

states that classroom assessments over time actually do provide highly reliable 

information about students' learning. In the classroom environment, teachers are able 

to plan assessments that clearly match the learning goals and are able to assess in a 

variety of ways. 
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In their study of fifty teachers' typical classroom assignments, Matsumura, 

Gamier, Pascal, and Valdes (2002) found that the teachers who created more 

cognitively challenging assignments were more likely to have clearer learning goals. 

The researchers in the study requested that the teachers submit three language arts 

assignments (one writing and two reading comprehension) for review. For each 

assignment, teachers were asked to submit a two-page information sheet and submit 

four student work samples. The submitted assignments, work samples, and 

information sheets were reviewed and scored by raters in four dimensions: cognitive 

challenge of the task, clarity of the learning goals, clarity of grading criteria, and 

overall quality. While the study was quite complex involving a number of statistical 

procedures to correlate raters' responses and to adjust for other criteria, the 

researchers concluded that when secondary students were given higher quality 

assignments, they produced higher quality work and also scored higher on the 

standardized test for their grade level. 

To ensure match between assessment and planned learning, the "backward 

design" process is a practical approach. In their influential work Understanding by 

Design, McTighe and Wiggins (2004) stated that "curriculum design is not only 

idiosyncratic, but iterative," and they recommended three general stages. The first 

stage is determining desired results according to four categories: established goals, 

enduring understandings, essential questions, and knowledge and skills. The second 

stage is considering assessment evidence needed for determining the extent to which 

students have achieved the desired results. The goal of this stage is to obtain valid, 
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reliable, credible, and useful evidence through the identification of performance 

tasks measured by rubrics. At this stage other evidence, such as diagnostic and 

formative assessments, quizzes, tests, observations, and self-assessments are also 

determined. The third stage is the development of a learning plan. Here instructional 

strategies and learning activities are planned to achieve the desired results (stage 1) 

as reflected in the pre-determined assessment evidence (stage 2). In essence, the 

backward design process is one which intends to make assessment congruent with 

planned learning. 

The design described by McTighe and Wiggins has many advocates. 

According to Bass and Glaser (2004), in this process all assessment tasks are 

"directed toward a central outcome, [and] this integrated system of assessments 

consistently reinforces unit goals and fosters the development of skills necessary to 

acquire proficiency" (p. 9). Likewise, Childre, Sands, and Pope (2009) called for 

teachers to design an assessment framework before beginning instruction. The plan 

should include culminating performance tasks to serve as summative assessments as 

well as oral or written prompts, quizzes or tests, and informal observations, 

discussions, and questions to serve as formative assessments woven throughout the 

unit. 

Chappuis, Chappuis, and Stiggins (2009) discussed the importance of 

teachers matching various assessment methods to different learning targets. 

Assessment methods used could include selected response, extended written 

response, performance assessment, and personal communication. They charted each 
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of these methods in terms of how strongly they matched the learning targets of 

knowledge mastery, reasoning proficiency, skills, and ability to create products. An 

example of a strong match occurred between extended written response and the 

ability to create products when the product is written. Performance assessment and 

knowledge mastery, however, were not good matches because of the time-

consuming nature of trying to cover everything. These authors noted that because 

classroom teachers can effectively use all available assessment methods they can 

provide more specific information about students' progress than can standardized 

tests. 

The backward design process, however, has come under some scrutiny. Cho 

and Trent (2005) pointed out that the backward curriculum model, while touted by 

its advocates as emphasizing student learning, is really about measurement and 

evaluation and used as a means to an end. The authors stated that the idea of 

beginning with the end in mind corresponds with the national emphasis on students' 

test scores. Cho and Trent (2005) further argued that the term assessment has 

become the most important one in the standards-based education movement, and its 

constant use clearly points to the teacher's most important role as that of evaluator. 

Authenticity 

A second characteristic of sound classroom assessment is the use of authentic 

assessment. Wiggins (2009) described authentic tasks as important and 

representative or real-world problems. Gulikers, Bastiaens, and Kirschner (2004) 

provided a similar definition and also contended that authentic assessments have a 
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higher construct validity than do traditional pencil-and-paper test because authentic 

tasks appropriately assessed the competency to be measured, they represent real-life 

problems, and they require the kind of thinking that experts in the content field 

would use. Nonetheless, Gulikers et al. (2004) noted that there could be 

discrepancies between the teacher's view of what is authentic and the student's view. 

Gulikers et al. (2004) went on to say that a task cannot be labeled as simply authentic 

or not authentic but actually exists on a continuum of authenticity. They identified 

five dimensions to be considered to determining a task's authenticity: task, physical 

context, social context, assessment result, and assessment criteria. The researchers 

then used these dimensions in a study of students' and teachers' perceptions of the 

authenticity of tasks. Using an online rating system that allowed for participant 

anonymity, students and teachers were asked to rate described tasks in terms of the 

five dimensions. The results indicated that both groups saw task, result, and criteria 

as very important. Teachers saw physical context as very important. Social context 

was overall the least important dimension. The researchers stated that their study, 

while it focused on nursing students and teachers, had implications for assessment 

designs in other fields (Gulikers, Bastiaens, & Kirschner, 2004). 

In their study of five California secondary schools that typically served low 

income students of color but consistently outperformed the state average in 

graduation and college-going rates, Darling-Hammond and Friedlaender (2008) 

found that these schools used performance assessments resembling those used in 

high achieving countries, such as Finland, Hong Kong, Canada, and Australia, 
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"which require students to conduct research and scientific investigations, solve 

complex real-world problems, and defend their ideas orally and in writing" (p. 20). 

The general premise was that the high achievement was tied to the use of authentic 

assessment practices in the schools' classrooms. 

Some literature indicates that students prefer assessment tasks which they 

view as important and similar to tasks they will encounter in "real life" and that they 

will put more effort into such tasks. Certo et al (2008) interviewed thirty-three 

secondary students and found that they clearly preferred "authentic" instructional 

activities, particularly those involving discussion and communication. Similarly, 

Brookhart and Durkin (2003) found that students reported trying harder on 

performance tasks than they did on paper and pencil tests. 

The idea of "authentic" assessment has come under some scrutiny. Tanner 

(2001), for instance, called for authentic assessments to have criterion-based 

standards, multiple indicators of quality, and judgment reliability. In their 1999 study 

of the history of assessment, Madaus and O'Dwyer stated that with postmodernism 

there was a call for more authentic assessments—those involving performances, 

portfolios, and products. However, with this call have come a number of issues 

"translating the rhetoric of performance testing into the realities of high-stakes 

testing" (Madaus & O'Dwyer, 1999, p. 693). Those issues included the inefficiency 

of performance tasks, a lack of ability to determine comparative results, vulnerability 

to manipulation, insufficient reliability, questionable generalizability to overall 

student performance, and cost effectiveness. The authors also pointed to the testing 
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industry's inexperience with "authentic" assessments such as performances and 

portfolios. Madaus and O'Dwyer were also early identifiers of other issues related to 

authenticity, including equipping teachers with training on assessment practices. In 

1999, their "prognosis for the feasibility of deploying a predominantly performance-

assessment oriented system [was] not very promising" (Madaus & O'Dwyer, 1999, 

p. 694). Over a dozen years later, the same prognosis could be held as true. 

Nonetheless, Frey and Schmitt (2007) stated, "From a validity perspective, if 

the inferences made from authentic assessments are appropriate because the 

assessment tasks fairly represent some domain of real-world tasks that students will 

have to perform, then performance assessments need not provide much validity 

evidence; they are theoretically valid because they are all authentic" (p. 414). 

Overall, the literature reveals some discrepancies in the meaning of task authenticity. 

Student consultation 

Thirdly, sound assessment practices in the classroom typically involve 

students in the assessment planning process, or student consultation. Stiggins (2007) 

described students and teachers as partners in the assessment process. He suggested 

involving students by allowing them to study samples of student work so that they 

could create their own version of a performance rubric. He said they could create 

practice multiple choice tests for upcoming exams as a way to recognize their own 

strengths and weaknesses. They could be leaders in conferences about their learning 

with their parents and teachers. All of these practices recognize students as actively 

involved in and responsible for their own learning. 
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Chappuis and Stiggins (2002) suggested including students in the assessment 

process by involving them in determining the criteria of a good performance, 

allowing them to use scoring guides to evaluate real work samples, encouraging 

them to revise anonymous work samples, having them create practice tests or test 

items, and having them communicate with others about their progress (e.g., letters to 

parents, conferences). In another article, Chappuis, Chappuis, and Stiggins (2009) 

noted that formative assessment provides information to the teacher while 

assessment for learning provides information for the student. They further stated that 

when students know learning targets from the beginning, engage in self-assessment, 

keep track of and regularly reflect on their own growth, and play a role in 

communicating their learning—the achievement gains are profound, especially for 

low achievers" (p. 44). 

Spandel (2006) speaks of working closely with students to define assessment 

criteria. While her work focuses most often on the teaching of writing, she advocates 

for the creation of rubrics and checklist in partnership with students, noting that the 

value of this process is not in creating a document; it is in the development of the 

document. She states, "Coming to grips with what we value in writing (or reading, 

math, or science) teaches us to understand the content area we are exploring, and 

challenges our accepted beliefs" (p. 15). 

Reig (2007) surveyed 72 junior high school students about their perceptions 

of assessment practices and found that they thought they should help make tests and 

assessments and should be allowed to judge their own work as well as help 
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determine how their work would be judged (p. 220). In the discussion of the study, 

Reig commented that students who participate in the assessment process are more 

likely to feel a sense of ownership and responsibility for their learning. He also noted 

that a shared ownership of assessment communicated trust to students. 

All in all, including the learners themselves in the assessment planning 

process is a practice that leads to improved teaching and learning. 

Transparency 

A fourth important practice is that of transparency; that is, clearly defining 

the tasks for the students. An assessment task that is transparent is one whereby the 

student fully understands why, when, and how he/she will be assessed. 

The literature reveals that teachers are generally traditionalists regarding 

grading and grade books. They tend to guard their grading practices as if they are 

secret codes to which only they are privy. In the current mode of persistent 

educational reform, grading practices seem to lag behind (Cox, 2011). In fact, some 

studies have revealed that teachers assign grades for factors unrelated to 

achievement: behavior, effort, and attitude. In their study of over 500 American 

public school teachers, Randall and Engelhard (2010) found that while teachers 

generally followed their districts' grading policies, they resorted to these non-

achievement factors, especially with students whose grades are considered 

"borderline." These sorts of assessment practices are not transparent and clear to 

students and, therefore, do not assist in the improvement of student learning. 
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Studies have indicated that transparency in assessment procedures helps 

students have a clear understanding of expectations and allows them to monitor their 

own progress. Tomlinson (2001) argued that if a teacher gives a student appropriate 

work to meet his/her needs then the student's work should be graded on the basis of 

"clearly delineated criteria for quality work" (p. 14). She went on to posit, "It makes 

little sense to assign an appropriately challenging task and then grade the student on 

something else" (p. 14). One would expect, therefore, that teachers, who were once 

students themselves, would believe that transparency would be a given. Guskey's 

(2006) study of over 300 public school educators revealed that the educators 

themselves were affected by positive and negative grading experiences when they 

were students and that those experiences impacted their own grading practices. 

Guskey (2006) stated that the study showed the importance of clarity and fairness in 

grading policies because of their power to affect students long-term. 

Timperley and Parr (2009) video-taped the writing lessons of fifteen teachers, 

asked the teachers to complete a questionnaire about their confidence in teaching 

self-regulated learning skills, and interviewed a select sample of students from the 

classes. They found that for students to have an in-depth understanding of writing 

and to make substantial progress in their writing, they have to have a clear 

understanding of the learning goals and the criteria for mastery of these goals in 

order for them to effectively monitor their own progress. 

Similarly, Reig (2007) found that students believed they would be helped by 

having time in class to prepare for assessments, by being told in detail what to expect 
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on a test, by having rubrics or checklists for performance assessments, and by having 

study guides to prepare for tests (p. 220). The results of Reig's study showed, 

however, significant differences between teachers' and students' perceptions of the 

use of transparent assessment strategies such as these. 

Rubrics and performance checklists are both instruments which can 

contribute to assessment transparency. Cooper and Gargan (2009) pointed out 

several benefits of rubrics: they clarify what is needed to achieve different levels of 

performance (A, B, C, etc.), they can help teachers think critically about their 

teaching and their students' learning, and they can make expectations and 

performance standards clear for students. However, rubrics also have some 

detracting issues. They can still be subjective when qualitative terms are converted in 

to scores. They can be difficult and time-consuming to create and use. They can be 

restrictive and can stifle student creativity if they are too prescribed (Cooper & 

Gargan, 2009). To underscore the negative issues related to rubrics, Eisenkraft and 

Eisenkraft's (2011) survey of over 200 educators and scientists attending assessment 

workshops spotlighted the problem of inter-rater reliability. Depending on the person 

grading, the same student received anywhere from no points to full credit. The 

researchers indicated that their study calls for caution in rubric creation. Without 

caution, the benefits of transparency can be overshadowed by the issues they present. 

Diversity 

Diversity is a final important dimension; it is the ability of an assessment task 

to recognize students' varying interests and abilities. Students' individualities should 
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be considered in the design of assessment tasks for any given course or unit. 

Assessment diversity also gives every student an equal chance for success. 

Ferguson et al. (2001) suggested an assessment plan tailored for each student. 

They predicted the disappearance of the Individual Education Plan (IEP) currently 

used for special education students in favor of the Individually Tailored Educational 

Report (ITER) for every student. Individually tailored assessment would be part of 

this report and would collect information on each student in three dimensions: skills 

and content, performance, and self-understanding. 

In the vein of Vygotsky's "zone of proximal development," Tomlinson 

(2001) spoke of the need to meet individual students' needs and interests suggesting 

that teachers have to "work steadily to gain a sense of the evolving readiness of each 

student and to provide escalators of learning opportunity to ensure their growth" (p. 

12). Tomlinson (2009) reported on two schools'—one elementary, one secondary— 

improvements after implementing a plan for teaching and learning that recognized 

student preferences and differences. Tomlinson noted the importance of teachers 

connecting with and knowing their students to better support their success. She 

reported student achievement in both schools, as measured by state tests, had 

improved. Additionally, she reported that improvements in students' behavior and 

attitudes had also been documented (Tomlinson, 2009). This sort of assessment 

practice is one that fully takes student diversity into account. 

Diversity is a term that goes hand-in-hand with another readily recognizable 

one in today's classroom: differentiation. Tomlinson and McTighe (2006) stated that 
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responsiveness in assessment is important. Assessment which is one-size-fits-all may 

be efficient but is not fair in that it favors some students and penalizes others. 

Responsive assessment offers students options for demonstrating their knowledge, 

skills, and understanding. 

Differentiation and diversity recognition are at the center of Howard 

Gardner's theory of multiple intelligences. He used the word intelligences for a set of 

abilities, talents, or mental skills and maintained that all normal individuals possess 

each of the skills to some extent. Gardner (2006) revised his list of multiple 

intelligences from seven intelligences to 8V2: musical, bodily-kinesthetic, logical-

mathematical, linguistic, spatial, interpersonal, intrapersonal, naturalistic, and (the V2 

one) existential. Diversity in assessment occurs when assessment tasks play to 

individual students' strengths, and they are allowed to perform in ways that 

accommodate their most apparent intelligences. 

In a study of middle school inclusion and resource social studies classes, 

Prestidge and Glaser (2000) found the use of numerous formative assessment 

practices (e. g. journaling, self-assessment) during a unit on developing multimedia 

presentations allowed classroom teachers to use assessment as an "ongoing process 

that provides a daily view of students' learning" (p. 181). Tanner (2001) noted the 

difficulty inherent in making reliable judgments about different kinds of 

performances from different students; one must ask for whom the task is "authentic" 

("Looking for Common Ground" para. 3). Regardless of the evident difficulty, 
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recognizing student diversity through classroom assessment practices is a pathway 

toward improving teaching and learning. 

Hindrances to Best Practices 

Even though extensive research points to the powerful impact of classroom 

assessment on teaching and learning, its use continues to be hindered by a number of 

factors in the modern classroom. One factor is teachers' lack of an understanding of 

what constitutes "best practices" regarding classroom assessment. The phrase "best 

practices" has become almost trite in its overuse. Black and Wiliam (2010) stated 

that "teachers clearly face difficult problems in reconciling their formative and 

summative roles, and confusion in teachers' minds between these roles can impede 

the improvement of practice" (p. 89). A dearth of understanding of assessment "best 

practices" is not the only hindrance, however. 

Even though research points to the positive impact on student learning, 

formative assessment practices have not received the attention and emphasis that has 

been placed on summative assessments. Teachers need time to plan and deliberate 

formative assessments. They need to determine what should be measured, how it 

should be measured, how frequently it should be measured, and what adjustments 

will be made to instruction (Risko &Walker-Dalhouse, 2010, p. 421). Ironically, 

however, formative assessment has proven to be nebulous in terms of measurement. 

Clark (2011) pointed out the lack of a definite definition of formative assessment 

which leads to difficulty in determining exactly what formative assessment is 

designed to achieve which further leads to difficulty in measuring its effectiveness. 
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Clark (2011) continued by pointing out the lack of clarity in the kinds of 

observations data that should be gathered and the uncertainty about the use of 

qualitative methods. Formative assessment practices, therefore, have proven difficult 

to incorporate into the classroom, and teachers seem to return to those practices with 

which they are most familiar and which most likely represent the kinds of 

standardized assessments used for accountability purposes. 

This sentiment was echoed by Volante and Beckett (2011) who underscored 

the global nature of classroom assessment failing to garner necessary emphasis. They 

stated that teachers in many western countries—including Canada, the United States, 

England, and Australia—feel so pressured by the outside sources expecting their 

students to perform well on summative assessments that their classroom instructional 

and assessment practices have been influenced. 

In a survey of 262 secondary mathematics teachers, Ohlsen (2007) found a 

strong reliance on traditional assessment practices. These practices include major 

exams and quizzes. The teachers in this study used performance-based assessments 

infrequently. Essays, oral presentations, and team projects were used either very little 

or not at all by half of the participants. Ohlsen (2007) maintained that the results 

were consistent with other similar studies and suggested that these practices result 

from teachers' having a limited knowledge of assessment design. Ohlsen (2007) also 

noted that most states do not require teachers to take courses or demonstrate 

competency in assessments as part of their teacher education programs. Volante and 

Beckett (2011) also found that interviewees in their study of K-12 teachers' use of 
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formative assessment had had little preparation in assessment and evaluation in their 

teacher education programs. Teachers' reliance on traditional summative 

assessments—with little attention to formative practices—suggests that teachers use 

those assessment practices about which they are most knowledgeable. 

Other factors also play into teachers' decisions regarding classroom 

assessments. Duncan and Noonan (2007) found in their survey study of 513 

secondary teachers that classroom assessment decisions were affected—even if only 

slightly—by a number of factors. Those factors included class size, school size, 

subject area, and academic enabling (e. g., considering effort, ability level, 

attentiveness, improvement, and work habits when assigning grades). While in this 

study class and school size was insignificant, the researchers found that English 

teachers were more likely to use constructed-response assessments and that 

mathematics teachers were more likely to utilize academic enabling. 

Arter (2003) also enumerates a number of factors that interfere with 

classroom assessment practices. One of these is unclear targets or a lack of clarity of 

the standards. Another is a teacher's inability to match learning targets to assessment 

strategies. Other factors include unfair test questions, questions that do not account 

for different learning styles, or less-than-optimal testing conditions. 

Not only do external factors affect teachers' decisions regarding their 

assessment practices in their classroom; teachers' internal struggles also have an 

effect. In a paper presented to the annual meeting of the National Council on 

Measurement in Education, McMillan and Nash (2000) reported on their qualitative 
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study which interviewed twenty-four teachers about their decision-making regarding 

classroom assessment. The researchers identified emerging themes in their 

transcribed data, and concluded that grading practices are influenced by a number of 

factors. They found that the teachers they interviewed struggled with tensions 

between their beliefs about education and the realities of the classroom environment. 

They found that the teacher beliefs included wanting students to succeed, wanting to 

accommodate individual student needs, engaging and motivating students, and 

promoting student understanding. They found that their beliefs were impacted by 

student home environments, student attitude and classroom behavior, mainstreaming 

and social promotion, test anxiety, and absenteeism. They also struggled with 

pressures from external forces, such as the increased accountability measures of 

standardized testing. These struggles caused teachers to moderate their decisions 

about assessments in their classrooms. 

Because of the time constraints of developing assessments, teachers often 

rely on those which are part of the purchased curriculum. In a study of assessments 

commonly used in commercially produced middle school science curriculum, Stern 

and Ahlgren (2002) found that even though the developers claimed to use assessment 

to inform instruction, there were no questions provided that sufficiently probed 

students' understanding. Furthermore, neither assistance for teachers in interpreting 

students' responses nor suggestions for how to use students' responses to alter 

instruction were offered. Teachers, therefore, are using assessments which save 

themselves time but which do not really affect student learning in a positive way. 
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With so many factors figuring into teachers' decisions regarding classroom 

assessment, teachers need the time to reflect on their practices. Smagorinsky (2009) 

reflected on the notion of "best practices," and concluded that they "are comprised of 

the methods that a teacher determines, through principled reflection on how 

instruction works, to be effective in his or her unique setting" (p. 2). Hillocks (2009), 

in response to Smagorinsky, stated that reflective practice is part of a "complex 

paradigm [and is thereby] dependent on being able to construct clear objectives and 

their criteria, to evaluate outcomes in terms of the criteria, to identify reasons for 

failures, and to invent better approaches to reach these objectives" (p. 29). The 

literature makes clear that classroom assessment is a powerful tool for teaching and 

learning but that there are equally powerful forces interfering with its successful use 

in classrooms today. 

Students' Perceptions 

Students, the ones who are most important in any decisions regarding 

assessment practices, are often the very ones left out of the decision making process. 

Furthermore, "best practices" are only such when students perceive them to be so. 

Stiggins (2007) stated that "understanding the emotional dynamics of the assessment 

experience from the student's perspective is crucial to the effective use of 

assessments to improve schools" (p. 26). Indeed, much of the literature about 

students' perceptions is seated in the emotional aspects of assessment. 

Furthermore, assessment is an essential part of the classroom environment, 

and students' perceptions of assessment contribute to that environment. Brookhart 
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(2003) stated that "even in rather traditional, teacher-centered classrooms, student 

perceptions are inextricably tied to the classroom assessment experience and 

ultimately the meaning and use of the information it affords" (p. 6-7). Brookhart 

(2003) went on to state that classroom assessment is "terribly serious" and has 

"implications for future learning choices, self-worth, and a host of other cognitive, 

affective, and conative understandings" (p. 8). 

Gentry and Springer (2002) developed an instrument for determining 

students' perceptions of their class activities in four factors: meaningfulness, 

challenge, choice, and appeal. The researchers suggested teachers use this inventory, 

called the Student Perceptions of Classroom Quality, to determine the kinds of 

activities which motivate students. They suggested it as a tool for differentiating 

instruction and assessments. 

Students' perceptions and learning styles can be gauged to determine their 

preparedness for class. Weinstein & Wu (2009) aimed to compare the use of 

readiness assessment tests (RATs) and frequent quizzes with respect to each 

strategy's impact on class preparation as well as how students' preferences for a 

strategy were impacted by learning style. This quantitative study involved 36 college 

psychology students who completed four surveys regarding their perceptions of two 

assessment techniques as well as a learning-style questionnaire that rated them as 

active-reflective, sensing-intuitive, visual-verbal, or sequential-global. Students rated 

the RATs significantly higher than the quizzes on enhancing their ability to follow 

class discussions and in enhancing their ability to participate in class. No significant 
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difference was found for encouraging reading or preparing for exams. The number of 

readings students completed prior to class was significantly higher for the units 

requiring the RATs. The first exam score was significantly higher than the second. 

The results suggested that those classified as sequential learners preferred quizzes, 

while those classified as global preferred RATs. Marginally significant association 

was found suggesting that those who are sensing prefer quizzes, while those who are 

intuitive prefer RATs. No significance was found with the other learning styles. This 

study implies that if an instructor's objective is for students to read to be more fully 

prepared to participate in class discussion then RATs could be a potential beneficial 

strategy. 

In an extension of their own previous study of motivational profiles of high 

school students, Vansteenkiste, Sierens, Soenens, Luyckx, and Lens (2009) surveyed 

484 first-year college students about their motivation for studying. Their findings 

suggested that schools can foster students' motivation by recognizing students' 

autonomy, competence, and by providing a sense of connectedness. Using findings 

from a survey study of 249 high school students regarding motivational variables, 

Walker and Greene (2009) suggested that fostering perceptions of belonging, 

showing how current learning is connected to future goals, and enabling self-efficacy 

are all important motivational factors. 

Brookhart and Durkin (2003) studied students' perceptions regarding twelve 

assessment "events" (tasks) in five secondary social studies classes (one teacher's 

teaching load). From the results of seven measurement scales and student interviews, 



the researchers concluded that students were more motivated by performance 

assessments than by pencil-and-paper tests. The results also suggested that students 

were more responsive to the tasks that they perceived as interesting, valuable, real, 

and not too easy. 

In contrast, however, van de Watering, Gijbels, Dochy, and van der Rijt 

(2008) found that students in their study preferred traditional assessment types, even 

though they did not necessarily perform well on them. Their study involved 210 

first-year Dutch university students who participated in a series of questionnaires 

about assessment preferences and learning outcomes. Overall, the results suggested 

that students preferred traditional forms of assessment but also wanted the use of 

supporting materials. The students did not show preference for some of the 

assessment methods more likely associated with assessment for learning: oral 

assessments, group discussions, or peer evaluation. Interestingly, the students 

received lower marks on the traditional assessments, such as the multiple choice test. 

Students felt that these types of assessments reduced stress and anxiety and were 

easy to take. The researchers noted that it was possible that students' preferences 

were for the types of assessments that were familiar to them, not necessarily the ones 

on which they performed well. 

Gulikers, Bastiaens, Kirschner, and Kester (2006) found that students' 

perceptions regarding the authenticity of assessment tasks determined their study 

approaches. The researchers surveyed 118 students studying social work at a 

vocational training institute to determine correlations between perceptions, deep and 
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surface study approaches, and learning outcomes. The results showed that when 

students perceived the assessment task as more authentic, they reported a deeper 

study approach. Additionally, when students perceived physical context of the 

assessment as authentic, they were more likely to use a deeper study approach. 

Ironically, when students perceived assessment criteria as too specific (even when 

they were viewed as authentic), they were de-motivated. Another finding of the 

study suggested that when students perceive that both instruction and assessment 

focus on the same learning, the learning outcome (grade) is positively influenced. 

The results of this study speak to the importance of authenticity, transparency, and 

congruence with planned learning. 

Students' perceptions of assessment practices are often tied to their 

experiences with teacher feedback or commentary. Brookhart (2003) spoke of the 

importance of feedback in contributing to the validity of classroom assessment. 

Feedback becomes part of the assessment information on a student, and in this 

regard, its intent is to be as objective as possible and be related to the learning goals. 

Even so, feedback from teachers is highly personal to students and can affect a 

student's view of assessment in general. 

Bagley's (2008) study surveyed students about their perceptions of narrative 

feedback they received on their assessments. While they noted some stressful factors 

related to this kind of feedback (e.g., the overwhelming nature of possible revisions 

to work), most students valued the clear guidance and the acknowledgement that it 

provided for them. 
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Waldrip, Fisher, and Dorman (2009) aptly pointed out that "the 

overwhelming view is that, in form and design, assessment tasks should not involve 

students: bureaucrats have a role, teachers have a scaled-down role, students have no 

role" (p. 119). To identify "exemplary" teachers, these researchers surveyed 3,098 

Australian middle school science students using the Students' Perceptions of 

Assessment Questionnaire (an instrument developed using Dorman and Knightley's 

previously developed and validated Perceptions of Assessment Tasks Inventory) as 

well as qualitative data obtained from interviews. They concluded that exemplary 

teachers clearly linked assessments to what was taught in class and clearly explained 

the assessment tasks to the students (congruence with planned learning). Students in 

these teachers' classrooms felt the assessment tasks helped them in outside school 

and even assisted either their parents or what they did at home (authenticity). These 

students also felt that their ideas were desired and respected by their teachers 

(student consultation). The exemplary teachers, according to their students' 

perceptions, explained the nature and scope of the assessments and how it would be 

graded (transparency). Finally, these students felt that their assessment allowed for 

their choices and individual interests (diversity). 

Crossman (2007) also noted the importance of students' relationships with 

their teachers in determining their perceptions of assessment practices. In her 

qualitative study of eleven bachelors of education students, Crossman (2007) found 

that students' past experiences with assessments influenced their present perceptions 

of them. Some participants recalled assessments as far back as kindergarten. One 
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participant reported that feedback was a way of'"finding out what [teachers] think of 

you"' (p. 320). For these participants, positive relationships with teachers were 

motivating, and they believed these positive relationships resulted in better 

assessment experiences and grades. The participants viewed assessments as "deeply 

personal and their work submitted for assessment as an extension of themselves" (p. 

322). 

Elkhader (2009), using the instrument titled Students' Perception of 

Assessment Questionnaire and a researcher-developed modified form of the same 

instrument—the Teacher Perception of Assessment Questionnaire, surveyed 447 

secondary students and fifteen teachers. The study found the negative correlations in 

the results comparing students' and teachers' perceptions of the dimensions of 

student consultation and diversity. This study suggested that teachers and students do 

not always have similar perceptions regarding assessment. 

On the other hand, another study found some similarities in teachers' and 

students' conceptions. In their review of the literature related to students' and 

teachers' conceptions of assessment, Brown and Hirschfield (2008) identified each 

group's four major purposes for assessments. Teachers, they said, believe assessment 

serves these purposes: (a) improves teaching and learning, (b) makes students 

accountable for learning, (c) makes schools and teachers accountable, and (d) is 

irrelevant to education. Students, according to these researchers, conceived of 

assessment as (a) improving achievement, (b) a means of making them accountable, 

(c) being irrelevant, and (d) being enjoyable. Brown and Hirschfield (2008) 
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conducted their own study of over 3,000 New Zealand students by surveying them 

on their conceptions related to the factors they had identified in their literature 

review and looking at their standardized test results for the purpose of connecting 

conceptions with student achievement. The results suggested that only the 

conception that assessment makes students accountable was positively loaded with 

student achievement. The remaining three conceptions were negatively loaded with 

student achievement. Brown and Hirschfield (2008) concluded that students who 

view assessment as "a constructive force for personal responsibility gained higher 

grades" (p. 13). These conclusions support the idea that students and teachers often 

have similar perceptions of the purposes of assessment. 

In a standards-based environment rife with the collection of data to support 

and define students' successes, teachers need to be mindful of the very human side of 

their work. The literature suggests that students' perceptions of assessment are often 

directly related to their perceptions of their relationships with their teachers. 

Teachers' Reflections 

This study began with the identification of best practices related to classroom 

assessment. From there it sought to glean information about students' perceptions 

regarding those identified best practices. Because literature clearly suggests that 

reflection is a significant aspect of the work of a teacher, the last part of the tripartite 

which makes up the current study involved the garnering of teachers' reflections 

about their students' perceptions. 
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The use of reflection as a way of understanding and improving one's practice 

is not a new concept. Dewey (1910) defined reflective thinking as constituted by 

"active, persistent, and careful consideration of any belief or supposed from of 

knowledge in the light of the grounds that support it, and the further conclusions to 

which it tends" (p. 6). Dewey identified two sub-processes of reflection: a) a state of 

perplexity, hesitation, doubt, and b) an investigation directed toward bringing facts to 

light in order to understand beliefs. He said, "Demand for the solution of a 

perplexity is the steadying and guiding factor in the entire process of reflection" (p. 

11). One can clearly recognize Dewey's practical stance in his words on reflection. 

Mezirow (2009) first introduced the idea of transformative learning in 1978 

in the context of adult learning. A foundation of that concept is communicative 

learning which he described as "seek[ing] common ground with the widest range of 

relevant experience and points of view possible" (p. 91). He posited that for the 

learning to be truly transformative the learner's frame of reference must change. He 

went on to state that a frame of reference is composed of two dimensions: habits of 

mind and points of view. One's habits of mind are broad, abstract habitual ways of 

thinking, and those habits of mind become evident in one's point of view. Points of 

view are more "accessible to awareness, to feedback from others" (p. 93). Mezirow 

(2009) further stated that critical reflection, or "critical assessment of the sources, 

nature, and consequences of our habits of mind," (p. 94) and dialectical discourse are 

major elements of transformative learning. To participate in discourse fully, 

Mezirow (2009) said learners must have complete and accurate information, be free 
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from coercion, be open to other points of view, be able to weigh evidence 

objectively, be able to become aware of the context of ideas and critically reflect on 

assumptions, have the opportunity to participate in various roles of discourse, and 

have a test of the validity until new perspectives are found as leading to better 

judgment (p. 92). He also stated that transformative learning can impact the learner's 

ability to "imagine how things could be different" (p. 104). Through reflection, 

learners—including teachers—come to understand their own habits of mind and 

points of view. 

Schon (1983) in his book The Reflective Practitioner stated that in 

professional practice finding the problem is as important as solving it. He called for 

rejecting the traditional view of professional knowledge—one that separates research 

from practice and one that holds firm to the bureaucratic ideal. Instead, Schon said 

that "recognizing that practitioners may become reflective researchers in situations 

of uncertainty, instability, uniqueness, and conflict, we have recast the relationship 

between research and practice" (p. 308). Schon included teachers among those he 

called reflective practitioners. 

Kincheloe (2003) called teacher "researchers and knowledge workers who 

reflect on their professional needs and current understandings" (p. 18). He further 

noted that scholar teachers understand the forces—social, historical, philosophical, 

cultural, economic, political, and psychological—that shape classrooms and that they 

consider these forces when trying to interpret the learning processes that take place 

in their own classrooms (p. 18). 
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Through responses gleaned from four studies of teacher education students 

and graduates of a teacher education college in the Netherlands, Korthagen and 

Wubbels (1991) suggested a number of characteristics of reflective teachers. They 

stated that reflective student teachers were capable of structuring situations and 

problems, and considered it important to do so. They further stated that the reflective 

student teacher uses certain standard questions when structuring experiences and that 

the reflective student teacher has no trouble answering the question of what he or she 

wants to learn. They added that the reflective student teacher can adequately describe 

and analyze his or her own functioning in the interpersonal relationships with others. 

The researchers also identified a number of correlates in the studies. The first was 

that reflective student teachers have better interpersonal relationships with students 

than other teachers. Second, reflective student teachers develop a high degree of job 

satisfaction. Third, reflective student teachers considered it important for their 

students to learn by investigating and structuring things themselves. Fourth, 

reflective student teachers had previously been encouraged to structure their 

experiences, problems, etc. Fifth, reflective student teachers had strong feelings of 

personal security and self-efficacy. Sixth, student teachers with teaching experience 

who had a high degree of self-efficacy focused their reflection about teaching on the 

students. When they had low self-efficacy, they focused on the self. Seventh, 

reflective student teachers appeared to talk or write relatively easily about their 

experiences. Female student teachers reflect more on their relationships with fellow 

students and less on subject matter than did male student teachers (pp. 8-16). 
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Wagner (2006) identified four benefits of reflective practice. First, if 

reflection is data-driven, it is a valid way to evaluate one's knowledge and skills. 

Second, it can lead to an individual, specific, well-defined professional development 

plan. Third, reflective practice improves student achievement by identifying areas of 

strength; once identified these areas can be used for effectively. Fourth, reflection 

leads to innovation (p. 32). 

Brookhart (1999) offered a series of questions for instructors to use for 

reflection on classroom assessment. Those questions were: 

1. For what purposes do you use assessment? 

2. What types of assessment methods do you use? 

3. What criteria do you use to select an assessment? 

4. How would you judge the quality of your assessments for giving you 

the information you need about students' achievement? 

5. How do you give feedback to students about their performance? 

6. How do you view the role of teacher? How do you view the role of 

student? How much of students' failure or success do you attribute to 

the student? To the teacher? 

7. How do you view the characteristics of the students in your classes? 

8. Are there assessment policies you must follow? (p. 16). 

Crossman's (2007) study of students' perceptions of assessments suggested 

that communication between students and teachers is essential and that teachers' 

forming of relationships with students is "a crucial aspect of the teacher's role" (p. 
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325 ). Crossman also concluded that her research outcomes suggested the "need for 

creating spaces for reflection and rethinking teaching and learning practices as a 

basis for further scholarship" (p. 325). 

Corcoran and Leahy (2003) pointed out that reflection is not just thinking 

back on things; it is looking for "internal logical consistency and inconsistency 

between espoused beliefs and actions taken" (p. 32). They continued by speaking of 

reflection as a sometimes troubling, uncertain undertaking but a necessary one. They 

warned that teachers sometimes fall into the habit of simply coping but should avoid 

becoming so comfortable [or complacent] that they do not question what they do and 

why. Jarvis (2006) stated that in education reflection has taken on special meaning 

and implies that one is questioning the experience he/she has had. He further 

commented that reflection is becoming more central to teaching and learning theory 

as more types of learner-centered teaching activities are introduced. Jarvis (2006) 

emphasized, however, that reflection should not just be about looking backwards in 

thinking. He said teachers should not "underplay the idea that there is always 

intentionality in experience and that since time does not stand still [they] are always 

looking toward the future—something we do when we engage in planning" (p. 99). 

Reflection, then, is an opportunity to not just think back but to look ahead. Sockett 

(2008) echoed this sentiment by stating, "Reflectiveness goes beyond mere 

puzzlement or giving the matter a bit of thought, into careful reflective examination, 

not just of practices themselves, but of research on teaching itself' (p. 57). 

Reflection, according to Sockett, extends into "understanding the relationship 
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between individual values and teaching, and looking for the ways in which teachers 

may interpret situations in classrooms and schools with open-mindedness and 

objectivity" (p. 57). Reflective teachers, Sockett stated, are research-driven. 

Light, Cox, and Calkins (2009) subtitled their work The Reflective 

Professional. While aimed at those teaching in higher education, their model 

contains elements which could apply to secondary educators as well. They spoke of 

the need to manage the uncertainty brought about by factors such as changing 

academic roles, knowledge bases, ways of knowing, the nature of the study body, 

student needs, departmental requirements, institutional demands, external agency 

demands, and professional accreditation demands. A reflective profession, these 

authors suggested, is one who manages changes through reflective practice grounded 

in student learning as has a goal of teaching-as-research. The implication here is that 

professors (teachers) reside in a practice which "[raises] the opportunity for a 

thorough rethinking and integration of research and teaching through the central idea 

of learning" (p. 294). Light, Cox, and Calkins (2009) further noted the importance of 

action research as an essential component of the reflective professional's practice. 

They spoke of numerous resources that are available to practitioners engaged in 

action research, including the students themselves and shared experiences with 

colleagues. 

Anderson (2009) stated that "articulation of knowledge begins with reflective 

practice" (p. 121). He went on to emphasize that "in reflective teaching classrooms, 

teachers take responsibility for assessing and evaluating both student performance 
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and their own performance, for experimenting with various approaches to teaching, 

and for engaging in professional dialogue with colleagues at a local, regional, and 

(inter)national level" (p. 121). Reflection, as described here, is not a passive activity 

conducted in a leisurely manner, but is rather an active one conducted with a sense of 

purpose and direction. 

Teachers who engage in reflective practice consider problem solving part of 

their profession. They consider their own roles as well as the roles of their students. 

They use assessment as a part of action research to gauge students' performances as 

well as their own. They constantly question their practices and use reflection as a 

way to think forward about how to improve on those practices. 

Conclusion 

The researcher chose to review literature and organize it in a way to parallel 

the study's title. The purpose of the study was to analyze students' perceptions and 

their teachers' reflections regarding assessment practices for the purpose of 

improving those practices. The researcher approached the literature review with the 

pragmatist's mindset of a bridge-builder. Best practices, students' perceptions, and 

teachers' reflections were all related to one another through the literature. The 

literature regarding assessment, even classroom assessment, is abundant. It identifies 

sundry best practices regarding classroom assessment, including but not limited to, 

the five dimensions categorized by Dorman and Knightley (2006). The literature also 

identifies a number of factors which hinder teachers from using the best practices 

related to classroom assessment. Research suggests that students' perceptions of 
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assessment practices appear to be connected to the relationships they have with their 

teachers. The research also points to the importance of teachers engaging in 

reflective practice in order to analyze their own practices. The literature review itself 

illustrated the relationship between best practices in classroom assessment, students' 

perceptions of those practices, and teachers' reflection upon those practices. 



CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

Introduction 

Both students and teachers should perceive that the assessment practices used 

in their classrooms are intended to improve learning and teaching. Best practices 

here refer to those which are most effective for helping a particular group of students 

in a particular classroom achieve particular learning goals. Best practices of 

classroom assessment should be clearly recognizable to students and teachers alike, 

and the perceptions and reflections of students and teachers should be respectively 

considered. The literature which readily addresses the connection between students' 

perceptions of assessment tasks and their teachers' reflections upon students' 

perceptions was somewhat limited. The researcher believed that understanding of 

students' perceptions combined with their teachers' reflections would serve as a 

catalyst for improved assessment practices and, thus, to improved teaching and 

learning. This study looked at both students' perceptions of assessment tasks in their 

secondary English classes and at teachers' reflections on those students' perceptions. 

The researcher used a mixed-methods approach to examine both students' 

perceptions and their teachers' reflections. The quantitative aspect of the study was 

developed around the use of a survey of students' perceptions regarding assessment 

tasks given in their English classes. The qualitative aspect was developed through the 

use of a questionnaire for teachers in the English department of the school where the 

student survey was to be conducted. The student survey occurred in the spring of the 

school year; the teacher questionnaire was sent out the following fall. Follow-up 
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interviews were conducted for clarification of responses of some of the teacher 

participants. These interviews were conducted informally with a few of the teachers 

who had agreed in the teacher questionnaire to participate in such interviews. The 

mixed-methods approach seemed the most appropriate for this study for a variety of 

reasons. It has come to be thought of as an approach that serves as a bridge-builder 

between opposing mindsets. Johnson and Onwuegbuzie (2004) defined mixed 

methods research "as the class of research where the researcher mixes or combines 

quantitative and qualitative research techniques, methods, approaches, concepts or 

language into a single study" (p. 17). Johnson and Onwuegbuzie (2004) noted that 

research approaches should be mixed in ways to best answer important research 

questions. They called it an "expansive and creative form of research, not a limiting 

form of research" (p. 17). Finally, Johnson and Onwuegbuzie (2004) enumerated a 

number of strengths of mixed research, including the following: 

• Words, pictures, and narrative can be used to add meaning to numbers. 

• Numbers can be used to add precision to words, pictures, and narrative. 

• It can provide quantitative and qualitative research strengths. 

• Mixed research can answer a broader and more complete range of research 

questions because the researcher is not confined to a single method or approach. 

• It can provide stronger evidence for a conclusion through convergence and 

corroboration of findings. 

• It can add insights and understanding that might be missed when only a single 

method is used. 



71 

• It can be used to increase the generalizability of the results. 

• Qualitative and quantitative research used together produce more complete 

knowledge necessary to inform theory and practice (p. 21). 

The researcher in the present study found that the strengths identified by Johnson 

and Onwuegbuzie (2004) applied to her study as well. She used charts, tables, and 

narrative to analyze the results in both the quantitative and qualitative components of the 

study. The numbers which appear in the tables added precise detail to the narrative 

discussion. The use of a single method would have limited the scope of this study. The 

quantitative aspect of the study provided the data necessary for the qualitative aspect: the 

students' responses fed the teachers' reflections. 

Johnson, Onwuegbuzie, and Turner (2007) positioned mixed methods research 

"between the extremes Plato (quantitative research) and the Sophists (qualitative 

research), with mixed research attempting to respect fully the wisdom of both of these 

viewpoints while also seeking a workable middle solution for many (research) problems 

of interest" (p. 113). This study was definitely reflective of the tenets of pragmatism, 

which is the paradigm most often associated with mixed methods approaches in research. 

According to Johnson and Onwuegbuzie (2004), these are some general characteristics of 

pragmatism: 

• Pragmatism generally prefers more moderate and commonsense versions of 

philosophical dualisms based on how well they work in solving problems. 
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• It recognizes the existence and importance of the natural or physical world as 

well as the emergent social and psychological world that includes language, 

culture, human institutions, and subjective thoughts. 

• Knowledge is viewed as both constructed and based on the reality of the 

world we experience and live in. 

• Human inquiry is viewed as being analogous to experimental and scientific 

inquiry. We all try out things to see what works, what solves problems, and 

what helps us to survive. 

• Pragmatism views current truth, meaning, and knowledge as tentative and as 

changing over time. Capital'T' Truth is what will be the 'final opinion' 

perhaps at the end of history. Lowercase 't' truths are given through 

experience and experimenting. 

• It prefers action to philosophizing. 

• It endorses practical theory (theory that informs effective practice; praxis). 

• Organisms are constantly adapting to new situations and environments. Our 

thinking follows a dynamic homeostatic process of belief, doubt, inquiry, 

modified belief, new doubt, new inquiry... in an infinite loop, where the 

person or researcher (or research community) constantly tries to improve 

upon past understandings in a way that fits and words in the world in which 

he or she operates. The present is always a new starting point (p. 18). 

This study was an example representing many of these tenets of pragmatism. It 

took a problem-solver's approach to answering the research questions. The value of both 
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quantitative and qualitative approaches could have been greatly narrowed if only one 

approach had been used. The data gained from the quantitative part of the current study 

informed the qualitative part of the study. Onwuegbuzie and Leech (2005) stated that 

"quantitative research is typically motivated by the researcher's concerns, whereas 

qualitative research is often driven by a desire to capture the participant's voice; 

pragmatic researchers are able to merge these two emphases within a single 

investigation" (p. 384). The quantitative aspect of the study was driven by a concern 

about what students' perceptions were regarding assessment tasks they encountered in 

their English classes. The qualitative aspect of the study was driven by a desire to hear 

what the researcher's colleagues gleaned from the results of the study. The study revealed 

some "lowercase't' truths" about assessment practices as they currently existed in the 

school. However, these truths are subject to change over time. Shank (1993), in defining 

the pragmatist's view of reality, said that "inquiry becomes an act of'reading' experience 

to gain more and more clues about the nature of reality" (p. 18). The purpose of the study 

was to inform effective practice. Furthermore, it was a study that was related to a specific 

context. Chatterji (2005) called for caution in educational research and advocated for the 

use of mixed research methods, calling these an "essential arsenal for researchers who 

attempt studies on 'what works' in education" (p. 20). Chatterji (2005) further noted the 

utility of designs that are "context-sensitive... systemic... and guided by purpose" (p. 15). 

The premise of the current study was that once teachers knew their students' perceptions 

of assessment practices in their English classes, they could reflect on those perceptions. 

The researcher was able to consider colleagues' reflections to make informed inferences 
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about steps the English department might consider taking for the improvement of 

teaching and learning. 

The next three sections of this chapter discuss the research questions, the 

research design, and the setting for the study. The population, sample, participants, 

instrumentation, data collection, response rate, data analysis, and results reporting 

follows and are discussed separately for each aspect—quantitative and qualitative— 

of the study. 

Research Questions 

This study sought to answer the following research questions: 

1. What are students' perceptions of classroom assessments in their 

English classes? 

a. Do they believe their assessments are congruent with planned 

learning? 

b. Do they believe their assessments are authentic? 

c. Do they believe they have been included in the assessment 

process? 

d. Is the assessment process transparent to our students? 

e. Do students believe their assessments account for diversity? 

2. What are these students' teachers' perceptions of their assessment 

practices viewed in light of the student survey responses? 

3. What do the teachers' reflections suggest about the nature of 

assessment practices in the school's English department? 
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4. What improvements in assessment practices do the teacher reflections 

suggest? 

Research Design 

The study utilized a mixed-methods approach. The quantitative component of 

the study developed around the use of a survey of secondary students regarding their 

perceptions of assessment tasks in their English classes. The student survey was a 

modified format of the Perceptions of Assessment Tasks Inventory developed and 

validated by Dorman and Knightley (2006). All students enrolled in English classes 

in the secondary school where the study was conducted were invited to participate in 

the survey which was conducted online in the school's computer lab. The qualitative 

component of the study, on the other hand, developed around a questionnaire sent via 

e-mail to teachers in the school's English department. The questionnaire was 

developed after the results were gleaned from the student survey. Questionnaire 

items addressed each dimension of assessment as addressed in the student survey. 

Additionally, the teacher questionnaire sought information about teachers' 

reflections on the students' perceptions as well as information about teachers' 

reflections on possible improvements in assessment practices. 

Timing was a key piece of this study's design. The student survey was 

conducted in the spring of the school year. This allowed for close proximity between 

students having nearly completed their English coursework for the year and their 

responding to the survey items. The student survey data was analyzed over the 

summer and formatted so that it might accompany the teacher questionnaire which 
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was sent to the English teachers in the fall of the following school year. This allowed 

for close proximity between the reflective nature of the questionnaire and the time 

when assessment plans for the new school year were just getting underway. 

Setting 

This study took place in a small, rural secondary school in middle Georgia. 

The school is the only public secondary school in its county. The school's population 

was divided between two campuses: a freshman campus housing only grade nine 

students and a main campus housing students in grades ten through twelve. Its 

enrollment was approximately 1,100 students. The population was 64% white and 

32% black. Fifty-one percent of the population was identified as economically 

disadvantaged, as indicated by participation in the free/reduced lunch program. The 

graduation rate for the 2010-2011 school year was 84.8%. The school where the 

study took place is one with a solid reputation in the middle-Georgia area. It is the 

only high school in the county's school system and has a rich history of strong 

academic standing. The school system's strict residency requirements for attendance 

in its schools has resulted in many families relocating to this county in order for their 

children to be able to attend not only the high school which is the focus of this study 

but also the system's three elementary and two middle schools as well. Also worth 

noting is that the students in this school typically perform quite well on Georgia's 

standardized tests. The scores from the 2011 Georgia High School Graduation Test 

showed that 96% of the regular program students and 94% of all students (including 

those served by special education) passed the English/Language Arts portion of the 
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test. On the Georgia High School Writing Test, 98% of the regular program students 

passed and 97% of all students passed (2011-2012 Continuous Improvement Plan). 

The success of this school's students is very likely tied to its culture as one 

constantly seeking ways to improve student performance. 

While this school's performance on standardized tests is admirable, the 

research clearly shows that these kinds of tests do not have as strong an impact on 

student learning as do classroom assessments. The purpose of the study was to 

analyze students' perceptions of assessment tasks in their English classes and then 

analyze teachers' reflective responses to the student survey results as a way for 

improving teaching and learning in the school where the study occurred. The 

researcher viewed this study as a way to contribute to the school's improvement-

seeking culture and to do so by conjoining students' and teachers' responses. The 

study, therefore, took a mixed-methods approach as a practical way of obtaining data 

for the improvement of those assessment practices. 

Quantitative Methodology 

Introduction 

The quantitative aspect of this study addressed the first research question as 

well as the sub-questions associated with it: 

1. What are students' perceptions of classroom assessments in their English 

classes? 

a. Do they believe their assessments are congruent with planned learning? 

b. Do they believe their assessments are authentic? 
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c. Do they believe they have been included in the assessment process? 

d. Is the assessment process transparent to our students? 

e. Do students believe their assessments account for diversity? 

Population and Sample 

The quantitative component of this mixed-methods study involved students 

enrolled in the school. All students enrolled in grades nine through twelve English 

classes in the school were invited to participate in the study. However, only those 

who returned their signed parental consent forms were allowed to take part. Those 

students who returned parental permission forms were also asked to sign an assent 

form stating their understanding of the study and their agreement to participate. 

Participating students completed the online survey in one of the school's computer 

labs. 

Instrumentation 

The student survey instrument {Appendix A) used was a modified form of a 

validated instrument developed by Dorman and Knightley (2006), the Perceptions of 

Assessment Tasks Inventory. Dorman and Knightley (2006) stated that "while [their] 

present study focused on assessment in science classrooms, items of the PATI can be 

easily modified to suit any curriculum area [and that it] is hoped that further 

validation work will be conducted in other curriculum areas, with other year levels 

and in other countries" (p. 55). The researcher used the instrument as modified for 

use by students in secondary English classrooms. The instrument was designed to 

identify students' perceptions of assessment tasks in five dimensions: congruence 
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with planned learning, authenticity, student consultation, transparency, and diversity. 

The Likert-like survey had 35 forced-response items, each of which required 

students select "Almost Never," "Sometimes," "Often," or "Almost Always." The 

researcher chose a 4-point scale in order to eliminate the neutral positions and call 

for the respondents to take a position. Seven items addressed each of the five 

previously-mentioned dimensions. The first seven items addressed "congruence with 

p l a n n e d  l e a r n i n g , "  n u m b e r s  8 - 1 4  a d d r e s s e d  " a u t h e n t i c i t y , "  n u m b e r s  1 5 - 2 1  

addressed "student consultation," numbers 22 - 28 addressed "transparency," and 

numbers 29 - 35 addressed "diversity." 

Through the assistance of Mercer University's information technology 

department and Zoomerang software, the survey was created as a link accessed 

through the school's website home page. The student participants who returned 

parental consent forms reported to the school's academic computer lab at the 

assigned time to participate in the survey. Once in the lab, students were asked to 

sign an assent form before participating in the study. They were then directed by the 

researcher to the password-protected link on the school's website. The first item on 

the survey asked if the student agreed to participate. Once agreeing to participate, 

students were asked to answer all items on the online survey, including indicating 

their grade levels (which was asked for the purpose of data reporting only, not for the 

purpose of comparison). 
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Data Collection 

The timeline for data collection was vitally important to this study. The 

protocol presented along with the application to the Institutional Review Board 

(IRB) noted the significance of the study's timeline, and IRB approval was granted 

to the researcher March 30,2011. (See Appendix E.) The student survey component 

took place in mid-May, 2011. This allowed for close proximity between the students 

having completed the English class coursework for the year and their participation in 

the survey. The researcher, having obtained the school principal's and the system 

superintendent's permission to conduct the study in the school, developed a schedule 

for student participants to report from their English classes to the school's computer 

lab to complete the survey. The schedule was based upon the number of parental 

consent forms returned. Groups were called to the lab to participate over the course 

of three days. The survey data was collected at the school's main campus (grades 10-

12) over two days and was collected at the school's ninth grade campus on a single 

day. The same procedures occurred at both locations. 

At their assigned times, students who had returned parental consent forms 

reported to the school's computer lab. The researcher verified that each student who 

entered the lab had returned the parental consent form to participate. Students were 

asked to sign assent forms upon arrival in the lab. All consent/assent forms were 

maintained by the researcher. Additionally, the first item to which participants 

responded on the survey was a yes/no item inquiring into their willingness to 

participate. 
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Students were seated at separate computers. As a group, student participants 

received oral directions from the researcher for accessing and completing the online 

survey. The expected amount of time necessary for each group of students to 

complete the survey was approximately 20 minutes. As each group of participants 

completed the survey, the next group was called to the lab to complete the survey. 

The survey link closed on May 20, 2011. At that point Mercer University's 

information technology department uploaded data gathered through the Zoomerang 

software into a results document for the researcher to use for data analysis. 

Response Rate 

Because this study required active parental consent for students to participate, 

the expected response rate was 50%. This would have translated into approximately 

500 individual participants. Active parental consent typically results in lower 

response rates (Baruch & Holtom, 2008; Esbensen, Melde, Taylor, & Peterson, 

2008). Consequently, steps were taken by the researcher to garner as much 

participation as possible. These steps included announcements to English classes 

prior to the survey about its occurrence. These announcements reminded students 

that their participation in the survey had the potential to bring about improvements in 

their English classrooms. Nonetheless, the researcher also used the classroom 

announcements to alleviate the possibility that potential student participants may feel 

coerced to participate. For instance, the announcements reminded students that their 

participation was strictly voluntary. However, even given these steps, the response 

rate was considerably lower than expected; 155 students participated in the survey, 
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which represented approximately 14% of the school's population at the time of the 

survey. 

Data Analysis 

Upon completion of the administration of the student survey, the data was 

compiled by Mercer University's Information Technology Department through the 

use of the Zoomerang software and sent to the researcher via e-mail. The researcher 

then used Microsoft Excel to analyze the data. The data was analyzed descriptively 

and through the use of nonparametric statistics. The raw data was analyzed to 

determine the numbers of student responses for each survey item. The raw data was 

also analyzed as percentage data to identify whether students generally agreed or 

disagreed with each survey item. Additionally, the quantitative data related to each 

assessment dimension were subjected to the chi-square "goodness of fit" test. 

Because of the use of categorical data, the one-sample chi-square was utilized as a 

determinant of the likelihood that the results could have occurred by chance. 

Additionally, the collective student survey data was analyzed using a contingency 

table and a chi-square test. The contingency table provided a way of looking at all of 

the data collectively by both domain and category responses. Again, the one-sample 

chi-square was used to analyze the likelihood of the results having occurred by 

chance. The use of both descriptive and nonparametric statistical analysis contributed 

to the reliability of the results. 
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Results Reporting 

The quantitative data were reported first according to each of the five 

assessment dimensions: congruency with planned learning, authenticity, student 

consultation, transparency, and diversity. For each dimension the researcher 

presented the raw data from the student survey, the results of a one-sample chi-

square test for goodness of fit, and the raw data converted into percentages. The 

results were reported both through the use of narrative summary and numerous tables 

and charts; these results appear in Chapter Four of the study. The data were also 

reported for all five assessment dimensions collectively. A contingency table was 

used to show the raw data of the five dimensions and the categories of student 

responses. Additionally, the results of a one-sample chi-square test were reported. 

Finally, the raw data of all five dimensions were converted into percentages. Again, 

tables and charts were used along with narrative summary to report the results in 

Chapter Four of the study. 

Summary 

The quantitative part of this study was directed toward secondary English 

students enrolled in English classes in a small, rural school in middle Georgia. These 

participants completed an online modified version of the Perceptions of Assessment 

Tasks Inventory, which measured their perceptions regarding assessment tasks, as 

scaled into five dimensions. The data was collected in the school's computer lab 

from 155 student participants. The results were analyzed using Excel and were 

reported through the use of numerous tables and charts. 
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Qualitative Methodology 

Introduction 

The qualitative aspect of this study addressed the second, third, and fourth 

research questions: 

2. What are these students' teachers' perceptions of their assessment 

practices viewed in light of the student survey responses? 

3. What do the teachers' reflections suggest about the nature of assessment 

practices in the school's English department? 

4. What improvements in assessment practices do the teacher reflections 

suggest? 

Population and Sample 

The qualitative aspect of this study involved English teachers employed by 

the school in October 2011. All except two new teachers were already aware of the 

study because their students had participated in the student survey the previous 

spring. When they were asked to allow their students to participate during their 

classes at that time, the teachers were also told that they would be asked to 

participate in the following fall. Teachers were asked to voluntarily respond to an e-

mailed questionnaire {Appendix B) requiring their reflections upon the results of the 

student survey. Each teacher's agreement to participate was obtained by a signed 

consent form which explained the purpose of the study and the requirements for 

participating. Ten teachers were invited to participate; nine consented to do so. 

Additionally, these teachers were asked to participate in follow-up interviews for the 
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purpose of clarification and further information. These teachers represented a wide 

range of teaching experiences; a description of each teacher participant appears in 

chapter four. 

Instrumentation 

The questionnaire {Appendix B) for the teachers was developed after the 

researcher had reviewed the results of the student survey. The questions addressed 

the five dimensions addressed in the student survey and allowed for teachers to 

reflect on the findings in each of these dimensions. The teachers were voluntary 

participants in the study; ten teachers were invited to respond to the e-mail 

questionnaire; nine actually participated. Additionally, follow-up interviews of three 

teachers were conducted for the purpose of clarification and further information. 

Teachers interviewed had agreed to participate in interviews by responding 

affirmatively to the last item appearing on the teacher questionnaire. 

Data Collection 

The researcher analyzed the student data during the summer of 2011 and 

designed the final draft of the teacher questionnaire instrument based on the findings 

in the student data. The teacher questionnaire instrument closely reflected the five 

dimensions of assessment addressed by the student survey instrument. The teacher 

questionnaires were e-mailed to participants and responses were requested returned 

during the fall of 2011. Follow-up interviews occurred during the spring of 2012. 

The researcher completed the final analysis of all data in the spring of 2012. 
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The researcher conducting the study serves as chairman of the school's 

English department, but she took strides to not use the position to encourage 

participation. The study was not discussed at department meetings or considered part 

of the business conducted by the English department. The researcher chose to use e-

mail to correspond with her colleagues about the study; this seemed to be the lowest-

pressure means of communication. Using e-mail as a correspondence tool, the 

researcher explained the purpose of the study to all members of the English 

department. Potential teacher participants were told in the e-mail correspondence that 

their participation would be strictly voluntary and that consent forms would be 

placed in their school mailboxes for them to review before deciding to participate. 

An affirmative response to the e-mail request and their returning of the signed 

consent forms indicated their willingness to participate. Those teachers who 

volunteered to participate were sent questionnaires via e-mail. The results from the 

student survey accompanied the e-mailed questionnaire. Teachers were asked to 

complete the questionnaire within two weeks and e-mail responses back to the 

researcher. The last question in the questionnaire asked about willingness to 

participate in follow-up interviews. Interviews with three selected participants 

occurred informally in the school; the researcher's questions were directed at gaining 

clarification of ideas which those three teachers had presented in their questionnaire 

responses. Field notes from these interviews were used in the results reporting along 

with the teachers' responses to the original questionnaire items. Other than the 

responses to the questionnaire and the interviews conducted informally, little 
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communication occurred between the researcher and the teacher participants about 

the study. While there were a few who asked the researcher general questions in the 

hallway about the progress of the study, the teachers' participation evoked little 

conversation otherwise. 

Response Rate 

The researcher expected that seven of the ten teachers in the department 

would voluntarily participate to respond to the questionnaire. Galesic and Bosnjak 

(2009) found that participants were more likely to respond to e-mailed questionnaires 

when they know the survey's length upfront. They also cautioned about question 

positions in surveys, noting that response quality on open-ended questions falls as 

the respondent progresses through the survey. Therefore, the researcher informed 

participants upfront about the number of questions and the expected completion time 

of the survey. Also, the questions placed at the end of the questionnaire were ones 

which would require fewer references to the student survey data. E-mails were sent 

to participants to remind them of the deadline for returning the survey; however, to 

avoid the appearance of coercion, the researcher did not offer incentives to 

encourage participation. Nine of the ten teachers invited participated in the study. 

Data Analysis 

After the data was gathered from the e-mailed responses; it was copied and 

pasted into numerous Microsoft Word documents for the purpose of analysis. For the 

purpose of analysis, separate documents were created for twelve of the thirteen items 

which appeared on the teacher questionnaire. Item 13 was a yes or no question about 
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the teacher's willingness to participate in a follow-up interview, so no analysis 

document was necessary. The researcher repeatedly read the teachers' responses to 

identify categorical and/or thematic data. Items 3 - 7 of the questionnaire specifically 

addressed the student survey responses related to each of the five assessment 

dimensions (congruence with planned learning, authenticity, student consultation, 

transparency, and diversity); therefore, ideas related to these concepts appeared 

repeatedly throughout the documents and served as frames for some parts of the 

analysis. The researcher used axial coding and marked the texts for other recurring 

categories as well and identified five additional ones: concern, constraint, control, 

connection, and commitment. These five categories became the sub-topics for the 

analysis of the data. The researcher also gathered field notes during informal follow-

up interviews which served to clarify some of the teachers' responses in the 

questionnaires. 

Results Reporting 

The results were reported as reflective responses as connected to the student 

survey results. The results were reported narratively as in an instrumental case study 

(Creswell, 2007). The focus was on the issue of assessment, not on the teacher 

participants themselves. Direct quotes from participants were used liberally in the 

reporting of the results. Pseudonyms (not teachers' real names) were used as the 

teachers had been assured that their names would not be included with their 

responses. 
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To ensure reliability, the researcher used member checking, whereby teachers 

read proof copies of a draft of the researcher's discussion of the results of the 

qualitative component; this draft included both the researcher's narrative and the 

teachers' direct quotes. Furthermore, follow-up interviews with some of the teachers 

helped the researcher clarify and cross-check the results. 

Summary 

The qualitative part of this study garnered and analyzed the responses of the 

teacher participants as received through an e-mailed questionnaire. The responses 

required the participants to reflect upon data collected in a student survey regarding 

perceptions of assessment tasks. Axial coding was used to identify categories and 

themes in the teacher responses to the questionnaire. Follow-up questions were asked 

in informal interviews, and the researcher's notes were used in the results reporting 

as well. 

Conclusion 

The study utilized a mixed methods approach to address all four of the 

research questions. To answer the first research question, the quantitative aspect of 

the study included a survey of secondary students about their perceptions of 

assessment tasks in their English classes. The descriptively analyzed results from this 

survey informed the development of a questionnaire for English teachers in the 

school where the student survey was conducted. The responses obtained from the 

teachers' responses to the questionnaire as well as their clarifying comments in 

follow-up interviews were used to answer the remaining three research questions. 



CHAPTER FOUR 

RESULTS 

Introduction 

The purpose of this mixed-methods study was to quantitatively analyze 

students' perceptions and to qualitatively analyze their teachers' reflections in order 

to improve classroom assessment practices. 

A central aspect of teaching and learning is assessment. While much 

emphasis continues to be placed on student achievement as it is assessed by high-

stakes standardized tests, there is little evidence that these kinds of assessments 

contribute to improved teaching and learning. On the other hand, research shows that 

the use of sound classroom assessment practices has the potential to improve 

teaching and learning. Dorman and Knightley (2006) concisely narrowed best 

practices of classroom assessment into five dimensions: congruence with planned 

learning, authenticity, student consultation, transparency, and diversity. In an ideal 

classroom, teachers would utilize these best practices, and students would clearly 

perceive their use. The best use of classroom assessment occurs when both students 

and teachers are equally important in the assessment process and both recognize that 

assessment is being used for learning or even as learning (Barksdale-Ladd & 

Thomas, 2000; Black & Wiliam, 1998; Brookhart, 1999; Darling-Hammond, 2002; 

Stiggins, 2007; Tomlinson, 2007). 

90 
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Review of the Study 

Literature regarding assessment practices is plentiful. Literature regarding 

students' perceptions of assessments also exists. However, little has been written 

regarding the connection between students' perceptions of classroom assessment 

practices and their teachers' reflections upon those perceptions. This mixed-methods 

study quantitatively examined the perceptions of students in the English classrooms 

of a single, secondary school and qualitatively examined the reflections of these 

students' teachers. The dimensions identified by Dorman and Knightley (2006)— 

congruence with planned learning, authenticity, student consultation, transparency, 

and diversity—served as central frames of both parts of the study. The research 

questions for the study were: 

1. What are students' perceptions of classroom assessments in their 

English classes? 

a. Do they believe their assessments are congruent with planned 

learning? 

b. Do they believe their assessments are authentic? 

c. Do they believe they have been included in the assessment 

process? 

d. Is the assessment process transparent to our students? 

e. Do students believe their assessments account for diversity? 

2. What are these students' teachers' perceptions of their assessment 

practices viewed in light of the student survey responses? 
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3. What do the teachers' reflections suggest about the nature of 

assessment practices in the school's English department? 

4. What improvements in assessment practices do the teacher reflections 

suggest? 

This study examined both students' perceptions and their teachers' reflections in a 

mixed-methods approach. The results are organized into the two components of this 

approach—quantitative and qualitative—with a mixed-methods conclusion provided 

at the end of the chapter. 

Quantitative Component 

Introduction 

The first part of this study was quantitative in nature. The researcher sought 

to quantify students' perceptions of assessment practices in their English classes. The 

results obtained from this part of the study informed the development of the teacher 

questionnaire which was used later in the qualitative part of the study. This part of 

the study was conducted to address the first of four research questions as well as the 

sub-questions associated with the first research question: 

1. What are students' perceptions of classroom assessments in their 

English classes? 

a. Do they believe their assessments are congruent with planned 

learning? 

b. Do they believe their assessments are authentic? 
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c. Do they believe they have been included in the assessment 

process? 

d. Is the assessment process transparent to our students? 

e. Do students believe their assessments account for diversity? 

Participants 

The participants in the quantitative part of the study were 155 students 

enrolled in English classes in a secondary school. Participants were enrolled in 

grades nine through twelve and were approaching the end of the academic year. 

Their participation in the study required active parental support (see Appendix C). 

While the use of active parental support likely limited the number of students 

participating, the 155 represented approximately 14% of the student population of 

the school at the time of the study. 

Data Collection 

Students participated in an on-line survey regarding their perceptions of 

assessment practices in their English classes. The survey was a modified version of 

Dorman and Knightley's (2006) Perceptions of Assessment Tasks Inventory (see 

Appendix A). The survey was conducted in the school's computer labs over the 

course of three school days, two days at the school's main campus and one at the 

school's freshman campus. The survey appeared as a link on the school's website 

home page. It was a 35-item, forced-response instrument. The survey instrument 

utilized a 4-point Likert-like scale, and the 35 items were grouped into five 

dimensions: congruence with planned learning (items 1-7), authenticity (items 8-14), 
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student consultation (items 15-21), transparency (items 22-28), and diversity (items 

29-35). All 155 participants responded to all survey items, except for items 24, 30, 

31, 32, 33, 34, and 35. For item 24, 154 responses were recorded. For items 30-35, 

152 responses were recordings. This suggests that four students did not finish the 

survey. 

Analysis 

These reported data are arranged according to each sub-question for Research 

Question 1: What are students 'perceptions of classroom assessments in their 

English classes? Each of the five sub-questions represents one dimension of 

assessment. The five sub-questions were: 

a. Do they believe their assessments are congruent with planned learning? 

b. Do they believe their assessments are authentic? 

c. Do they believe they have been included in the assessment process? 

d. Is the assessment process transparent to our students? 

e. Do students believe their assessments account for diversity? 

For each dimension, the results are presented as both raw data and percentages for 

each item in each dimension. Additionally, the results of each dimension as a whole 

were analyzed using a one-sample chi-square test. Salkind (2008) suggested the use 

of this nonparametric test when analyzing categorical data, such as that which 

resulted from the student survey. It is used to determine if sample data is consistent 

with what would be expected from a larger population. The chi-square calculation 

was used for the total responses for the domain of congruence with planned learning 



to determine if the results could have occurred by chance. Following the analyses of 

the separate domains is an analysis of the domains collectively. A one-sample chi-

square test was used to analyze the scale totals for the entire survey. Tables and 

figures accompany the results analyses. 

Congruence with Planned Learning 

The first dimension addressed by the student survey instrument was that of 

congruence with planned learning. This dimension reflects Research Sub-Question 

la: Do they believe their assessments are congruent with planned learning? This 

sub-question was addressed by items 1-7 of the survey. Table 1 shows both the 

survey items and the number of responses in each of the four scales. 

Table 1. Raw Data of Survey Items Related to Dimension of Congruence with 
Planned Learning 

Numbers of Responses 
Survey Items Almost Sometimes Often Almost 

Never Always 

1. My assessments are a fair 4 32 63 56 
indicator of my work. 

2. My English tests are a fair 2 24 47 82 
indicator of what my class is 
trying to learn. 

3. My assignments are related to 3 10 32 110 
what I am learning in English. 

4. My assessments are a fair 3 21 55 76 
indication of what 1 do in 
English. 

5. I am assessed in similar ways to 6 31 73 45 
the tasks I do in class. 

6. I am assessed on what the 3 19 43 90 
teacher has taught me. 
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Table 1-continued 

7. I have answered questions on 4 14 53 84 
assessments on topics that have 
been covered in my English 
class. 

TOTALS 25 151 366 543 

All 155 participants responded to all seven items related to the dimension of 

congruence with planned learning. Table 1 shows the raw data collected in this 

survey. Table 1 shows each survey item for the domain of Congruence with Planned 

Learning along with the total responses recorded for each of the four scales. The 

highest number of recorded responses for any one item appears for item 3: My 

assessments are related to what I am learning in English. For this survey item, 110 

participants selected "Almost Always." The lowest number of recorded responses for 

any on item appears for item 2: My English tests are fair indicator of what my class 

is trying to learn; only 2 participants selected "Almost Never." When summed, the 

total number of survey responses is 1085. The total number of "Almost Always" 

responses for this dimension is 543, representing half of the total responses recorded 

for the dimension. 

The raw data for all of the responses to the items for the dimension of 

congruence with planned learning were analyzed using the one-sample chi-square, or 

"goodness of fit," test. Table 2, One-Sample Chi-Square for Congruence with 

Planned Learning, shows the calculations for the chi-square one-sample test using all 

of the responses to items 1-7 of the student survey. 
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Table 2. One-Sample Chi-Square for Congruence with Planned Learning 
OE 

Category (observed (expected (difference) (O-Ef/E 
frequency) frequency) 

Almost 
Never 

25 271.25 246.25 60639.063 223.554 

Sometimes 
151 271.25 120.25 14460.063 53.309 

Often 
366 271.25 94.75 8977.563 33.097 

Almost 
Always 

543 271.25 271.75 73848.063 272.251 

TOTAL 1085 

OBTAINED 
VALUE 

582.211 

CRITICAL VALUE > .05 

Table 2 shows the observed frequency for each category for survey items 1-7, 

representing the dimension of congruence with planned learning. The expected 

frequency for each category was 271.25. The obtained value was 582.211. The 

critical value for 3 degrees of freedom at the .05 level is 7.82 (Salkind, 2008, p. 342). 

The obtained value exceeded the critical value enough to say that the distribution of 

responses across the four categories was not likely to have occurred by chance and 

was, therefore, statistically significant. 

The raw data were also converted into percentages to give a more general 

picture of the results. Table 3 shows the responses reported as percentages. The 



percentages appearing in the table are rounded to the nearest whole for simplicity 

and clarity in reporting. 

Table 3. Percentage Data of Survey Items Related to Dimension of Congruence with 
Planned Learning 

Percentage of Responses 
Survey Items — Often Almost 

Never Always 

1. My assessments are a fair 3 21 41 36 
indicator of my work. 

2. My English tests are a fair 1 15 30 53 
indicator of what my class is 
trying to learn. 

3. My assignments are related to 2 6 21 71 
what I am learning in English. 

4. My assessments are a fair 2 14 35 49 
indication of what I do in 
English. 

5. 1 am assessed in similar ways to 4 20 47 29 
the tasks 1 do in class. 

6. I am assessed on what the teacher 2 12 28 58 
has taught me. 

7. I have answered questions on 3 9 34 54 
assessments on topics that have 
been covered in my English 
class. 

Table 3 reveals that the highest percentage of responses to any one item of 

the survey occurred at item 3: My assignments are related to what I am learning in 

English. For this item, 71% of the participants selected "Almost Always." The 

lowest percentage (only 1%) appeared in the "Almost Never" scale for item 2: My 

English tests are a fair indicator of what my class is trying to learn. For all seven of 

these survey items, considerably more than 50% of the participants selected either 
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"Often" or "Almost Always" for their responses. Seventy-seven percent of the 

participants indicated that their assessments in English were often or almost always a 

fair indicator of their work. Eighty-three percent indicated that their English tests 

were often or almost always a fair indicator of what their classes were trying to learn. 

Ninety-two percent responded that their assessments were often or almost always 

related to what they were learning in English. Eighty-four percent responded that 

their assessments were often or almost always a fair indication of what they did in 

English. Seventy-six percent of the participants indicated that they were often or 

almost always assessed in similar ways to the tasks they did in class. Eighty-six 

percent indicated that they were often or almost always assessed on what the teacher 

had taught. Eighty-eight percent responded that often or almost always they had 

answered questions on assessments on topics that had been covered in their English 

classes. 

The participants' responses were combined for the entire dimension to show 

the results of the domain as a whole. Figure 1 illustrates the combined percentage 

results for all seven of the questions related to the dimension of congruence with 

planned learning. 
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Almost Never 

Sometimes 
14% 

Almost Always 
49% 

Often 
35% 

Figure 1. Pie Graph of All Responses to Dimension of Congruence with Planned 
Learning 

Figure 1 shows that nearly half of the participants (49%) indicated that their 

English assessments were almost always congruent with planned learning. Thirty-

five percent indicated that their assessments were often congruent with planned 

learning. Fourteen percent indicated that their English assessments were sometimes 

congruent with planned learning. The participants indicating that their English 

assessments were almost never congruent with planned learning represented only 2% 

of the total. 

When the participant responses for all seven of the questions related to the 

dimension of congruence with planned learning were combined, 84% indicated that 
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their assessments in their English classes were often or almost always congruent with 

planned learning. 

Authenticity 

The second dimension addressed by the student survey was that of 

authenticity. This domain reflects Research Sub-Question lb: Do they believe their 

assessments are authentic? This question was addressed by items 8-14 of the student 

survey. Table 4 shows both the survey items and the number of responses in each of 

the four scales. 

Table 4. Raw Data of Survey Items Related to Dimension of Authenticity 
Numbers of Responses 

Survey Items 

8. I am asked to apply my learning 
to real-life situations. 

9. My English assessment tasks are 
meaningful. 

10. My English assessment tasks are 
useful. 

11. 1 find English assessment tasks 
relevant to the real world. 

Almost 
Never 

20 

10 

20 

Often 

63 

42 

48 

69 

49 

69 

62 

43 

Almost 
Always 

23 

34 

36 

23 

12. English assessment tasks check 
my understanding of topics. 

13. Assessments in English test my 
ability to apply learning. 

14. Assessments in English 
examine my ability to answer 
important questions. 

33 

33 

46 

66 

64 

61 

54 

57 

43 

TOTALS 67 334 414  270 
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All 155 participants responded to all items related to this dimension. Table 4 

shows each survey item for the dimension of authenticity along with the total 

responses recorded for each of the four scales. This table shows the raw data 

collected in this survey. The highest number of recorded responses for any one item 

appeared for items 9 (I am asked to apply my learning to real-life situations) and 11 

{Ifind English assessment tasks relevant to the real world), where 69 responses were 

recorded for "Often" and "Sometimes," respectively. The lowest number of recorded 

responses for any on item appeared where only one participant selected "Almost 

Never" for item 13: Assessments in English test my ability to apply learning. When 

summed, the total number of survey responses was 1085. Considerably more than 

half of the total responses occurred in the scales of "Sometimes" and "Often" for the 

dimension as a whole. 

The raw data for all of the responses to the items for the dimension of 

authenticity were analyzed using the one-sample chi-square test. Table 5 shows the 

calculation for the chi-square one-sample test using all of the responses to items 8-14 

of the student survey. 

Table 5. One-Sample Chi-Square for Authenticity 

Category 
O 

(observed 
frequency) 

E 
(expected 
frequency) 

D 
(difference) 

(O-E) 1  (O-Ef/E 

Almost 
Never 

67 271.25 204.25 41,718.063 153.799 

Sometimes 334 271.25 62.75 3,937.563 14.516 
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Table 5-continued 

Often 414 271.25 142.75 20,377.563 75.125 

Almost 
Always 

270 271.25 1.25 1.563 0.006 

TOTAL 1,085 

OBTAINED 
VALUE 

243.446 

CRITICAL VALUE > .05 

Table 5 shows the observed frequency for each category for survey items 8-

14, representing the dimension of authenticity. The expected frequency for each 

category was 271.25. The obtained value was 243.446. The critical value for 3 

degrees of freedom at the .05 level is 7.82 (Salkind, 2008, p. 342). The obtained 

value exceeded the critical value enough to say that the distribution of responses 

across the four categories was not likely to have occurred by chance and was, 

therefore, statistically significant. 

The raw data were also converted into percentages to give a more general 

picture of the results. Table 6 shows the responses reported as percentages. 

Table 6. Percentage Data of Survey Items Related to Dimension ofAuthenticity 
Percentage of Responses 

Survey Items Almost Sometimes Often Almost 

Never Always 

8. I am asked to apply my learning 13 41 32 15 
to real-life situations. 

9. My English assessment tasks are 6 27 45 22 
meaningful. 
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Table 6 - continued 

10. My English assessment tasks are 6 31 40 23 
useful. 

11. I find English assessment tasks 13 45 28 15 
relevant to the real world. 

12. English assessment tasks check 1 21 43 35 
my understanding of topics. 

13. Assessments in English test my 1 21 41 37 
ability to apply learning. 

14. Assessments in English examine 3 30 39 28 
my ability to answer important 
questions. 

Table 6 shows that the highest percentage of responses for any one item was 

45%, a figure that appears twice in the table. The percentage appears once in the 

"Often" category for item 9: My English assessment tasks are meaningful. The same 

percentage appears also in the "Sometimes" category for item 11:/find English 

assessment tasks relevant to the real world. 

More than 50% of the participants selected "Often" or "Almost Always" as 

their responses for five of the seven questions related to the dimension of 

authenticity. Sixty-seven percent responded that often or almost always" their 

English assessment tasks were meaningful. Seventy-seven percent indicated that 

often or almost always their English assessment tasks were useful. Seventy-eight 

percent indicated that often or almost always their English assessment tasks checked 

for their understanding of topics. Seventy-eight percent responded that often or 

almost always their assessments in English tested their ability to apply learning. 
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Sixty-seven percent responded that often or almost always their assessments in 

English examined their ability to answer important questions. However, not all 

responses were positive. For one item related to the domain of authenticity, fifty-

eight percent indicated that almost never or sometimes they found their English 

assessment tasks relevant to the real world. For another item, over half (54%) stated 

that they were almost never or sometimes asked to apply learning to real-life 

situations. 

The participants' responses were combined for the entire dimension to show 

the results of the dimension as a whole. Figure 2 shows the combined percentage 

results for all seven of the questions related to the dimension of "Authenticity." 

Almost Never 
6% 

Almost Always 
25% 

Sometimes 
31% 

Often 
38% 

Figure 2. Pie Graph of All Responses to Dimension of Authenticity 
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Figure 2 shows that nearly half of the participants indicated that their English 

assessments were almost always authentic. Thirty-five percent indicated that their 

assessments were often authentic. Fourteen percent indicated that their English 

assessments were sometimes authentic. The participants indicating that their English 

assessments were almost never authentic represented only 2% of the total. 

When the participant responses for all seven of the questions related to the 

dimension of authenticity were combined, sixty-three percent indicated that their 

assessments in their English classes were often or almost always authentic. 

Student Consultation 

The third dimension addressed by the instrument was that of "Student 

Consultation." This dimension reflects Research Sub-question lc: Do they believe 

they have been included in the assessment process? This sub-question was 

addressed by items 15-21 of the survey. Table 7 shows both the survey items and the 

number of responses in each of the four scales. 

Table 7. Raw Data of Survey Items Related to Dimension of Student Consultation 
Numbers of Responses 

Survey Items Almost Sometimes Often Almost 

Never Always 

15. 1 am aware of the types of 7 23 58 67 
assessment in English. 

16. I am clear about the forms of 12 26 62 55 
assessment being used. 

17. I am asked about the types of 76 51 17 11 
assessment 1 would like to have 
in English. 

18. I select how I will be assessed in 96 30 17 12 
English. 
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Table 7 - continued 

19. 1 have helped the class develop 100 32 14 9 
rules for assessment in English. 

20. My teacher has explained to me 20 38 50 47 
how each form of assessment is 
used. 

21. 1 ask my teacher about 27 64 41 23 
assessments. 

TOTALS 338 264 259 224 

All 155 participants responded to all items related to this dimension. Table 7 

shows each survey item for the domain of "Student Consultation" along with the 

total responses recorded for each of the four scales. This table shows the raw data the 

survey collected. The highest number of recorded responses for any one item appears 

for Item 19: I have helped the class develop rules for assessment in English', 100 

participants selected "Almost Never" for this item. The lowest number of recorded 

responses for this dimension was 7, which appears as the number of participants who 

indicated "Almost Never" for Item 15: lam aware of the types of assessment in 

English. When summed, the total number of survey responses was 1085. The total 

responses were fairly evenly distributed across all four scales, with the "Almost 

Never" category having a slightly higher number than the other three. 

The raw data for all of the responses to the items for the dimension of student 

consultation were analyzed using the one-sample chi-square test. Table 8 shows the 

calculation for the chi-square one-sample test using all of the responses to items 15-

21 of the student survey. 
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Table 8. One-Sample Chi-Square for Student Consultation 

Category 
O 

(observed 

frequency) 

E 
(expected 

frequency) 

D 
(difference) 

( •O-Ef (0-E)2/E 

Almost 
Never 

338 271.25 66.75 4,455.563 16.426 

Sometimes 
264 271.25 7.25 52.563 .194 

Often 
259 271.25 12.25 150.063 .553 

Almost 
Always 

224 271.25 47.25 2232.563 8.231 

TOTAL 1,085 

OBTAINE 
D VALUE 

25.404 

CRITICAL VALUE > .05 

Table 8 shows the observed frequency for each category for survey items 15-

21, representing the dimension of student consultation. The expected frequency for 

each category was 271.25. The obtained value was 25.404. The critical value for 3 

degrees of freedom at the .05 level is 7.82 (Salkind, 2008, p. 342). The obtained 

value exceeded the critical value enough to say that the distribution of responses 

across the four categories was not likely to have occurred by chance and was, 

therefore, statistically significant. 

The raw data was converted into percentages to give a more general picture 

of the results. Table 9 shows the responses as percentages of the total. The 
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percentages appearing in the table were rounded to the nearest whole number for 

simplicity and clarity in reporting. 

Table 9. Percentage Data of Survey Items Related to Dimension of Student 
Consultation 

Percentages of Responses 
Survey Items Almost Sometimes Often Almost 

Never Always 

15. I am aware of the types of 5 15 37 43 
assessment in English. 

16. I am clear about the forms of 8 17 40 35 
assessment being used. 

17. I am asked about the types of 49 33 11 7 
assessment I would like to have 
in English. 

18. I select how I will be assessed 62 19 11 8 
in English. 

19. I have helped the class develop 65 21 9 6 
rules for assessment in English. 

20. My teacher has explained to me 13 25 32 30 
how each form of assessment is 
used. 

21. I ask my teacher about 17 41 26 15 
assessments. 

Table 9 reveals the highest percentages of responses to any one item on this 

dimension of the survey occurred where 65% selected "Almost Never" for Item 19: / 

have helped the class develop rules for assessment in English. The smallest 

percentage (5%) occurred with Item 15: lam aware of the types of assessment in 

English. For all seven of these survey items, clearly at least half of the participants' 

fell into either the first two ("Almost Never" and "Sometimes") or the last two 

("Often" and "Almost Always") scales. Eighty percent indicated that they were often 
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or almost always aware of the types of assessment in English. Seventy-five percent 

indicated that they were often or almost always clear about the forms of assessment 

being used. Sixty-two percent indicated that often or almost always their teacher had 

explained how each form of assessment was used. Conversely, 82% indicated that 

they were sometimes or almost never asked about the types of assessment they 

would like to have in English. Eighty-one percent indicated that they were either 

sometimes or almost never able to select how to be assessed. Eighty-seven percent 

stated that they had almost never or sometimes helped the class develop rules for 

assessment. Fifty-eight percent had asked their teachers about assessment. 

The participants' responses were combined for the entire dimension to show 

the results of the dimension as a whole. Figure 3 illustrates the combined percentage 

results for all seven of the questions related to the dimension of student consultation. 

Almost Always 
1% 

Often 
30% 

Almost Never 
39% 

Sometimes 
30% 

Figure 3. Pie Graph of All Responses to Dimension of Student Consultation 
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Figure 3 shows that 39% of the participants felt almost never consulted about 

assessment in their English classes, while only 1% felt almost always consulted 

about assessment in their English classes. Sixty-nine percent indicated they were 

consulted about English assessments either almost never or sometimes. 

Transparency 

The fourth dimension addressed by the instrument was that of transparency. 

This dimension reflects Research Sub-Question Id: Is the assessment process 

transparent to our students? This sub-question was addressed by items 22-28 of the 

survey. Table 10 shows both the survey items and the number of responses for each 

of the scales. 

Table 10. Raw Data of Survey Items Related to Dimension of Transparency 
Numbers of Responses 

SurVCy Items Almost Sometime Often Almost 

Never s Always 

22. I understand what is needed in 12 38 53 52 
all English assessment tasks. 

23. I know what is needed to 5 29 59 62 
successfully accomplish an 
English assessment task. 

24. I know in advance how I will 7 40 51 56 
be assessed. 

25. 1 am told in advance why I am 16 36 41 62 
being assessed. 

26. I am told in advance when I am 4 28 40 83 
being assessed. 

27. I am told in advance on what I 4 27 47 77 
am being assessed. 
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28. I understand the purpose of 
English assessments. 

7 28 56 64 

TOTALS 55 226 347 456 

All 155 participants responded to six of the seven questions related to the 

dimension of transparency. For question 24, 154 participants responded. Table 10 

shows the raw data collected in the survey. The highest number of recorded 

responses for any one item was 64; this number reflects the participants who selected 

"Almost Always" for question 28: I understand the purpose of English assessments. 

The lowest number of recorded responses for an item was 4; this number appears 

twice in the data. Four students responded "Almost Never" to item 26: I am told in 

advance when I am being assessed. Four students also responded "Almost Never" to 

item 27: I am told in advance on what lam being assessed. The sum of all survey 

responses for this domain was 1,084. Of this total, 456 participants selected "Almost 

Always" to items regarding transparency. 

The raw data for all of the responses to the items for the dimension of 

transparency were analyzed using the one-sample chi-square test. Table 11 shows the 

calculation for the chi-square one-sample test using all of the responses to items 22-

28 of the student survey. 
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Table 11. One-Sample Chi-Square for Transparency 

Category 
0 

(observed 
frequency) 

E 
(expected 
frequency) 

D 
(difference) 

(O-Ef (0-E)2/E 

Almost 
Never 

55 271 216 46,656 172.162 

Sometimes 
226 271 45 2,025 7.472 

Often 
347 271 76 5,776 21.314 

Almost 
Always 

456 271 185 34,225 126.292 

TOTAL 1,084 

OBTAINED 
VALUE 

327.240 

CRITICAL VALUE > .05 

Table 11 shows the observed frequency for each category for survey items 

22-28, representing the dimension of transparency. The expected frequency for each 

category was 271. The obtained value was 327.240. The critical value for 3 degrees 

of freedom at the .05 level is 7.82 (Salkind, 2008, p. 342). The obtained value 

exceeded the critical value enough to say that the distribution of responses across the 

four categories was not likely to have occurred by chance and was, therefore, 

statistically significant. 

The raw data were converted into percentages to give a more general picture 

of the results. Table 12 shows the responses reported as percentages. The 
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percentages appearing in the table were rounded to the nearest whole number for 

simplicity and clarity in reporting. 

Table 12. Percentage Data of Survey Items Related to Dimension of Transparency 
Percentages of Responses 

Survey Items Almost Sometimes Often Almost 

Never Always 

22. I understand what is needed in 8 25 34 34 
all English assessment tasks. 

23. I know what is needed to 3 19 38 40 
successfully accomplish an 
English assessment task. 

24. I know in advance how I will be 5 26 33 36 
assessed. 

25. I am told in advance why I am 10 23 26 40 
being assessed. 

26. I am told in advance when I am 3 18 26 54 
being assessed. 

27. I am told in advance on what I 3 17 30 50 
am being assessed. 

28. I understand the purpose of 5 18 36 41 
English assessments. 

Table 12 reveals that the highest percentage of responses to any one item on 

the survey is 54%; this appeared in the "Almost Always" category for item 26: I am 

told in advance when I am being assessed. The lowest percentage of responses to any 

one item on the survey was 3%, which appears three times in the table. Three percent 

of the participants responded "Almost Never" to item 23: I know what is needed to 

successfully accomplish an English assessment task. Three percent responded 

"Almost Never" to item 26: lam told in advance when I am being assessed. Three 

percent responded "Almost Never" item 27: lam told in advance on what I am 
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being assessed. For each of the seven questions in this domain, more than 50% of the 

responses appeared in the combined categories of "Often" and "Almost Always." 

Sixty-eight percent stated that they often or almost always understood what was 

needed in all English assessment tasks. Seventy-eight percent indicated that they 

often or almost always knew what was needed to successfully accomplish an English 

assessment task. Sixty-nine percent stated that they often or almost always knew in 

advance how they would be assessed. Sixty-six percent stated that they often or 

almost always were told in advance why they were being assessed. Eighty percent 

indicated that they often or almost always were told in advance when they were 

being assessed. Eighty percent stated that they were often or almost always told in 

advance on what they were being assessed. Seventy-seven percent stated that they 

often or almost always understood the purpose of their English assessments. 

The participants' responses were combined for the entire dimension to show 

the results of the dimension as a whole. Figure 4 illustrates the combined percentage 

results for all seven of items related to the dimension of transparency. 
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Almost Never 
5% 

Sometimes 
21% 

Almost Always 
42% 

Often 
32% 

Figure 4. Pie Graph of All Responses to Dimension of Transparency 

Figure 4 shows that 74% of the participants felt that the assessment practices 

in their English classes were often or almost always transparent. The participants 

indicating that the assessment practices in their English classes were sometimes or 

almost never transparent represented about % of the total number of respondents. 

Diversity 

The fifth dimension addressed by the survey instrument was that of diversity. 

This dimension reflects Research Sub-Question le: Do students believe their 

assessments account for diversity? This sub-question was addressed by items 29-35 

of the survey. Table 13 shows both the survey items and the number of responses in 

each of the four scales. 
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Table 13. Raw Data of Survey Items Related to Dimension of Diversity 
Numbers of Responses 

Survey Items Almost 

Never 

Often 

29. I complete assessment tasks at 
my own speed. 

30. When I am faster than others, I 
move on to new assessment 
tasks. 

31. I am given a choice of 
assessment tasks. 

32. I am given assessment tasks that 
are different from other 
students' tasks. 

33. I am given assessment tasks that 
suit my ability. 

34. I use different assessment 
methods from other students. 

35. I do work that is different from 
other students' work. 

TOTALS 

Almost 
Always 

36 

67 

92 

39 

43 

57 

343 

16 

53 

55 

35 

49 

49 

47 

304 

49 

44 

20 

17 

42 

41 

27 

240 

81 

19 

10 

8 

22 

19 

20 

179 

All 155 participants responded to item 29. One hundred fifty-two participants 

responded to items 30-34. One hundred fifty-one participants responded to item 35. 

This suggested that not all participants were able to finish the entire survey. Table 13 

shows each survey item for the dimension of diversity along with the total number of 

responses in each scale for each item. This table provides the survey raw data. The 

highest number of recorded responses for any one item was 92 in the "Almost 

Never" category for item 32: I am given assessment tasks that are different from 

other students' tasks. The lowest number of recorded responses for any one item was 

8, which was the number of "Almost Always" responses to item 32:1 am given 

assessment tasks that are different from other students' tasks. The sum of all the 
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responses to items related to the diversity dimension was 1,066. The highest number 

of responses (343) occurred in the "Almost Never" category. 

The raw data for all of the responses to the items for the dimension of 

diversity were analyzed using the one-sample chi-square test. Table 14 shows the 

calculation for the chi-square one-sample test using all of the responses to items 29-

35 of the student survey. 

Table 14. One-Sample Chi-Square for Diversity 

Category 
O 

(observed 

frequency) 

E 
(expected 

frequency) 

D 
(difference) 

(O-E)2 0O-Ef/E 

Almost 
Never 

343 266.5 76.5 5,852.25 21.960 

Sometimes 304 266.5 37.5 1,406.25 5.277 

Often 240 266.5 26.5 702.25 2.635 

Almost 
Always 

179 266.5 87.5 7,656.25 28.729 

TOTAL 1,066 

OBTAINED 
VALUE 

58.6 

CRITICAL VALUE > .05 

Table 14 shows the observed frequency for each category for survey items 

29-35, representing the dimension of diversity. The expected frequency for each 

category was 266.5. The obtained value was 58.6. The critical value for 3 degrees of 

freedom at the .05 level is 7.82 (Salkind, 2008, p. 342). The obtained value exceeded 
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the critical value enough to say that the distribution of responses across the four 

categories was not likely to have occurred by chance and was, therefore, statistically 

significant. 

The raw data were converted into percentages to give a more general picture 

of the results. Table 15 shows the responses reported as percentages of the total 

responses. The percentages appearing in the table were rounded to the nearest whole 

number for simplicity and clarity in reporting. 

Table 15. Percentage Data of Survey Items Related to Dimension of Diversity 
Percentages of Responses 

Survey Items Almost Sometimes Often Almost 

Never Always 

29. I complete assessment tasks at my 6 10 32 52 
own speed. 

30. When I am faster than others, I 24 35 29 12 
move on to new assessment tasks. 

31. I am given a choice of assessment 44 36 13 7 
tasks. 

32. I am given assessment tasks that are 61 23 11 5 
different from other students' tasks. 

33. I am given assessment tasks that 26 32 28 14 
suit my ability. 

34. I use different assessment methods 28 32 27 12 
from other students. 

35. 1 do work that is different from 38 31 18 13 
other students' work. 

Table 15 reveals that the highest percent of responses to any one survey item 

in the dimension of diversity was 61%; this represents the percentage of participants 

who indicated that they were almost never given assessment tasks that were different 
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from other students' tasks. The lowest percent of responses to any one survey item in 

this domain was 5%; this represents the percentage of participants who indicated that 

they almost always were given assessment tasks that were different from other 

students' tasks. With the exception of item 29 (I complete assessment tasks at my 

own speed), more than half of the participants selected either "Sometimes" or 

"Almost Never" for their responses to the questions related to the dimension of 

diversity. Eighty-four percent indicated that often or almost always they completed 

assessment tasks at their own speed. Conversely, fifty-nine percent indicated that 

they almost never or sometimes moved on to new assessment tasks when they were 

faster than other students. Eighty percent indicated that they almost never or 

sometimes were given choices of assessment tasks. Eighty-four percent said that they 

almost never or sometimes were given assessment tasks different from the 

assessment tasks of other students. Fifty-eight percent indicated that they almost 

never or sometimes were given assessment tasks suited to their ability. Sixty percent 

said that they almost never or sometimes used different assessment methods from 

other students. Sixty-nine percent said that they almost never or sometimes did work 

that was different from other students' work. 

The participants' responses were combined for the entire dimension to show 

the results of the dimension as a whole. Figure 5 illustrates the percentages of the 

combine responses to all of the items related to the diversity dimension. 
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Almost Always 
17% 

Almost Never 
32% 

Often 
22% 

Sometimes 
29% „ 

Figure 5. Pie Graph of All Responses to Dimension of Diversity 

Figure 5 shows that over half of the students indicated that their assessments 

in English almost never or sometimes accounted for diversity. Seventeen percent of 

the participants indicated that their English assessment almost always accounted for 

diversity. 

Five Dimensions 

The total responses for all five dimensions were placed into a contingency 

table for further analysis of the combined responses to all 35 items related to all five 

assessment domains. The table allows for simple reference of the total number of 

responses in each of the four response categories for each of the five dimensions of 

assessment. Table 16 shows the data entered into a contingency table. 
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Table 16. Contingency Table of All Raw Data from Entire Survey 
CATEGORIES 

DIMENSIONS Almost „ Almost 
Sometimes Often .. 

Never Always 
TOTALS 

Congruence 
with Planned 
Learning 

Authenticity 

25 

67 

151 

334 

366 

414 

543 

270 

1,085 

1,085 

Student 
Consultation 

338 264 259 224 1,085 

Transparency 55 226 347 456 1,084 

Diversity 343 304 240 179 1,066 

TOTALS 828 1,279 1,626 1,672 5,405 

The data shown in Table 16, represented in a contingency table, are the totals 

for each dimension and each category. 

The totals for all of the responses to the items for all five dimensions were 

analyzed using the one-sample chi-square test. Table 17 shows the calculations for 

the chi-square one-sample test using all of the responses to items 1-35 of the student 

survey. 

Table 17. One-Sample Chi-Square for All Dimensions 
O E 

Category (observed (expected (difference) (O-E)2 (0-E?!E 
frequency) frequency) 

^!m0St 828 1,351.25 523.25 273,790.563 202.620 
Never 



Table 17 - continued 

Sometimes 

Often 

Almost 
Always 

1,279 

1,626 

1,672 

1,351.25 

1,351.25 

1,351.25 

72.25 

274.75 

320.75 

5,220.063 

75,487.563 

102,880.563 

123 

3.863 

55.865 

76.137 

TOTAL 5,405 

OBTAINE 
338.486 

OBTAINE 
338.486 

D VALUE 
338.486 

CRITICAL VALUE > .05 

Table 17 shows the observed frequency for each category for survey items 1-

35, representing all five dimensions. The expected frequency for each category was 

1351.25. The obtained value was 338.486. The critical value for 12 degrees of 

freedom at the .05 level is 21.03 (Salkind, 2008, p. 342). The obtained value 

exceeded the critical value enough to say that the distribution of responses across the 

four categories was not likely to have occurred by chance and was, therefore, 

statistically significant. 

The raw data were converted into percentages to give a more general picture 

of the results. Table 18 shows the responses reported as percentages of the total 

responses. The percentages appearing in the table were rounded to the nearest whole 

number for simplicity and clarity in reporting. 
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Table 18. Percentage Data of Survey Items for All Five Dimensions 

CATEGORIES DIMENSIONS 
Almost 
Never 

Sometimes Often 
Almost 
Always 

Congruence 
with Planned 
Learning 

Authenticity 

14 

31 

34 

38 

50 

25 

Student 
Consultation 

31 24 24 21 

Transparency 21 32 42 

Diversity 32 29 22 17 

Table 18 shows the percentages of category responses for all of the five 

dimensions of assessment. The highest percentage appears in the "Almost Always" 

category for the dimension of congruence with planned learning. The lowest 

percentage appears in the "Almost Never" category for congruence with planned 

learning. A substantial majority of students (84%) felt that their assessments were 

congruent with the planned learning in their English classes, as indicated by the 

percentage of responses in the "Often" and "Almost Always" categories when 

combined. Sixty-three percent felt that their assessments were often or almost always 

authentic. Students were more evenly divided in their responses to the items 

regarding student consultation. A clear majority (74%) found their English 

assessments transparent, as indicated by the percentages of responses in the "Often" 
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and "Almost Always" categories when combined. Conversely, a majority (61%) did 

not perceive of their English assessments as recognizing their diversity, as indicated 

by the percentages of responses in the "Sometimes" and "Almost Never" categories 

when combined. 

Summary 

The quantitative component of the student involved a survey of students' 

perceptions regarding assessment tasks in their English classes. This aspect of the 

study addressed Research Question 1: What are students 'perceptions of assessment 

practices in their English classes? The results were reported for each of five 

dimensions of assessment: congruence with planned learning, authenticity, student 

consultation, transparency, and diversity. Each of these dimensions is related to each 

of the five sub-questions of the first research question. The results were analyzed 

through the use of descriptive and nonparametric statistics. The researcher used 

narrative reporting along with tables and charts for reporting the results of the 

quantitative component of this mixed-methods study. 

Qualitative Component 

Introduction 

The second part of the study sought the perceptions and reflections of the 

teachers of the students who participated in the student survey. Worth noting is that 

this study attempted to link the students' and teachers' thoughts about classroom 

assessment practices as a way of determining pathways for improvement in those 
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practices. This part of the study intended to address the remaining three research 

questions: 

2. What are these students' teachers' perceptions of their assessment 

practices viewed in light of the student survey responses? 

3. What do the teachers' reflections suggest about the nature of assessment 

practices in the school's English department? 

4. What improvements in assessment practices do the teacher reflections 

suggest? 

Participants 

The teachers who participated in the qualitative part of the current study were 

nine English teachers in the school where the study survey was administered. The 

purpose of the study was to analyze students' perceptions of assessment tasks in their 

English classes and then analyze teachers' reflective responses to the student survey 

results as a way for improving teaching and learning in the school where the study 

occurred. 

Even though nine individual teachers provided their comments separately 

through the questionnaire and three teachers through interviews, the focus was not on 

the individual teacher's practices. The teachers were assured of anonymity and 

encouraged to respond to all items honestly. One should understand, therefore, that 

the focus of this analysis is on the issue of classroom assessment practices in the 

school's English department as a whole. Nonetheless, the individual teachers each 

made a significant contribution to the data obtained for this part of the study. Their 
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experiences and areas of expertise influenced their responses and informed the 

qualitative data of this study. 

Henry has been teaching for nine years, all of them at the current school. 

Henry is known for a strong focus on content and has a teaching style which is 

generally teacher-centered with an emphasis on class discussion of literature. He 

teaches tenth-grade honors American literature and regular tenth grade literature at 

the school's main campus. Doris has been teaching for over thirty years with 

experience in several schools in several states. She teaches Advanced Placement 

Language to juniors and British literature to seniors. She is known for her innovative 

approaches, particularly in the area of writing. She developed an instructional 

program for writing which has been adopted by the school's English department to 

better prepare students for the Georgia High School Writing Test. Emily has been 

teaching for fifteen years, most of them in the current school. She teaches eleventh-

grade American literature. Her teaching style is certainly adaptive, since the better 

part of her day is spent alongside an English co-teacher. Emily, when paired with 

Joyce, likely has the strongest repertoire of differentiation strategies in the 

department. Joyce, who has over ten years' experience, is an English major with a 

special education degree. As a result, she serves as a co-teacher in the English 

department. She is not, however, a co-teacher who stands in the back of the 

classroom; she is actively involved in planning and delivery of instruction. She 

serves as co-teacher in both tenth and eleventh grade literature classrooms. Laura has 

more than five years' experience, the last three at the current school. Laura's 
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classroom is one where order and organization reigns but where creativity is 

encouraged. She teaches regular tenth-grade literature and is also the school's drama 

teacher. Phoebe has more than thirty years' classroom experience, twenty-seven in 

the current school. Phoebe's instructional approach is typically teacher-centered, but 

there is strong emphasis on projects and products as assessments. When medieval 

literature is being studied in her twelfth grade British literature classes, passers-by 

are likely to see a horde of macaroni-box dragons in Phoebe's classroom. Rebecca is 

a first-year teacher, teaching ninth grade literature, with a strong grasp of strategies 

identified with learning-focused schools and the standards-based classroom. Her 

enthusiasm for teaching and learning is contagious. She is quick to report her 

successes to her colleagues but just as quick to ask for advice. Rita is a second-year 

teacher who also teaches ninth grade literature. She works with a co-teacher for part 

of the day and, therefore, has a sound grasp of differentiation strategies. She places a 

strong emphasis on content and is quick to incorporate technology into her 

instruction. She makes good use of the student computer lab every chance she gets. 

Stephanie has spent seven of her nearly thirty years teaching at the current school. 

She is known for her willingness to be flexible in her teaching assignment and 

schedule. She commutes between the freshman and main campuses, teaching honors 

ninth grade literature and Advanced Placement literature to seniors. She emphasizes 

student responsibility. Though she has a number of years' experience, Stephanie is 

not "set in her ways" and is willing to try a variety of instructional strategies to better 

reach her students. When others might have shied away from using the English 
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department's new ActivExpression devices (a sort of texting tool which syncs with 

the classroom's Active Board), Stephanie was willing to experiment. 

All of these teachers teach full-time in this school. All nine teachers teach six 

classes per day on a seven-period schedule. As already mentioned, honors levels 

classes are taught at ninth and tenth grades; Advanced Placement classes are taught 

at eleventh and twelfth grades. All other classes include students of all ability levels. 

With the advent of the one-diploma system, this school eliminated the "tracking" of 

students into college-prep or career/tech English classes. 

Analysis 

The teachers' responses to the questionnaire items were collected via e-mail 

and copied to into separate Word documents according to the teacher questionnaire 

items. Of course, this separated some of the responses into categories established a 

priori by both the student survey and the teacher questionnaire: the five dimensions 

of assessment which served as a sort of frame for the entire study. Additionally, five 

other categories surfaced in the teachers' responses. These categories presented 

themselves through repetitious wording and generalized ideas which developed out 

of the teachers' comments. Furthermore, within some of the categories themes 

emerged, some of which related directly to the five assessment practices established 

by the student survey (congruence with planned learning, authenticity, student 

consultation, transparency, and diversity). The five categories which developed from 

the teachers' responses serve here as frames for analyzing the teacher questionnaire 

data. The five categories are concerns, constraints, controls, connections, and 
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commitments. Embedded within the analysis of each category are the teachers' 

perceptions of their assessment practices viewed in light of the student survey 

responses, the teachers' reflections about the nature of assessment practices in the 

school's English department, and teachers' suggestions for improvements in 

assessment practices—all of which serve as "answers" to Research Questions 2, 3, 

and 4 of the current study. 

Concern 

One category which emerged from the teachers' responses was that of 

concern. The words concern and concerns appeared repeatedly in the teachers' 

words, but the general concept of concern also arose. One likely reason for the 

development of this category was the wording of some of the items on the teacher 

questionnaire. For instance, the questionnaire inquired into teachers' thoughts about 

changes needed in the assessment practices of the English department. Another 

probable reason this category emerged was because the students' responses indicated 

some clear areas the where the department appeared to be falling short in its 

assessment practices. In a culture committed to continuous improvement, teachers' 

concerns are often the catalyst for those improvements. The category of concern 

dichotomized into three themes. 

One theme was the concern with anomalies apparent in the survey data. Some 

teachers indicated their beliefs that students may have had varying interpretations of 

the items posed on the student survey. Several teachers commented on the 

inconsistencies in the student data which pointed to the possibility of student 
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misinterpretation or misunderstanding of the survey items. For instance, Henry noted 

his surprise at students' responses regarding the fairness of their assessments as 

related to their responses to questions about assessments meeting their ability levels. 

He said, "Many students stated that the assessments were not at their ability levels, 

but the majority of the students also stated that the assessments were fair indicators." 

Henry's point makes one wonder if students perceived assessments were higher or 

lower than their ability levels, or if their responses resulted from their not giving 

careful thought to them. Laura seemed to believe the latter, and made a remark about 

some of the questions having been answered "haphazardly" by students. Several of 

the teachers expressed their disbelief about some of the survey data. Phoebe 

commented on the responses about the dimension of authenticity, stating, "The 

percentages for numbers 8 and 9 (I am asked to apply my learning to real-life 

situations and My English assessment tasks are meaningful, respectively) are 'flip-

flopped.' It seems that if their responses were that tasks are meaningful and useful, 

then they would also apply to real-life situations." Phoebe's remarks call to question 

how the students defined "meaningful" and "useful" and leave one to wonder if they 

were contemplating real-life or a potential grade to be earned. The students' 

responses caused other teachers to wonder too. Laura said, "I simply cannot fathom 

any student not knowing when they are being assessed." Commenting on over half of 

the students saying that they were almost never given assessment tasks that were 

different from other students' tasks, Doris called students' responses regarding the 

dimension of diversity "puzzling evidence" and posed this question as part of her 
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reflection, "Do they take the option of doing other work, or are they given the option 

of doing other work?" Teachers' comments regarding how careful students were in 

their responses to the student survey were just one area of concern. 

Another area of concern was that of student understanding. Teachers' 

responses indicated the concern that they were taking students' understanding of 

some aspects of assessment for granted when the students may not have the 

understanding at all. One example supporting this theme appeared in one of Emily's 

comments about assessments serving as fair indicator of student work: 

Is that because there is a difference between what the teacher deems 

important and what the student deems important? Obviously the students 

believe they have more knowledge than they are being given credit for. This 

makes me question the student's ability to differentiate between important 

information and less important facts. 

Emily's words revealed her concern about students' understandings regarding the 

material on which they should expect to be assessed. Phoebe shared a similar 

concern about what students did or did not understand. She stated that she "thought 

that the students would know about the forms of assessment and types of assessment 

[because] the categories and percentages are listed in the agenda, [and] each teacher 

should have these on [his/her] course outline." Of course, this would assume that 

students read their agendas and that all teachers included such information in their 

syllabi. These concerns suggested that teachers may need to reassess how well they 

are communicating with students about their classroom assessments. 
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The third area of concern was related specifically to the assessment 

dimensions identified on the student survey. The teachers' care and concern was 

evidenced by their reflective comments regarding the dimensions of authenticity, 

student consultation, and diversity. Most of the teacher participants recognized these 

as areas of weakness in the English department and seemed willing to take measures 

to address these weaknesses. Regarding assessment authenticity, Laura said that 

students' perceptions were "not necessarily incorrect." She continued: 

Maybe we should ditch the literature and simple teach the skills they will all 

need upon graduation. For example, teach them how to read and spell instead 

of direct characterization and onomatopoeia. 

Laura's words express a concern shared by many English teachers regarding the 

areas where students need the most focus. Concerns were also raised about the idea 

of including students in assessment decisions. Regarding the dimension of student 

consultation, Rebecca commented, "I feel like letting students choose and have a 

voice in the classroom is one of the primary ways we get them to invest in what 

we're teaching." Rita similarly stated, "Since students understand the purpose of 

different forms of assessments, they are probably informed enough to choose the 

method of assessment that will best serve their needs." These teachers' words 

express a general confidence in their students' ability to participate in assessment 

decisions. The teachers' confidence in their own recognition of student diversity 

seemed to waver, however. The student responses to the dimension of diversity 

garnered a number of teachers' suggestions that the department needed to work on 
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differentiating instruction and assessment. Laura, Phoebe, Rebecca, and Stephanie all 

suggested this as an area for the department to make improvements. 

The emergence of the category of concern seemed to be a clear indication 

that these teachers reflected carefully on the student survey responses. The teachers' 

reflections suggested that the nature of the English department's classroom 

assessment practices may be in need of adjustment in the dimensions of authenticity, 

student consultation, and diversity. Their concerned responses were in accordance 

with what the literature suggested might occur as a result of careful reflection: 

tension, uncertainty, perplexity, hesitation, and doubt (Corcoran & Leahy, 2003; 

Dewey, 1910; Schon, 1983). 

Constraint 

A second category which developed from the teacher responses was that of 

constraint. While teachers recognized that there were weaknesses in their assessment 

practices, they identified several factors which have kept them from using some of 

the identified best practices. 

One factor that emerged as a theme related to constraint was that of time. 

The experts (Spandel, 2006; Stiggins, 2007) speak favorably about the importance of 

involving students in the assessment process, and the teachers in this study generally 

acknowledged that importance as well. Nonetheless, the teachers' comments spoke 

of the limits on their time to be able to consult with students about assessment. Emily 

stated, "While I try to vary types of assessment, time often dictates the assessment 

type." Later, about the dimension of diversity, Erica commented that time is a factor 
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affecting giving students choices; she said, "There is not enough time to complete 

certain kinds of tasks. Speeches and presentations can take a week." Joyce similarly 

remarked, "Teachers have a lot of requirements placed on them and finding the time 

to let students discuss modes of assessment probably gets dropped into the category 

of 'things I should do but don't really have time for.'" Laura commented that when 

she had tried to involve students in developing assessments, the result had been 

"wasted class time and frustrated students." Commenting on students reporting that 

they were almost never asked about the types of assessments they would like to have 

in English, Phoebe put it bluntly, "The problem here is time; as teachers we don't 

have time for their 'vote.'" As a result, in the name of efficiency, these teachers 

likely carry out those types of assessment practices which are familiar and 

convenient. The literature reveals that this would not be uncommon and that teachers 

typically use assessment practices which are familiar (Clark, 2011; Duncan & 

Noonan, 2007; Volante & Beckett, 2011). 

A lack of resources was also mentioned as a constraint on classroom 

assessment practices. Both Phoebe and Emily spoke of the lack of computer access 

as a hindrance on giving students choices in the types of assessments. Phoebe also 

commented that "economically disadvantaged students are at a disadvantage when it 

comes to making something (construction paper, pipe cleaners, etc.) [and that] 

sometimes the pen and paper test it the easiest and fairest way to access students." 

The constraint of resources impairs teachers' ability to provide students opportunities 

and choices. 
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Another constraining factor for implementing best practices of classroom 

assessment is the ubiquity of standardized testing. Several teachers expressed 

sentiments regarding the external forces which affect their assessment decisions; one 

teacher even directly commented about the impact of AYP and NCLB on the 

classroom. When addressing the evidence that students do not regard their classroom 

assessments as authentic, Doris stated: 

If English teachers can score 'oftens' in this area, I think we're doing what 

we should: providing experiences that students can recognize as 'real life' 

along with may assignments that they won't fully appreciate for years. Very 

few students are permanently scarred by high school's difficulty or 

irrelevance, but many are scarred for life by their own lack of responsibility. I 

wish we could teach more about responsibility, but that's a life skill that is 

inconvenient in this age of AYP for NCLB. 

These sentiments would be in keeping with some of the literature about external 

forces which serve as hindrances to teachers' ability to incorporate more real world 

tasks into their assessment repertoires, such as standardized testing as well as 

students' attitudes and behaviors (Clark, 2011; McMillan & Nash, 2000; Volante & 

Beckett, 2011). 

The curriculum itself was also cited as a constraining factor for teachers. This 

school's general culture is one steeped in the ideals of the standards-based 

classroom. Teachers system-wide had received training in strategies related to 

"learning-focused schools." At the time of this study, their annual evaluations for 
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three years had been determined by the CLASS Keys instrument, which was 

established by the state of Georgia for measurement of standards-based instruction. 

Teachers were expected to display daily "Essential Questions" and to post the 

Georgia Performance Standards in their classrooms. Their students were expected to 

be able to express the standards for the class in their own words, and no one was 

surprised if an evaluator in a teacher's classroom quizzed a student on the course 

standards currently being taught. As a result, the Georgia Performance Standards had 

been recognized as the curriculum for the school, and teachers were expected to 

adhere only to these standards when planning instruction and assessment. Several 

teachers spoke of the curriculum as a constraint. Henry commented, "When the 

standards state that students must demonstrate certain types of writing styles/formats, 

that assessment must address those standards." Stephanie implied that that some of 

the courses' curriculum documents (e. g., the Georgia Performance Standards for 

American literature and British literature) make it impossible to "attach relevance in 

a way the student can understand." Emily wondered if a "cross curriculum 

component" affected students' perceptions about whether their assessments were 

related to what they were learning in class. Sensing that students saw work in their 

American literature and United States history classes as repetitive and redundant, she 

remarked: 

Since I teach American Literature, I have a number of students who ask why 

we are reading literature by Thomas Jefferson. They tell me this is covered in 

history and don't (at first) see why we go over it in English. 
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Emily's comments implied that students sensed repetitions in the curriculum and 

hinted that more could be done to avoid repetition or redundancy but to enhance the 

potential for more elaboration. The students' perception of a constraining curriculum 

translates to their teachers through their comments in the classroom. If the 

curriculum itself is constraining in the eyes of teachers, the assessment practices are 

likely to follow suit. 

Control 

A third category which emerged from the teachers' reflections was that of 

control. These teachers rightly viewed themselves as the authority figures in their 

classrooms. By contrast, some of the identified best practices of classroom 

assessment call for teachers to relinquish some of that control. For instance, the 

dimension of student consultation suggests that students gain a more equal footing 

with teacher in the planning of assessments. From the reflections on the dimension of 

student consultation, the researcher sensed that some teachers were frustrated and 

maybe even a little piqued by some of the responses. Emily stated directly about the 

types of assessment, "I make that decision on my own." Later she admitted, "I have 

given students very little control in my class [and said she could not] see the 

possibility of allowing students to create every assessment." One wonders here if 

teachers interpret the idea of student consultation as going beyond the parameters 

necessary for effectiveness. Students can be "consulted" in a variety of ways, from 

designing some test items to helping create a rubric (Reig, 2007; Stiggins, 2007). In 

the same vein, Laura said of herself: 
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I am also guilty to having the rules set for the classroom. 'Guilty' may not be 

the right word, because I don't feel guilty—I just have brains enough to know 

that old saying about too many cooks. 

Phoebe added: 

I would like to involve students in the decision-making process; however, I 

would have to manage the decision-making in such a way that I am not 

replaced as the decision maker by Joe Loudmouth, who is very forceful about 

what HE wants and then the assessment tool has not been chosen by the 

majority of the students. 

These teachers' words parallel the findings of McMillan and Nash (2000) who 

reported that teachers' assessment decisions are affected by student behaviors and 

attitudes as well as other external forces that threaten the teacher's control. 

Interestingly, the teachers with the least classroom experience expressed less 

concern about control than did their more seasoned counterparts. Rebecca said she 

was "shocked to see that almost half of the students rarely get to choose their 

assessment method," and that while she understood that students could not choose 

every assessment, she felt that they needed a chance to be heard. This finding differs 

somewhat from the study of Zhicheng and Burry-Stock (2003), who, in their study of 

297 teachers, found that teachers' self-perceived assessment skills were more 

positively affected by training in testing and measurement than by years of 

experience. 
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Overall, the teachers in this study frankly saw too much student consultation 

as an infringement upon their authority and autonomy. Duncan and Noonan (2007) 

indicated that English teachers (not unlike their counterparts in other content areas) 

are idiosyncratic in the assessments they typically use and in the decisions they make 

about the types of assessment tasks they assign. The teachers in this study were much 

like those described by Duncan and Noonan in that they tended to adhere to 

traditional roles and styles of assessment. 

Connection 

A fourth category presented itself in the teachers' comments: connection. 

The words connection, connections, and disconnected appeared many times 

throughout the teachers' responses. Because of their repeated use, one might be led 

to believe that one of these words appeared in the teacher questionnaire itself; 

however, none of them were used and, therefore, did not prompt the teachers to use 

them in their remarks. Additionally, a number of the teachers' comments implied the 

concept of connection or connectedness. 

One obvious area where the idea of connectedness manifested itself was in 

the teachers' remarks about the dimension of authenticity. Authenticity in assessment 

means that assessments replicate real-life situations in meaningful and useful ways. 

This dimension garnered some negative responses from students in their survey, and 

the teachers' reactions mirrored those of the students. Henry, Doris, Joyce, Rita, and 

Stephanie all mentioned the importance of the English department focusing on 

helping students make connections between their classroom assessments and the real 
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world. Most of them used the word connections in their responses. Henry and Joyce 

both used the word disconnect in their comments about the dimension of 

authenticity. Henry said, "There is a disconnect with a larger number of students as 

to how this content and assessment has anything to do with the real world." His 

words demonstrate an awareness of the importance of students realizing the 

connections between what is going on in the classroom and the outside world. 

Meanwhile, Joyce said, "Authenticity is the area where the most students seemed to 

indicate a disconnect between what they are learning and applicability to real life." 

Vansteenskiste et al (2009) and Tomlinson (2009) both spoke of students' need to 

recognize connectedness. These teachers' responses resonated with the words from 

the literature. 

One also wonders if the feeling of disconnectedness speaks to the need for 

more focus on communications between students and teachers, a factor deemed 

important in the work of Crossman (2007). Several of the teachers in this study 

commented on the factor of adolescence as a source of disconnection. Their remarks, 

however, diverged where their classroom experience was concerned. Rebecca, one of 

the teachers with the least classroom experience, remarked, "It's disheartening that 

they perceive us as so 'out of touch.'" Rebecca's voice seemed marked by her own 

youthfulness. On the other hand, Doris, one of the most experienced teachers in the 

department, said, "Since students haven't experienced the 'real life' for which they 

are being prepared, they aren't the best judges of their preparation." Doris's words, 

by contrast, rang more sage-like. These comments implied a disconnect even among 
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the teachers in the department, and experience certainly appeared to have influenced 

these teachers' perceptions. 

Research supports the idea that connection and communication could be 

developed through more focused use of feedback, which students regard as highly 

personal and important (Bagley, 2008; Brookhart, 2003), and other forms of 

formative assessment. Teachers could use these opportunities to reiterate for students 

why the assessment task at hand is authentic; that is, relevant, meaningful, and 

applicable to the real world. 

Another area where connection and communication could develop is in the 

dimension of student consultation. When teachers consult with students about 

assessment, include them in the planning of assessments, and allow them choices 

regarding assessments, connections are more likely to develop. Some of the teachers 

demonstrated their understanding of this possibility. For example, Emily commented 

that "by becoming involved in the process, students should gain a sense of purpose." 

By gaining a sense of purpose, students would feel more connected to both the 

classroom and the teacher, and would be more likely to recognize the value of both. 

Rita stated as much when she said that "incorporating more choice and input in their 

assessments would.. .get students to buy in to the class material, [and] they need to 

feel that what they are doing is worthwhile." Successful classroom assessment 

practices depend heavily on successful connections between teachers and students. 

The teachers in this study overwhelmingly identified the concept of 

connection as worthy of the English department's attention. They mentioned this in 
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their comments about specific assessment dimensions, and they reiterated it in their 

responses regarding personal changes they wanted to make in their individual 

classrooms and in their suggestions about department-wide improvements. 

Commitment 

A fifth and final category that arose from the teachers' responses was that of 

commitment. Most of the teachers' voices resounded with a sense of commitment to 

improvement. Again, given that continuous improvement was part of the culture of 

the school and the department, this came as no surprise to the researcher. 

Historically, the English department has been a strong one in this school; its strength 

has rested in its commitment to sound practices regarding curriculum, instruction, 

and assessment. These teachers were committed to improving their practices, and 

their comments confirmed this yet again. 

In relation to two of the assessment dimensions, congruence with planned 

learning and transparency, the teachers seemed committed to continuing the sound 

practices that were already in place. When assessments are congruent with planned 

learning, the students perceive them as fair indicators of the kinds of learning taking 

place in their classrooms. Gulikers et al (2006) noted the improved performance of 

students when they perceive that instruction and assessment are focused on the same 

learning. The teachers' reactions were generally positive when they reflected on the 

students' responses to this dimension. While Arter (2003) identified teachers' 

inability to match assessment to learning targets as a possible hindrance to sound 

classroom assessment, nothing in the teachers' reflections indicated that they 
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perceived that the practice of congruence with planned learning was hindered in their 

own classrooms. Laura humorously summed up the apparent consensus within the 

department regarding the dimension of congruence by saying, "Looks like we're 

nailing that one." 

A similar sentiment prevailed in the teachers' commitment to continuing the 

assessment practices that the students had regarded as transparent. Overall, the 

students felt that assessment tasks in their English classes had been made clear to 

them by their teachers. When teachers are clear and forthright about their 

expectations for assessments, students are more able to monitor their own successes 

(Guskey, 2006; Tomlinson, 2001). Students want certain limits, but they do not want 

the task to be too limiting (Cooper & Gargan, 2009; Gulikers et al, 2006). The 

perceptions of the students in the present study indicated a general comfort with the 

transparency of assessment practices in their English classes. The teachers' 

perceptions reflected that comfort with this dimension. Stephanie remarked, "The 

results for these questions [regarding transparency] made me proud of my 

department as the students indicated their teachers are clear and up-front about what, 

how, and when students will be assessed." Her words about the department as a 

whole indicated a team spirit that was characteristic of the department, which has 

worked together to improve itself and its students. This disposition toward working 

together appeared again when Phoebe mentioned that these results "were probably 

due to common planning and agreement among the English faculty regarding 

assessments." Doris's comments confirmed the others' when she noted, 
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"Improvements will continue to happen when teachers work together, if we stay 

open-minded." These responses displayed a mindset of continuing to do what works. 

Not surprisingly, the teachers responded positively to the positive "feedback" 

provided by the student survey, not at all unlike the way students themselves respond 

to their teachers' positive feedback. 

Not all of the feedback was positive, however. The students perceived 

notable weaknesses in the dimensions of authenticity, student consultation, and 

diversity. The teachers took the student survey responses to heart, and many of their 

commitments related directly to making improvements in these areas that students 

perceived as weak. 

Several of the teachers seemed committed to improving assessment 

authenticity. Henry said, "I will try to intensify my test talks to deal with the 'why' 

and 'purpose' of the assessments, especially in relating the tasks to the real world." 

Emily also planned to further emphasize that "English classes provide ample 

opportunity to connect to the real world." She spoke specifically of the ease of 

relating reading, writing, comprehension, and speaking (all skills commonly assessed 

in English) to the real world. The student survey responses moved teachers into 

immediate action. Joyce commented that through the student survey results she had 

"already learned that [she] needed to make more connections to real life through 

[her] lessons." Stephanie commented on using reading materials other than the 

textbook in order to build in more authenticity. Research clearly supports the 

importance of students' perceptions of their assessment tasks being valuable and 
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authentically connected to their future goals (Brookhart & Durkin, 2003; Gulikers, 

Bastiaens, Kirschner, and Kester, 2006; Walker & Greene, 2009). These teachers' 

words indicated a commitment to implementing more assessment practices which 

would give students opportunities to complete tasks similar to those they would 

likely to encounter in the "real world" beyond secondary school. The opportunity to 

reflect provided the impetus toward making immediate improvements; Kincheloe 

(2009) would call these teachers "knowledge workers" (p. 18). 

Authenticity was not the only dimension to which the teachers seemed 

committed to improving. Several also remarked on the dimension of student 

consultation, particularly in the area of conferring with students about the types of 

assessments. Again, the wheels of these teachers' minds seemed to start turning even 

upon seeing the students' perceptions. For instance, Stephanie used her response as a 

place to begin working out her plan: 

I plan to try to offer choices in the types of assessment I give my students. 

Perhaps give them a list of types of assessments and request that they 

complete one of each type per nine weeks? 1 would not want them to be able 

to only complete one type of assessment, such as multiple choice every time 

instead of an essay. But requiring them to complete one of each type would 

force them to experience a range of assessment types. 

Her words showed Stephanie's awareness that in the student survey a majority of the 

students did not feel they were consulted about assessments in their English classes. 

They indicated that they were not asked about the types assessments they would like 
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to have nor were they including in the assessment planning process. As would be 

expected, therefore, a majority of the teachers' comments indicated a willingness to 

address this perceived weakness and seemed to react as had Stephanie—with a sense 

of purpose and determination. Even so, some of the teachers' comments indicated 

that a commitment to this practice would be demanding. For example, Laura said: 

I do not think it is a bad idea to involve students. In fact, I would love to hear 

what some of them have to say. This may just be something that can be used 

with students who are more mature and in a smaller class. 

Laura's words were reminiscent of the constraints that the teachers clearly saw as a 

hindrance to their ability to commit even when the desire to do so is evident 

(McMillan & Nash, 2000). 

Another area of weakness identified in the student survey was the dimension 

of diversity. Diversity in assessment means students are allowed to work at their own 

paces and allowed more choices in their assessments. Several teachers remarked 

about their commitment to offering students choices. Rita, for instance, stated that 

giving students choices, such as in essay prompts, would result in "much less 

resistance from the students." She also suggested that the department as a whole 

discuss the choices and expectations at each grade level to "ensure that the 

assessments are consistently building in difficulty." She believed that these 

discussions could create more department-wide consistency and would lead to 

students feeling more aware of assessment practices. Rita's comments again point to 

the commitment to working as a member of the whole department. Joyce's words 
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also emphasized her recognition as a part of a team when she concluded about the 

students' perceptions: 

They do remind me that part of my job as a co-teacher is finding assessments 

that will work for a variety of learners. I would definitely apply this 

information to that effort and try harder to embed some choices into my 

assessments. 

Joyce appeared to be putting plans into place even as she reflected on the students' 

survey results. The same could be said for Rita, who noted that "most assessments 

already given could be adapted for more diversity and student input." Thinking of 

how she could work diversity into her plans, Phoebe commented, "Seniors should 

definitely be more responsible in choosing their own tasks. This would be excellent 

for them as they are on the verge of making career and life choices." Stephanie's 

thoughts were similar when she added, "I think that choices at the higher grade levels 

are a better idea than at the ninth grade level. Students, as twelfth graders, are usually 

aware of their own strengths and weaknesses." These teachers' remarks align with 

Stiggins and Chappuis (2009) who said "it is the practice of assessment for learning 

that wields the proven power to help a whole new generation of students take 

responsibility for their own learning, become lifelong learners, and achieve at much 

higher levels (p. 44). Again, these teachers' responses indicated their willingness to 

commit to improvements and to help students do the same. 

Classroom assessment practices should recognize students' individualities. 

They should offer choices and appeal to the differing learning styles of students 
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(Gardner, 2006; Gentry & Springer, 2002; Tomlinson & McTighe, 2006; Weinstein 

& Wu, 2009). The literature clearly shows the need for diversity in classroom 

assessments; the teachers in the current study concurred. Nonetheless, these teachers 

were much like their counterparts elsewhere. McMillan and Nash (2000) stated that 

teachers want to incorporate diversity into their assessment practices but struggle 

with other factors that keep them from doing so. As Dewey (1910) suggested it 

might, sometimes doubt occurred. In the current study, Emily's words indicated that 

internal conflict when she said, "While I can't see the possibility of allowing 

students to create every assignment, I can give them more opportunities to make 

their own choices." Laura, on the other hand, was not doubtful but seemed reliant on 

doing what had been safely done before. She forthrightly stated, "I use the DOE 

recommended tasks. I do not deviate much from them in case someone ever 

questions me about them. I can just say, 'It's what the DOE suggests."' Laura's 

words coincide with what Ohlsen (2007) and Volante and Beckett (2011) said about 

teachers often feeling pressured by external forces in their decisions about 

assessments. 

The teachers' reflections confirmed what the researcher believed about them 

prior to this study, they were committed to making improvements in their practices. 

Also true to their general demeanor, they recognized that commitment to change 

comes with conflict. An interesting aspect about the teachers' level of commitment 

was the relationship it had to the teachers' years of classroom experience. While one 

would expect the teachers with the most experience to be the most resistant to 
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change, the opposite actually appeared to be true. For instance, Doris, who is one of 

the most experienced teachers in the department, stated some definite changes she 

would make in her classroom: "Communicate all matters concerning assessment 

clearly, design them conscientiously, and try to remember where our students stand 

in relation to future skills." Conversely, Rebecca, who is a first-year teacher, said, "I 

feel like a lot of the results reflected things I learned in the M.A.T. program over the 

past two years, [and] it's so fresh in my mind." Nevertheless, the teachers' 

reflections on the whole showed that they were sentient to the students' perceptions 

and were willing to implement changes in the department and in their individual 

classrooms for the purpose of improving teaching and learning. 

Summary 

The qualitative component of this study developed through the use of a 

teacher questionnaire and follow-up interviews. The data gathered through these two 

processes addressed the second, third, and fourth research questions: 

2. What are these students' teachers' perceptions of their assessment 

practices viewed in light of the student survey responses? 

3. What do the teachers' reflections suggest about the nature of 

assessment practices in the school's English department? 

4. What improvements in assessment practices do the teacher reflections 

suggest? 

Five categories emerged from the teachers' responses, and the results were presented 

with these five categories as frames. The categories were concern, constraint, 
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control, connection, and commitment. The analysis included explanations of the 

categories, how the teachers' responses reflected the categories, and how the results 

were supported or refuted by the literature. The researcher also used narrative 

commentary and direct quotes from the teachers to provide the teachers' perceptions, 

to reveal the nature of the English department's assessment practices, and to 

illustrate the improvements suggested by the teachers' reflections. 

Mixed-Methods Conclusion 

This chapter provided an in-depth analysis of both the quantitative and the 

qualitative data. Thomas and Brubaker (2000) stated that research is valid to the 

extent that its outcomes convincingly answer the study's questions. This conclusion, 

therefore, addresses the four research questions. The first research question (What 

are students 'perceptions of classroom assessments in their English classes?) was 

addressed the data obtained from the student survey, which were analyzed 

quantitatively. For each dimension of assessment, the raw data were presented 

narratively and graphically. The raw data for each dimension were also analyzed 

through the use of a one-sample chi-square test; tables showing the calculations were 

provided. The raw data were also converted into percentages and were presented in 

table form, followed by narrative analyses. The percentages for each dimension were 

presented as a pie chart figures. 

Students' responses to the survey were quite revealing about their perceptions 

of assessment practices in their English classes. They found their assessments 

congruent with the planned learning of the class; 85% of the responses were "Almost 
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Always" or "Often" for the items related to the dimension of congruence with 

planned learning. Their responses indicated that they were aware of the planned 

learning of their English classes. Oddly, this might suggest that they had participated 

actively in the planning, while the results for later survey questions about student 

consultation indicate feelings otherwise. 

The majority (63%) of the student responses indicated that they perceived the 

assessments in their English classes as authentic. However, another anomaly seemed 

to develop here. Authenticity, by its very definition in this study, means that the 

assessment represents or is a replica of a real-world task. Over half of the students 

indicated by their responses to Items 8 and 11 {I am asked to apply my learning to 

real-life situations and /find English assessment tasks relevant to the real world, 

respectively) that their assessments did not replicate real-world tasks. 

A majority (69%) of the student responses indicated that they did not feel 

consulted about assessment tasks in their English classes. Additionally, a majority 

(61%) did not perceive assessment practices that accounted for their diversity. On the 

other hand, a majority (74%) of the student responses indicated that they did believe 

that assessment practices in their English classes were transparent. 

Overall, the survey results seemed to indicate students had mixed feelings 

about the assessment practices in their English classes. While they believed their 

assessment tasks matched the learning that had been planned and they believed that 

their teachers had exercised transparency and provided clarity about expectations, 
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they did not perceive their assessment tasks as relevant to the real world, as inclusive 

of their input, or as representative of their diversity. 

The second, third, and fourth research questions {What are these students' 

teachers' perceptions of their assessment practices viewed in light of the student 

survey responses? What do the teachers' reflections suggest about the nature of 

assessment practices in the school's English department? What improvements in 

assessment practices do the teacher reflections suggest? ) were addressed by the data 

obtained from the teacher questionnaire. While the five assessment dimensions 

framed the responses in general, the data revealed five other categories: concern, 

constraint, control, connection, and commitment. Within these five categories other 

themes emerged as well. The results were reported in narrative form and included the 

abundant use direct quotations from the teachers themselves. 

The teachers' reflections suggested, first of all, that they cared about 

assessment practices in their classrooms and are concerned about their students' 

perceptions of those practices. This was revealed in the obvious sense of pride 

regarding the overall student responses to the dimension of congruence with planned 

learning. These teachers appeared to plan assessment tasks with a careful eye toward 

the learning goals set forth for their classes. The teachers did feel some constraints 

related to their classroom assessment practices. The responses revealed that these 

teachers see student performances on classroom assessments as somewhat secondary 

in importance to their performances on standardized performances; therefore, many 

classroom assessment decisions appeared related (and maybe relegated) to those 
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external factors. Not surprisingly, the assessment practices in this school's English 

department were somewhat dictated by the factor of time. This was especially 

revealed in the teachers' comments about the dimensions of student consultation and 

diversity. Control was another issue for the teachers. Their reflections revealed that 

they viewed their assessment practices as connected to their sense of autonomy and 

authority in their classrooms. Even given the issues of concern, constraints, and 

control, these teachers fully recognized their roles in helping students make 

connections, whether through providing real-life tasks or including the students in 

the assessment process. While there were a few comments suggesting that a lack of 

student maturity and responsibility was to blame, the teachers themselves seemed 

prepared to take action and responsibility themselves for making adjustments to 

make their classroom assessments more relevant, more student-friendly, and more 

diverse. A commitment to the improvement of teaching and learning was evidenced 

throughout the responses. As a teacher in this department herself, the researcher 

found the teacher reflections to confirm many of the beliefs she previously held 

about the assessment practices. 

To provide a practical look at the relationship between the students' and the 

teachers' responses, Table 19 is provided. This table intends to show how certain 

items from the student survey result garnered specific teacher comments, meaning 

the teacher either referenced the item by its number or its wording. The table also 

identifies the student survey items according to their assessment dimensions. 

Additionally, the table provides the overall summary showing how the majority of 
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the students felt about the dimension as a whole. Finally, the table shows the 

category or categories into which the teachers' specific comments most often 

appeared to fall. 



Table 19. Relationship of Teacher Comments to Student Survey Items 

DIMENSIONS 

STUDENT 
SURVEY 

ITEM 
NUMBER 

STUDENT SURVEY ITEMS 

OVERALL 
STUDENT 
SURVEY 
RESULTS 

NUMBER 
OF 

TEACHER 
COMMENTS 

SPECIFIC 
TO ITEM 

PREVAILING 
CATEGORY/ 

CATEGORIES FOR 
TEACHER 

COMMENTS 

Congruence with Planned Learning 
3 

5 

My assessments are related to 
what I am learning ii English. 

I am assessed in similar ways 
to the tasks I do in class. 

84% perceived 
assessments as 
often/almost 

always 
congruent 

1 

1 

Constraint 
(2 of the 3 

comments) 

6 1 am assessed on what the 
teacher has taught me. 

1 

Authenticity 
8 

9 

I am asked to apply my 
learning to real-life situations. 

My English assessment tasks 
are meaningful, 

63% perceived 
assessments as 
often/almost 

always 
authentic 

6 

1 

Connection 
(9 of the 11 
comments) 

11 I find English assessment 
tasks relevant to the real 
world. 

4 

Student Consultation 
15 

16 

17 

I am aware of the types of 
assessment in English. 

1 am clear about the forms of 
assessment being used. 

I am asked about the types of 
assessment I would like to 
have in English. 

69% perceived 
themselves as 

sometimes/ 
almost never 

consulted about 
assessments 

1 

1 

5 

Constraint (5 of 
the 12 

comments); 
Control (4 of the 

12 comments) 

18 1 select how I will be assessed 
in English. 

3 

19 I have helped the class develop 
rules for assessment in English. 

2 



Table 19- continued 

Transparency 

23 

24 

1 know what is needed to 
successfully accomplish an 
English assessment task. 

I know in advance how I will 
be assessed. 

74% perceived 
assessments as 
often/almost 

always 
transparent 

1 

1 

Connection (6 of 
the 9 comments) 

25 I am told in advance why I am 
being assessed. 

2 

26 1 am told in advance when I 
am being assessed. 

2 

27 I am told in advance on what 1 
am being assessed. 

1 

28 1 understand the purpose of 
English assessments. 

2 

Diversity 
29 

30 

1 complete assessment tadcs at 
my own speed. 

When I am faster than others, 
I move on to new assessment 
tasks. 

61% perceived 
assessments as 

sometimes/ 
almost never 
recognizing 

their diversity 

1 

2 

Concern (3 of the 
8 comments); 

Constraint (3 of 
the 8 comments) 

31 I am given a choice of 
assessment tasks. 

1 

32 I am given assessment tasks 
that are different from other 
students' tasks. 

1 

33 I am given assessment tasks 
that suit my ability. 

3 
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Table 19 shows the relationship between the students' perceptions and the 

teachers' reflections. Table 19 provides a concise look at both the quantitative and 

qualitative data as an insight into the students' general perceptions of assessment 

practices in their English classroom and their teachers' acknowledgement of those 

perceptions through specific reflective comments. 

Items related to the dimension of congruence with planned learning called 

forth the fewest specific teacher comments. This came as no surprise considering that 

the students' perceived that their assessments were congruent with the learning 

which had been planned for their English classes. The teachers' comments related to 

the dimension of congruence were ones which were categorized as relating to 

constraint. For instance, one teacher, Henry, commented about the constraint of 

multiple choice items often used for summative assessments when other types of 

assessments, such as writing, have been used formatively. This could be the result of 

a lack of time to be able to use some of the more time-consuming assessment 

strategies with any frequency. 

Items related to authenticity called forth nearly three times as many specific 

teacher comments as did the dimension of congruence with planned learning. Nearly 

all of the comments were categorized as related to connections. This makes sense 

because authenticity in assessment implies connecting classroom assessments to the 

real world. Rita's words seemed to sum up the teachers' feelings when she said, "It 

appears that teachers are not necessarily drawing the connection between... the 

assessments... [and the] skills that students will need after high school." The 



159 

increased number of teacher comments specific to the dimension of authenticity was 

evidence of the teachers' recognition of the need for making connections so that 

students would recognize their work as relevant. 

The dimension of student consultation received the lowest rating from the 

students and, therefore, the most comments from the teachers. Teachers' comments 

related to student consultation appeared to show a division between the issues of 

constraint and control. Several of the specific comments were related to the factor of 

time and the difficulty associated with making time to consult with students about 

assessment tasks. Other comments appeared as from teachers affronted with the idea 

of relinquishing authority over assessment practices. 

The dimension of transparency received the highest rating from the students, 

and the teachers emphasized the concept of connection as important here. Several 

teacher comments related to this dimension mentioned practices which are common 

to the department: using essential questions to guide lessons, posting standards, 

using common benchmark assessments. These practices appeared to contribute to the 

positive student responses regarding the transparency of assessment practices in their 

English classes. 

Finally, the dimension of diversity showed over half of the students not 

perceiving classroom assessments as recognizing their diversity. The teachers' 

specific comments about this dimension were evenly divided between the categories 

of concern and constraint. Several of the comments spoke of the department's 

evident weakness in differentiating strategies; one teacher even wondered if ability 
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grouping classes would be way of providing better differentiation. Her remarks 

hinted at the constraints mentioned by others: time, resources, and classroom 

management. 

This study sought a practical approach toward understanding a perceived 

problem related to classroom assessment practices. The researcher offered students' 

perceptions, as gained through a survey, to their teachers so that the teachers might 

reflect on them as a way of considering possible improvements in assessment 

practices. Pragmatists, such as the researcher in the current study, concern 

themselves with truths (with a lowercase t) which are determined through experience 

and experiments (Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004). This researcher gleaned some 

"lowercase't' truths," as Johnson and Onwuegbuzie (2004) would deem them, about 

classroom assessment practices in the English department of the school where the 

study was conducted. These "truths" serve as additional answers (at least for here 

and now) to Research Question 4: What improvements in assessment practices do the 

teacher reflections suggest? 

First, teachers and students need to understand that not all assessment is 

summative. Both teachers and students in this study seemed to perceive of 

assessment of learning as the most significant form of assessment. Both groups need 

to recognize the importance of formative assessment practices. Both students and 

teachers need to clearly perceive of assessment for learning—or, even better, 

assessment as learning—as having greater value in the classroom and a more 

significant impact on true learning. 
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Furthermore, assessment practices only have meaning for students when they 

are able to see the relevance of them. This means that teachers need to provide 

necessary scaffolding for students to make the connections between their classroom 

assessment tasks and the kinds of tasks that they will encounter in the "real world" of 

college and careers. 

Yet another "truth" which developed from this study is that communication 

between teachers and students about classroom assessment needs improvement. Both 

groups need to talk openly about assessment. Students should be included in the 

planning and design of assessments. Feedback about assessment should be made a 

top priority in the classroom. Teachers need to be ever-mindful of the powerful 

impact of the words they speak and write about students' performances. Students 

need to make use of the feedback they are given in order to make necessary 

improvements in their learning. 

Also true is that diversity can be recognized through classroom assessment 

tasks. Students have different interests, abilities, and learning styles. Assessment 

practices are one area where students' differences can be catered to through choices 

and allowances for preferences. 

Teachers will not gain more time during the day; this is true. Also true, 

however, is that time spent on planning classroom assessments to meet students' 

needs will be time well spent. 

A final insight gained through this study is that the teacher is the authority 

and maintains autonomy over classroom assessment. By exercising best practices 
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regarding classrooms assessments, including the five assessment dimensions which 

frame much of the current study, teachers are using their authority and autonomy for 

the purpose of improving their own practices and the learning of their students. 



CHAPTER FIVE 

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The purpose of this study was to determine students' perceptions regarding 

classroom assessment practices and analyze their teachers' reflections upon those 

perceptions as a means for improving both teaching and learning. 

The researcher utilized a mixed-methods approach which seemed in keeping 

with the researcher's pragmatist framework. The quantitative component of the study 

was conducted first. One hundred fifty-five secondary students participated in this 

part of the study by completing an online survey of their perceptions of assessment 

tasks in their English classes. The survey instrument was a modified form of Dorman 

and Knightley's Perceptions of Assessment Tasks Inventory. Using a four-point scale 

which pushed students away from any neutral response, and thus allowed the 

researcher to interpret the responses as generally positive or negative, the survey 

queried students about five dimensions of assessment: congruence with planned 

learning, authenticity, student consultation, transparency, and diversity. The results 

were analyzed through both descriptive and nonparametric statistics. The results 

were reported as both raw and percentage data. The calculations for one-sample chi-

square tests were provided to show that the findings in the student survey were not 

likely to have occurred by chance. 

Students' responses to the survey were quite revealing about their perceptions 

of assessment practices in their English classes. They found their assessments to be 

congruent with the planned learning of the class; 84% of the responses were "Almost 
163 
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Always" or "Often" for the items related to the dimension of congruence with 

planned learning. Their responses indicated that they were aware of the learning 

which had been planned for their English classes. Oddly, this might suggest that they 

had participated actively in the planning; however, the results for later survey 

questions revealed otherwise. In fact, 69% stated that they did not feel consulted 

about assessment tasks in their English classes. Because of the consistent focus in 

this school on standards and the development of the standards-based classroom, 

these students certainly would have had a firm grasp on the standards for their 

English classes. Possibly their perceptions about "planned learning" were connected 

to their keen awareness of the standards. Additionally, several of the items related to 

the dimension of congruence with planned learning were about fairness (e. g., "fair 

indicator of my work," "fair indicator of what my class is trying to learn"). These 

students responded quite favorably to these items, suggesting their beliefs were that 

they were assessed fairly in their English classes. 

On the other hand, these students responded negatively to items which 

inquired about their having been allowed choices regarding their assessment tasks. 

For instance, well over half said that they had "Almost Never" helped the class 

develop rules for assessment in English. This presented an interesting contrast. One 

of the generally-accepted ideals of the standards-based classroom is that the teacher 

is regarded as more of a facilitator of student learning. The results hinted of the 

possibility that while the standards have certainly been given plenty of emphasis in 

these English classrooms, the teachers have retained authority over assessment of 
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students' mastery of standards. This was not entirely surprising to the researcher. 

Given the still-strong emphasis placed on standardized testing and given the fact that 

some of these teachers' evaluations (at least at the ninth and eleventh grades) were 

tied to students' performances on End-of-Course Tests, the teachers were 

understandably reluctant to relinquish too much control. 

Second only to congruence with planned learning, the dimension of 

transparency received positive responses from the students; 74% of them indicated 

that they felt their assessment tasks were transparent. In other words, they perceived 

that they knew how, when, and why they were being assessed well in advance of the 

assessment task itself. Their recognition of assessment transparency seemed to go 

hand-in-hand with their responses to congruence with planned learning items. Both 

of these dimensions seemed to speak of student expectations, and these students 

appeared well aware of what was expected of them regarding assessment tasks. Their 

responses indicated not only that their teachers had been clear in expectations but 

also that they had been attentive to those expectations. 

In their responses to items about assessment authenticity, a majority (63%) of 

the students indicated that they perceived their English assessments as authentic 

overall. However, another anomaly seemed to develop here. Authenticity, by its very 

definition in this study, means that the assessment represents or is a replica of a real-

world task. Over half of the students indicated by their responses to Items 8 and 11 (I 

am asked to apply my learning to real-life situations and Ifind English assessment 

tasks relevant to the real world, respectively) that their assessments did not replicate 



166 

real-world tasks. Conversely, their responses to Items 9 and 10 indicated that they 

did find their English assessment tasks "meaningful" and "useful." The researcher 

(and, evidently, some of her colleagues who participated in the qualitative 

component of the study) was left wondering about this obvious contradiction. These 

students must have had their own ideas about what is going on "out there" in the real 

world; otherwise, they would not have been able to say so firmly one way or another 

whether they thought their assessment tasks were aligned with that imagined "real 

world." Nonetheless, they seemed to be comfortable with assessment tasks in their 

English classes carrying on as usual, even if those tasks appeared to have had 

nothing to do with the real world. Their responses suggested an acceptance that 

school is school and the world is the world and that the only connection between the 

two is that one follows the other. 

A majority of these students (61%) did not perceive their assessments in 

their English classes as recognizing their diversity. This meant that they did not 

believe they were allowed to work at their own pace or that they were given work 

that was different from that of other students. Fifty-eight percent even said that their 

work did not match their ability. While the results did not provide any insight into 

whether students found the work too hard or too easy, the results indicated that 

students' individualities were not being recognized. One must conclude that even 

though they see differences in themselves (or they would not have been able to 

respond in such a way), they are being assessed in a cookie-cutter manner. The 

explanations for this could run the gamut from teachers' general reliance on 
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traditional types of assessments to teachers' class sizes to teachers' time to teachers' 

concerns about standardized assessments, all of which are clearly supported in the 

literature as hindrances to best practices regarding classroom assessments. 

Overall, the student survey results indicated that students had mixed feelings 

about the assessment practices in their English classes. They believed their 

assessment tasks matched the learning that had been planned, and they believed that 

their teachers had exercised transparency and had provided meaningful and useful 

assessment tasks. By contrast, they did not perceive their assessment tasks as 

relevant to the real world, as inclusive of their input, or as representative of their 

diversity. 

The students' responses in the quantitative component of this mixed-methods 

study served as the impetus for the qualitative component. The student survey results 

along with a thirteen-item open-ended questionnaire were sent to nine English 

teachers in the school where the student survey had taken place. The teachers were 

asked to review the survey results and respond to questions which had been 

developed after the researcher had reviewed the results. 

Five of the questions asked the teachers to respond specifically to items about 

each of the five assessment dimensions. As would have been expected, the teachers' 

perceptions about their assessment practices being congruent with planned learning 

were quite positive. The same was true about their assessment practices related to the 

dimension of transparency. These two dimensions garnered the most positive student 

responses, and the teachers' responses mirrored the students'. The students' 
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responses to items related to the dimensions of authenticity, student consultation, and 

diversity appeared were obviously carefully scrutinized by the teachers who 

expressed any number of reactions—everything from disbelief to uncertainty to 

decisiveness. Other items on the teacher questionnaire inquired about the teachers' 

surprises related to the results; the teachers' suggestions for changes in their 

classrooms, the English department, and school; and the teachers' ideas for further 

research. When analyzed collectively, five categories emerged from the teachers' 

responses: concern, constraint, control, connection, and commitment. 

The teachers expressed their concerns about students' negative responses to 

items related to authenticity, student consultation, and diversity. They were also 

concerned about the anomalies that presented themselves in the students' responses. 

This concern led to another—student understanding. The teachers' concerns showed 

that they were sensitive their students' perceptions. 

The teachers also identified a number of constraints that kept them from 

some of these best practices. Time was a major factor in their decisions regarding 

assessments. Another factor was a lack of resources. The omnipresence of 

standardized testing was yet another constraint. Some of the teachers even called out 

the curriculum as a constraining factor on their assessment decisions. These teachers' 

responses identified factors that all teachers wrestle with in other classrooms, in 

other departments, and in other schools. 

These teachers' words also underscored their beliefs about teacher authority 

and autonomy. While these teachers appeared willing to make an effort to include 
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students more readily in assessment planning, they did not appear willing to 

relinquish their control of their classrooms. These teachers all typically ran "tight 

ships" and too much student consultation, their words suggested, could have run 

those ships aground. 

Another category that developed from the teachers' responses was that of 

connection. The teachers recognized a need to help students make connections 

between their assessments and the tasks they might encounter in the real world. The 

teachers' words also spoke of the importance of communication between teachers 

and students. While sometimes external factors interfere with communication, these 

teachers emphasized the importance of communicating with their students and with 

one another. 

A final category was one of commitment. The teachers in this student were 

committed to continuing with the assessment practices that appeared to be working 

(i. e., congruence with planned learning and transparency). They seemed even more 

committed, however, to implementing changes to improve the areas where there 

were apparent shortcomings (i. e., authenticity, student consultation, and diversity). 

The researcher found the teachers' can-do spirit related to this study to be typical of 

her colleagues. 

Taken together, the responses from all of the participants in the study led the 

researcher to make several recommendations. First, the current implementation of 

the Common Core Standards would be an apropos time for a school and/or 

department to reconsider its stated mission in terms that identify teaching and 
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learning (not standardized assessment scores) as core beliefs. This study revealed 

that assessment practices only have meaning for students when they are able to see 

the relevance of them. In any way possible, teachers and schools should help 

students see the school as connected to the real world. Furthermore, as the new 

standards are being implemented, teachers could enhance their own understanding 

and use of formative assessment practices. Professional learning should focus on 

formative assessment strategies and differentiation strategies that are appropriate for 

secondary teachers aiming to prepare their students for college and careers. 

The study also spotlighted the need for improved communication between 

students and teachers regarding classroom assessments. Another "truth" of the 

current study was that time spent on planning assessments to meet the needs of 

diverse students will be time well spent. School administrators should recognize that 

teachers need time during the school day for professional reflection, assessment 

planning, and collegial discussions about assessment, student work, and grading. The 

school's culture should be one that nurtures the concept of learning communities 

designed to develop relationships among all stakeholders (teachers, students, 

administrators, and parents). 

Consulting with students and including them in the assessment process is a 

"best practice" of assessment recognized by the literature as well as the current 

study. Students' perceptions about classroom assessments are valuable and should be 

sought for the purpose of improving teaching and learning; however, this researcher 

cautions against the use of such a process for the purpose of teacher evaluation. 
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Instead, teachers should be encouraged to engage in more action research and 

reflective practice regarding classroom assessments. When the teacher is viewed as 

the researcher, her authority is supported and her autonomy is maintained— 

something this study showed as important to teachers. 

These recommendations apply not only to the school and department in 

which the current study was conducted but also to other secondary schools and 

departments planning improvements in teaching and learning through assessment 

practices. 
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Appendix A 

Perceptions of Assessment Tasks Inventory 

Modified for Secondary English/Language Arts Students 

Indicate your grade level: 9, 10, 11, 12 

1 = almost never, 2 = sometimes, 3 = often, and 4 = almost always 

1. My assessments in English are a fair indicator of my work. 

2. My English tests are a fair indicator of what my class is trying to learn. 

3. My assignments are related to what I am learning in English. 

4. My assessments are a fair indication of what I do in English. 

5. I am assessed in similar ways to the tasks I do in class. 

6. I am assessed on what the teacher has taught me. 

7. I have answered questions on assessments on topics that have been covered 
in my English class. 

8. I am asked to apply my learning to real-life situations. 

9. My English assessment tasks are meaningful. 

10. My English assessment tasks are useful. 

11. I find English assessment tasks relevant to the real world. 

12. English assessment tasks check my understanding of topics. 

13. Assessments in English test my ability to apply my learning. 

14. Assessments in English examine my ability to answer important questions. 

15. I am aware of the types of assessment in English. 

16. I am clear about the forms of assessment being used. 

17. I am asked about the types of assessment I would like to have in English. 
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18. I select how I will be assessed in English. 

19. I have helped the class develop rules for assessment in English. 

20. My teacher has explained to me how each form of assessment is used. 

21. I ask my English teacher about assessments. 

22. I understand what is needed in all English assessment tasks. 

23. I know what is needed to successfully accomplish an English assessment 
task. 

24. I know in advance how I will be assessed. 

25. I am told in advance why I am being assessed. 

26. I am told in advance when I am being assessed. 

27. I am told in advance on what I am being assessed. 

28. I understand the purpose of English assessments. 

29. I complete assessment tasks at my own speed. 

30. When I am faster than others, I move on to new assessment tasks. 

31. I am given a choice of assessment tasks. 

32. I am given assessment tasks that are different from other students' tasks. 

33. I am given assessment tasks that suit my ability. 

34. I use different assessment methods from other students. 

35. I do work that is different from other students' work. 

Scale allocations: 

Congruence with planned learning: 1-7 

Authenticity: 8-14 

Student consultation: 15-21 
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Transparency: 22-28 

Diversity: 29-35 
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Appendix B 

E-mail Questionnaire for Teachers 

Directions: After reviewing the results from the Perceptions of Assessment Tasks 
Inventory student survey, please answer the following reflection questions as 
completely as possible. Feel free to elaborate at length on any or all of the questions. 

1. Did any of the results surprise you? If so, which ones? Explain each surprise. 

2. What specific knowledge about assessment practices do you think the 
English department can learn from these results? 

3. Questions 1-7 of the student survey addressed the dimension of "congruence 
with planned learning." Please comment upon the responses to this section of 
questions. 

4. Questions 8-14 of the student survey addressed the dimension of 
"authenticity." Please comment upon the responses to this section of 
questions. 

5. Questions 15-21 of the student survey addressed the dimension of "student 
consultation." Please comment upon the responses to this section of 
questions. 

6. Questions 22-28 of the student survey addressed the dimension of 
"transparency." Please comment upon the responses to this section of 
questions. 

7. Questions 29-35 of the student survey addressed the dimension of 
"diversity." Please comment upon the responses to this section of questions. 

8. Upon which areas do you think the English department should focus? Why? 

9. Would these results prompt you to change anything about the assessment 
tasks you plan to use in your classroom this year? What? Why? 

10. Considering your personal experience and these survey results together, are 
there any suggestions you would make for the development and use of 
assessment tasks at a specific grade level? 

11. What improvement to assessment practices can we make as a whole 
department? 
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Do these results suggest other research we need to do as a department or 
school? 

Would you be willing to participate in a one-on-one interview for the purpose 
of elaboration and additional discussion about assessment practices of the 
English department? 
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Appendix C 

Parent or Guardian 
Informed Consent Form 

Your child has been asked to participate in a research study entitled Improving 
Classroom Assessment Practices in Secondary English: Students' Perceptions and 
Their Teachers' Reflections. 

The study is being conducted by Julie Bazemore, a candidate for a Ph.D. in 
Curriculum and Instruction at Mercer University. My contact phone number is 478-
994-2812 and my e-mail address is Julie.Anthonv.Bazemore@live.mercer.edu. My 
advisor is Dr. Anne Hathaway; her phone number is 478-301-5394 and her e-mail 
address is Hathaway ha@mercer.edu. The results will be used to further my 
understanding of students' perceptions of the assessment tasks required in their 
English classes. Your son's/daughter's participation is voluntary. A decision to 
participate in the research will not affect his/her relationship with Mary Persons High 
School, his/her relationship with other teachers, or his/her academic standing. 

I. The purpose of my study is to explore: 
This research study is designed to obtain information about students' perceptions of 
the assessment practices of the school's English department. 
The data from this research will be used to allow English teachers in the school to 
reflect on students' perceptions for the purpose of improving assessment practices in 
the department. 

II. Procedures: 
If you allow your child to volunteer for this study, your child will be asked to 
complete an online survey consisting of 35 questions about assessment tasks required 
in his/her English classes. His/Her participation will take approximately twenty 
minutes of English class time. 
Your child will be asked to assent to participate in this research. (Assent means that 
your child will be asked to voluntarily participate in this research.) Your child will 
tell the teacher they want to participate by answering yes or no after the teacher 
verbally reads to your child what the research is about and what he/she will be asked 
to do. To participate, your child will visit the school's academic computer lab and 
complete an online survey consisting of 35 items with a four-point Likert scale 
response. 

Parent/guardians who allow student to participate must: 
Read and complete this consent form. The form should be returned to the child's 
English teacher who will send the form to Mrs. Bazemore, the principal investigator 
in the study. 

mailto:Julie.Anthonv.Bazemore@live.mercer.edu
mailto:ha@mercer.edu
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III. Potential benefits to students and/or society 
There are some potential benefits for students and society. The results of the student 
survey will be reflected upon by your English teachers and may help improve 
assessment practices in the department. 

IV. Potential Risks/Discomfort 
There are no foreseeable risks associated with the study. 

V. Withdrawal of Participation 
Your child's participation is voluntary. Your child will not be penalized or lose any 
benefits that he/she is otherwise entitled to if you decide that your child will not 
participate in this research project. 

If your child decides to participate in this project, he/she may discontinue 
participation at any time without penalty or loss of benefits. You have the right to 
inspect any instrument or materials related to the proposal. Your request will be 
honored within a reasonable period after the request is received. 

VI. Payment for Participation 
Students will not be paid for their participation. There is no financial obligation for 
participants. 

VII. Confidentiality 
Confidentiality will be maintained in this study. Students will not provide their 
names on the survey. Only the grade level will be asked. 
Electronic data will be stored on the principal investigator's (Mrs. Bazemore's) 
password-protected computer and only she and her advisor (Dr. Hathaway) will have 
access to the data. It must be stored at Mercer University for at least 3 years after 
completion of the study. 

Questions about the Research 
If you have any questions about the research, please speak with Mrs. Bazemore. If 
you have questions later, you may contact Mrs. Bazemore (994-2812) or 
Julie.Anthonv.Bazemore@live.mercer.edu) or Dr. Hathaway (301-5394) or 
hathawav ha@mercer.edu). 

mailto:Julie.Anthonv.Bazemore@live.mercer.edu
mailto:ha@mercer.edu


179 

You have been given the opportunity to ask questions and these have been answered 
to your satisfaction. If you do agree to allow your child to participate in this research, 
please complete the information below: 

I, , do want to 
participate in this research study. 

Participant's Name (Print) Date 

Parent/Guardian's Name Parent Guardian's Signature 

Date 

Please return this page to your English teacher or Mrs. Bazemore as soon as possible. 

In order to conduct this research, this project has been reviewed and approved by 
Mercer University's Institutional Review Board (IRB). If you believe there is any 
infringement upon your child's rights as a research subject, please contact the IRB 
Chair at (478) 301-4101. The IRBs are the governing bodies that are set in place to 
ensure responsible and safe conduct of research investigations. 

Participant's English Teacher's Name 
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Appendix D 

Informed Consent for Teacher Participants 
Improving Classroom Assessment Practices in Secondary English: 

Students' Perceptions and Their Teachers' Reflections 

You are being asked to participate in a research study. Before you give your 
consent to volunteer, it is important that you read the following information and 
ask as many questions as necessary to be sure you understand what you will be 
asked to do. 

Investigators 
Principal Investigator: Julie Bazemore, Julie.Anthony.Bazemore@live.mercer.edu, 
478-994-2812 
Faculty Advisor: Dr. Anne Hathway, Hathaway_ha@mercer.edu , 478-301-5394 

Purpose of the Research 
This research study is designed to obtain information about students' perceptions of 
the assessment practices of the school's English department. 

The data from this research will be used to allow English teachers in the school to 
reflect on students' perceptions for the purpose of improving assessment practices in 
the department. 

Procedures 
If you volunteer to participate in this study, you will be asked to respond to an e-
mailed questionnaire which will be developed as a response to the student survey. 
The questions will ask you to reflect upon the survey results. 

Your participation will take approximately one hour to complete the questionnaire; 
however, you will have two weeks to send the questionnaire back to the principal 
investigator (Julie Bazemore). 

Potential Risks or Discomforts 
There are no foreseeable risks associated with the study. 

Potential Benefits of the Research 
There are potential benefits to this study. The results from your reflections will be 
used for the purpose of improving assessment practices in the English department. 

Confidentiality and Data Storage 
Your confidentiality will be maintained. Your name will not be used in the written 
study. Pseudonyms will be used in the discussion. Only the principal investigator and 

mailto:Julie.Anthony.Bazemore@live.mercer.edu
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the faculty advisor will have access to names. All collected data will be stored on the 
principal investigator's (Julie Bazemore's) password protected computer. 

Participation and Withdrawal 
Your participation in this research study is voluntary. As a participant you may 
refuse to participate at anytime. To withdraw from the study please contact Julie 
Bazemore or simply decline to submit responses to the questionnaire. 

Questions about the Research 
If you have any questions about the research, please speak with Julie Bazemore, 
Julie.Anthony.Bazemore@live.mercer.edu, 478-994-2812. 

This project has been reviewed and approved by Mercer University's IRB. If 
you believe there is any infringement upon your rights as a research subject, 
you may contact the IRB Chair, at (478) 301-4101. 

You have been given the opportunity to ask questions and these have been 
answered to your satisfaction. Your signature below indicates your voluntary 
agreement to participate in this research study. 

Signature of Research Participant Date 

Participant Name (Please Print) Date 

Signature of Person Obtaining Consent Date 

Rev.08/19/2010 

mailto:Julie.Anthony.Bazemore@live.mercer.edu
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