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Abstract  
The implementation of the K-12 education program in the Philippines calls basic education teachers to align assessments with 
constructivism approach. The current study discusses the mathematics classroom assessments of 29 elementary teachers of a 
school district in the Philippines who handle Mathematics subjects in grades 4, 5 or 6. Using qualitative methods and analysis, 
findings showed some practice such as discarding ranking of students, excluding nonacademic measures and formative 
assessment results in grading, involving parents for the quarterly assessment of their children, and preparing table of 
specifications of tests. However, evidence suggests that there is yet a need to align practice to authenticity, constructive 
alignment, test calibration, communication of intended learning outcomes, and giving feedback comments. The prevailing 
conventional orientations on testing and scoring associate with teachers’ high regards on marks, large class sizes, and 
inalterability of curriculum defined by contents and time.              
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INTRODUCTION 
Classroom assessment as a continuous investigation of what 
students have learned from instruction (DO 8, s. 2015; Bennet & 
Gitomer, 2009; Nitko & Brookhart, 2007; Harlen, 2007) can be 
the best tool to improve instructional practices (Sparks, 2005; 
Hanna & Dettmer, 2004; Nenty, 2005) and students’ academic 
achievement (Guskey, 2003; William, 2013; Nenty, 2005; Plata, 
2016; Gichuhi, 2014; Watering, Gijbels, Dochy, & Rijt, 2008). But 
an effective classroom assessment necessitates teachers’ 
understanding and skills on the principles of quality assessment 
founded in the philosophy of constructivism (Nenty, 2005) 
especially in dimensions like modes and authenticity, purpose, 
consultation and transparency, alignment, level of test questions, 
construction and calibration, grade calculation and validity, 
communication, and use of results.  
 
Modes and Authenticity 
The modes and authenticity of an assessment refers to whether 
the assessment requires students to perform or solve meaningful 
tasks that reflect real world challenges. Research showed that 
assessments that are not aligned with students’ real life 
situations are one of the barriers of mathematics achievement 
(Gulikers et al., 2008). Hence, teachers should consider the real 
life situations students are concerned about (Gulikers et al., 
2008); and hence, should not be largely dependent on using 
traditional objective assessment particularly in mathematics 
class.  
 
Purposes of Assessment 
Formative assessment is the assessment for learning which is 
done during the learning process to check and ascertain 
students’ learning progress (DO 8, s. 2015; Azis, 2012), rather 
than certifying students or making schools accountable 
(Assessment Reform Group, 1999). Formative assessment 
includes motivating students to learn, providing learning 
opportunities, giving feedback for learning progress (Rust, 2002; 
Kuhs, Johnson, Agruso, & Monrad, 2001; McAlpine, 2002). On the 
other hand, summative assessment is another purpose of 
assessment done at the end of the learning process to certify 

what students have learned using scores and grades (DO 8, s. 
2015; Azis, 2012). This assessment according to Surgenor (2010) 
is more familiar to people as it is conducted formally among 
students after the indicated teaching and learning time. The 
results of the assessment serve as the basis whether students 
deserved to be promoted and accredited for a higher learning 
level or retained at their current level (DO 8, s. 2015; Surgenor, 
2010). In a constructivist classroom, however, teachers are more 
encouraged to give more attention to the formative purpose of 
assessment than the assigning of scores or grades (Sadler, 1989; 
Olina & Sulivan, 2002) in order to ensure and monitor students’ 
learning progress (William, 1998; McMillan, 2010; Stiggins, 
2010) and get rid of the adverse effects of summative assessment 
(EPPI-Centre, 2002).  
 
Consultation and Transparency of Assessment 
Consultation and transparency refers to whether students are 
well-informed about the assessment tasks (Dorman & Knightley, 
2006; Gao, 2012). Research showed that for effective learning to 
occur, students must understand first the assessment tasks and 
its implications for themselves as students (Schaffner, Burry-
Stock, Cho, Boney, & Hamilton, 2000). By involving students in 
the teaching-testing-grading cycle, the assessment processes 
become more valid (Steinberg, 2000). Hence, teachers must 
involve their students in deciding about classroom assessment 
and must clarify them about the purposes and forms of 
assessment tasks (Dorman & Knightley, 2006; Gao, 2012) as well 
as the desired learning outcomes in which assessment tasks are 
leaned on (Biggs & Tang, 2009; Spady, 1994; Killen, 2000; 
Dagdag & Cardona, 2018). Similarly, grading criteria must be 
communicated to the students in advance (Stiggins et al., 1989). 
Students should be given explicit assessment criteria and models 
of quality work prior to working on a given assessment tasks 
(Sadler, 1989; Wiggins & McTighe, 1998; Olina & Sulivan, 2002). 
Doing all these things is critical because failure to consult 
students about them can be a barrier to their academic 
achievement most especially in Mathematics (Shaffner, Burry-
Stock, Cho, Boney, & Hamilton, 2000).  
 

mailto:januard.d.dagdag@isu.edu.ph
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://dx.doi.org/10.31838/jcr.07.12.140


CONSTRUCTIVISM AND THE MATHEMATICS CLASSROOM ASSESSMENTS OF ELEMENTARY TEACHERS 

 

Journal of critical reviews                                                                                                                                          817 

 

Constructive Alignment 
Constructive alignment is the degree to which the assessment 
tasks are aligned with the desired learning outcomes and 
teaching and learning activities (Biggs & Tang, 2009; Dorman & 
Knightley, 2006). It is the clear link between the intended 
learning outcomes, the learning experiences and the assessment 
tasks (Gichuhi, 2014). For this to happen, the teachers must have 
first a clear idea and focus on what they want their students to be 
able to do after instruction (Spady, 1994; Biggs & Tang, 2009). 
Biggs (2003) asserts that being cleared about what students will 
be learning as to qualities and performance criteria is necessary 
to design assessment tasks that can tell how well students 
achieve these criteria. The basic idea of constructive alignment 
among teachers is making sure that the way they assess students 
corresponds to the learning behaviors being assessed (Ormrod, 
2000; Airasian, 1994) and to the manner they delivered the 
curriculum to students (Biggs & Tang, 2009; Airasian, 1994). 
Biggs suggested that constructive alignment should be done by 
employing a criterion-referenced assessment to allow teachers to 
say what they want their students to be able to do, teach them 
how to do it, and see if they can already do it (Biggs, 2003). 
 
Levels of Test Questions 
The levels of test questions may refer to whether a test item 
measures remembering, understanding, applying, analyzing, 
evaluating, and/or creating (Mayer, 2002). The latter six levels of 
the cognitive process are the revised Bloom’s (1956) taxonomy 
of learning (Krathwohl, 2002). Mayer (2002) defines each level 
distinctively to guide teachers in curriculum planning. 
Accordingly, remembering involves recall and retention; 
understanding includes constructing meaning from instructional 
messages; applying involves both executing a procedure to a 
familiar task and implementing one or several procedures to an 
unfamiliar task; analyzing involves the cognitive processes of 
differentiating, attributing, and organizing; evaluating involves 
making judgments based on standards; while creating involves 
reorganizing elements into a new structure or product (Mayer, 
2002). Mayer (2002) points out however that questions 
involving recalling or retention must be integrated into a bigger 
learning opportunity to construct new knowledge. Hence, 
teachers are more encouraged to create questions involving 
higher order thinking skills (DO 8, s. 2015).   
 
Test Construction and Calibration 
Test construction and calibration refers to the ways by which 
teachers construct and improve the quality of their test. With 
this, teachers must prepare a test that is both valid and reliable 
(McAlpine, 2002; Fuggan, 2014). Validity refers to whether the 
test measures what it purports to measure; while reliability 
refers to whether the test produces consistent results over a 
number of test try outs (McAlpine, 2002; Calmorin, 2004). These 
two are the most important criteria for a quality assessment 
(Raganit, 2010; De Guzman-Santos, 2007; Buendicho, 2010). 
They must be considered in the preparation of test to ensure that 
the communicated results are appropriate and honest (Raganit, 
2010; Buendicho, 2010; De Guzman-Santos, 2007; McAlpine, 
2002). To improve the quality of a test, the following procedures 
can be done: preparing a table of specification, experts’ 
judgment, doing item analysis, and establishing test reliability 
(Osadebe, 2013; Ukwuije, 2013; Fuggan, 2014; Buendicho, 2010; 
De Guzman-Santos, 2007).  
 
Grades Calculation 
Grades calculation refers to the constructs being graded and 
being excluded by teachers. It talks about the validity of the 
grade or mark given to students. Validity refers to the accuracy of 
the teachers’ grading procedures (Gallagher, 1998; Gredler, 
1999; Linn & Gronlund, 2000). Educationalists and education 
managers establish that the main purpose of giving grades is to 
make a public record of the academic achievement of a student 

that can accurately reflect his level of mastery of a subject (DO 8, 
s. 2015; Airasia, 2000; Gallaghet, 1998; Gredler, 1999; Linn & 
Gronlund, 2000; Nitko, 2001; Oosterhof, 2001; Stiggins, 2001; 
Allen, 2005).  

Since grades have a lasting impact on students in both academic 
and social aspects (Messick, 1989), grades must be assigned with 
extreme care and validity (Nitko, 2001). Grades must be based 
solely on achievement-related factors (De Guzman-Santos, 2007; 
Airasian, 1994; Stiggins, Frisbie & Griswold, 1989). Specifically, it 
must not include formative assessment results and nonacademic 
measures such as effort, behavior and attitude, and attendance 
(Orstein, 1994; Stiggins et al., 1989). Formative assessment 
results such as in seat works, enrichment activities, and 
assignments are not appropriate to be graded since they are part 
of the teaching-learning experiences used to monitor and track 
learning progress (Ramoroka, 2007; Spady, 1994; Dagdag & 
Cardona, 2018). Basically, it is unfair for students to be judged 
and graded when they are still on the learning process and hence, 
not yet ready to be judged. Nonacademic measures, on the other 
hand, are hard to define and measure (Stiggins et al., 1989) and 
they are not reflections of achievements.   

Clarifying issues on assigning grades is so important because 
giving invalid grades may result in terrible consequences for 
students (Allen, 2005). If a particular student receives a grade 
lower than what should depict his true achievement, it may make 
him believe he lacks the ability to succeed in learning and may 
lower his self-efficacy and motivation to study (Pintrich & 
Schunk, 2002). However, several studies reveal that teachers’ 
grading procedures vary widely and unpredictably and often 
have low validity due to the inclusion of nonacademic measures 
used in the computation of grade (Cheng & Sun, 2015; Allen, 
2005; Allen & Lambating, 2001; Brookhart, 2004; Allen, 2005). 
Some of these non-achievement factors included in their grades 
are effort, motivation, attitude, homework and study habits 
(Cheng & Sun, 2015; Stiggins et al., 1989). Factors that affect the 
teachers’ grading decision making are the grade level they teach, 
the assessment training they received, and their class size (Cheng 
& Sun, 2015). Allen (2005) likewise asserts that teachers’ 
perception of grades associates with their own experience as 
students.       
 
Communication of Assessment Results 
Communication of assessment results refers to the ways in which 
the teachers communicate assessment results to the students, 
the parents, and the next teacher of the students. Primarily, 
assessment results must be communicated to the students so 
that they are informed about the extent to which they attained 
the desired learning outcomes (DO 8, s. 2015). Outcomes-based 
education however discourages grades or scores as a way of 
communicating assessment results to students (Spady, 1994; 
Dagdag & Cardona, 2018; Biggs, 2007; Biggs & Tang, 2009). It 
strongly advocates instead the use of clear and ongoing feedback 
comments – valid descriptions of students’ current performance 
(Spady, 1994; Biggs, 2003; Biggs & Tang, 2009).     

Moreover, communicating the assessment to parents is helpful 
for them to prepare their children for the assessment and explain 
to them the benefits of assessment (Clark & Smitherman, 2012). 
Also, parents may use the assessment results to cooperate with 
the school about how they both could improve the students’ 
academic achievement (Clark & Smitherman, 2012). 

Research showed that the communication that exist between the 
teacher and students’ family regarding assessment, increases 
class participation by 25% and student completed homework by 
40%, and decreases teachers’ redirecting of students’ attention 
to a task at hand by 25% (Kraft & Dougherty, 2013). 
Communicating to students’ families influence students’ 
engagement, teacher-students’ relationship, improved student 
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motivation, and expanded parental involvement (Kraft & 
Dougherty, 2013).   

Further, assessment results must be communicated to the 
teacher who will receive the students in the next grade level (DO 
8, s. 2015). This is essential for the teacher to be informed about 
the current learning condition of the students, to set target 
outcomes, and plan instruction and assessment appropriate to 
the incoming students.    
 
Use of Assessment Results 
Use of assessment results simply refers to the manner or extent 
by which the results of assessment are utilized. This use will 
depend, however, on the aim of assessment to further improve 
the effectiveness of teaching and learning (Sparks, 2005). 
Generally, assessment results are used to make instructional and 
educational decisions (Danielson, 2008; Stake, 2004). 
Specifically, assessment results are utilized for diagnosing 
students’ learning difficulties and planning for further 
instruction (Gichuhi, 2014), evaluating instructional strategies 
and curricula; and preparing summative information on student 
learning progress for decisions whether to promote or retain 
them (Kuhs et al., 2001). 

The paradigm shift to standards-based assessment through the 
guidelines on classroom assessments in K-12 education program 
(in DO 8, s. 2015) requires basic education teachers to adhere to 
constructivism approach to assessment. Although there are 
already a number of studies on classroom assessments, there is 
still a need to understand the current assessment practice of 
elementary teachers especially now that there is a government 
order that supports the implementation of a specific approach. 
Hence, the current study seeks to explore the mathematics 
classroom assessments of elementary teachers. It aims to gauge 
the extent to which these classroom assessments adhere to the 
various principles of constructivism discussed. It hopes to 
provide implications that can further enhance assessment 
knowledge and practice.   

This study is anchored on the assessment theory of Title (1994) 
that the dimensions of classroom assessment practices include a) 
interpretation and knowledge, beliefs, intents, and actions, and 
b) assessment characteristics, embedded in practice, format and 
mode, scoring, evaluation, preparation and feedback. The first 
part (a) of the theory emphasizes that teachers’ self-knowledge 
of classroom assessment practices plays a major role as it covers 
a wide range of issues and teachers’ belief systems. These belief 
systems are integral part of informing their general teaching 
practices. In other words, the teachers’ classroom assessment 
practices are associated with what they know and what they 
believe on assessment and education. Hence, studying their 
beliefs of assessment provides an indication of how different 
forms of assessment are being used or misused and what can be 
acted upon to better enhance their situation (Chester & Quilter, 
1998). On the other hand, the latter part (b) of the theory points 
out the tangible evidences of classroom assessment practices 
such as the modes and methods of assessment, formative and 
summative assessment tools and strategies, student’s 
consultation and transparency, constructive alignment, levels of 
test questions, test constructions and calibration, grades 
calculation, communication of assessment results, and use of 
assessment results.    
 
METHODOLOGY 
The study utilized descriptive qualitative method to describe and 
explore the assessments of the participants (Plomp & Nieveen, 
2013). Triangulation was done by administering questionnaires, 
conducting semi-structured interviews, observing classes, and 
reviewing documents. 
 
 

Research Participants 
All elementary teachers in the intermediate grade levels (4, 5, 
and 6) of the Department of Education in a school district in the 
Philippines with their corresponding school heads and selected 
students participated in the study. The subject of the study was 
the teachers. The responses of the school heads and selected 
students were only used to validate the teachers’ assessments. 
Most of the teachers were females, with master’s units, with at 
most years in the service, Teacher IIIs, and teaching around 26 to 
35 students. Most of them had 1 or 2 trainings on K-12 program 
in a regional level. Majority had only 1 training on assessment in 
K-12 program while most of them were trained in the Division 
level.     
 
Data Gathering Tools 
Interview guide consisting of a set of open-ended questions 
focused on the assessment practices was prepared. Some 
questions include “How do you use assessment results”, “How do 
you communicate assessment results”, “How do you calibrate 
your test”, and “How do you construct the assessment tasks in 
your lessons”. However, follow up questions were still provided 
based on the responses of the teachers to gather more qualitative 
data from them that would uncover their assessment practices.  

Upon interviewing, the teachers were asked to show some 
documents that they are using in assessing their students. Hence, 
the researcher prepared a checklist of documents that could be 
used to examine and validate the assessments used by the 
teachers. Some of the important documents included in the list 
are checked quarterly tests and weekly tests, TOS, lesson plans 
or learning logs, class records, instructional materials, and 
alternative and formative assessments.       

To see how the teachers actually assess their students, a 
classroom observation was conducted with an observation 
checklist. The observation checklist used in the study is also the 
rating scales rated by the teachers in order to validate their 
claims in the rating scales. Other observed assessment tools and 
strategies not included in the scales were just jotted down.            
 
Data Gathering 
We asked consent from the district supervisor for the conduct of 
the study. Upon approval, we wrote a letter to the respondents 
explaining the objectives of the study, the nature of participation 
of respondents, the confidentiality of data, and the voluntariness 
to participate in the study.  

All teachers who are teaching Mathematics and their respective 
school heads from the 10 schools of the district gave their 
consent to cooperate in the study. Each teacher was asked to 
respond to the developed rating scales by indicating some 
personal information and the extent of their assessment 
practices. Similarly, every principal was tasked to assess his/her 
corresponding teacher-respondents to validate their responses.  

Subsequently, we interviewed each teacher about their 
assessment practices in various dimensions such as 1) 
assessment purposes, 2) ways of assessing students, 3) using 
assessment results, and 4) ensuring student learning, 5) their 
knowledge of different assessments methods, 6) consultations 
with students about assessment, 7) the context when they assess, 
8) their perceived indicators of a good assessment in math, and 
9) their suggestions for assessing a math class. These questions 
were intended to validate the data gathered through each 
dimension as indicated in the instrument.  

Similarly, using a checklist of assessment tools, we reviewed 
documents such as administered test papers, weekly tests, 
available lesson plans and learning logs, class records, 
instructional materials, and quizzes results. Some of the 
respondents voluntarily gave to us a copy of their documents to 
facilitate in-depth analysis.  
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Moreover, to see how these assessments were used in their 
classrooms, we conducted observations among 5 respondents. 
Observation checklist was used to determine the extent to which 
they are using each listed assessment. While gathering data, we 
always check for evidences of the responses the teachers 
indicated in the questionnaire. Hence, we marked “NOT 
EVIDENT” those claimed practices which were not evident 
during the triangulation.  
 
Data Analysis  
Content analysis was conducted to search for underlying 
meanings from the interviews, document reviews, and 
observations. Initially, interviews were transcribed, while 
documents and photos taken through camera were printed. 
Every data (broader) were assigned a code which was used to 
generate a description of the context and, eventually, to make 
codes of these descriptions. Finally, the codes were further 
organized to form categories of teachers’ use of assessments in 
K-12 program.       
           
FINDINGS 
Assessment Modes and Methods 
The teachers use both traditional assessment and few alternative 
assessment methods. The traditional assessment they often use 
is a multiple-choice test. Evidence showed that most assessments 
are pen and paper tests. The quarterly examinations are likewise 
mostly multiple-choice. Students also confirmed that they are 
given both performance activities (e. g. group activities, 
recitations) and written seat works and activities during 
discussion/formative assessment. Their overall performance at 
the end of the quarter is usually assessed through objective tests. 
The reasons why teachers use tests include ease of scoring and 
bounded teaching time for each math lesson.  
 
Formative and Summative Assessments 
The teachers use a variety of formative assessment tools and 
three summative assessment tools. The formative assessment 
tools often used are assignments/homework (except for 
weekends), written exercises, enrichment activities, 
competitions, recitations, short/long quizzes, and 
group/individual participations/activities. They argued that the 
formative assessment activities are used to improve the student 
performance, make students enjoy learning the lesson, and allow 
the use of praise that stimulates student learning.  

Quizzes, exercises, and assignment were used by the teachers to 
measure whether their students understood the lessons 
discussed. However, feedbacks on these assessments were not 
given on time. Scores were written in the test papers as 
information of student performance. Similarly, summative 
assessments (written tasks, performance tasks, and quarterly 
assessment tasks) involving problem-solving tasks are checked 
and scored numerically, but not qualitatively using the aid of a 
rubric.  
 
Consultation and Transparency Practices 
The teachers communicate to students the grading system and 
the topics to be learned.  

“…Iyong grading system, siyempre dini-discuss naming during 
first meeting ganyan…nakaschedule na ahead of time ang exam 
ng mga bata kaya ang ginagawa namin, ipinapaalala lamang sa 
kanila…aware ang mga bata sa schedule ng test nila (We discuss 
the grading system, of course, during first meeting… the students’ 
exams are already scheduled ahead so we only remind them about 
it…Our students are aware of the schedule of their tests).”   

It is not their practice to communicate the desired learning 
competencies (or lesson objectives) before instruction. They 
start a class with a prayer and/or a short motivation (e.g. song 

and dance) and then directly proceed to discussions of the day’s 
lesson.         

“…hindi na naming dinidiscuss ang mga iyan, ma’am…basta 
iniinform nalang namin sila about sa kung paano sila bigyan ng 
grades (…We are no longer discussing those things [learning 
competencies and performance criteria/standards], maam… We 
just inform them about how they will be graded).”  

“…mare-realize nalang nila in the process po kung ano ang 
lesson objectives. Usually kasi basta itinuturo nalang naming 
ang mga topics sa math pagkatapos ng konting motivations 
(…they [the students] will just realize in the process what the 
lesson objectives are. Usually, we directly teach the math topics 
after a short motivation).” 
    
Constructive Alignment 
They claimed that they assess students exactly the same as how 
they taught them: 

“Iyong pagkaka-assess ng mga estudyante ko sa weekly test ay 
parehong-pareho sa quarterly examination (The way my 
students were assessed in the weekly test is very similar to the 
quarterly examination).”  

Pen-paper quarterly exam are often the mode of assessment use 
to measure students’ achievement for the whole quarter:  

“Ang quarterly exam po sir ay in the form of a pencil and paper 
test (The quarterly exam is in the form of a pencil and paper test, 
sir)”.   
 
Test Construction Practices        
They claimed that they often use questions that involve 
remembering, understanding, applying, and analyzing; while 
they sometimes formulate evaluating and creating questions. 
They are encouraged to prepare a multiple-choice test but they 
find it difficult to construct multiple-choice questions that 
involve analyzing and evaluating.  

The directions of the test require students to write the final 
answers (e. g. a, b, c, or d) but not the solutions.  

“For me, final answer lang ipinapalagay ko, ma’am… Iyong 
solutions nila ay sa scratch paper nalang nila… Hindi ko na 
ipinapapasa ‘yon (For me, I only require them to write the final 
answer, ma’am. Their solutions can be written in their own 
scratch papers… I no longer let them pass it [the solutions])”, 
teacher 28 said.  

The teachers believe students will compute for the correct 
answers even if they are tasked to write only the letter of their 
choice. 

“…Alam mo, ma’am, kahit multiple-choice iyan, magco-compute 
pa rin sila (…You know, ma’am, even if it that is a multiple-
choice [test], they will still compute)”, teacher 28 responded.   

“Sa math kasi, automatic ‘yan na may computations pa rin sila 
kahit objective test lang ang gagawin mo (In math, it is automatic 
that students will have computations even it is an objective test)”, 
teacher 21 claimed.    

Others defended that checking students’ solutions is too 
laborious and time-consuming due to large class size and 
numerous teaching loads.         
 
Test Calibration Practices 
Table of specification serves as the blue print of their tests. Test 
item analyses are also conducted. This is done, accordingly, by 
checking it themselves and/or through the help of their head and 
master teachers and/or principals, in order to ensure the content 
validity of their tests. However, there was no evidence that the 
results of the item analysis were used to revise and improve 
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tests. Some thought they are encouraged to do item analysis but 
not required to use the results to calibrate tests. 

“Ine-encourage kaming gumawa ng item analysis pero hindi 
naman kami nire-require na gamitin ‘yong result to revise ang 
aming tests (We are encouraged to do item analysis but we are not 
required to use the result to revise our tests. Thus, I just do item 
analysis but not use the results to revise our tests).”     

Likewise, some tests are adopted online, in a Facebook group 
page. This usually happens when they lack time to prepare tests. 
Some still contextualize the test according to the characteristics 
of their learners and the way they taught the lessons to their 
students.  

“Minsan, ma’am, nag-aadopt kami ng exam sa DepEd Tambayan 
kasi may mga available naman doon na exams lalong lalo na 
kapag wala na kaming time na gumawa ng exam (Sometimes, 
ma’am, we adopt our exam from DepEd Tambayan since there 
are available exams there most especially when we lack time to 
do exams).” – teacher 19.  

“Inaasess ko din iyong nadownload na exam galing DepEd 
Tambayan upang i-fit ‘yong content sa naituro ko sa mga bata 
ko (I assess the exam downloaded from DepEd Tambayan so that 
I could fit it’s content with the things I taught to my students).” – 
teacher 20  
But then, as they agreed that this practice is not sound as there 
might be students who can access the tests online.  
 
Grades Calculation 
Only written tasks, performance tasks, and quarterly 
examinations are graded. Students’ behavior, effort, extra credit 
activities, attendance, seat works, and assignment were not 
included in the students’ grade calculation. There are teachers, 
however, who believe that students’ participation in any 
activities is reflection of performance, and therefore, grade it 
under performance task criterion:  
“Iyon pong participation nila sa discussion o sa klase ay 
dinadagdag na namin sa grade nila sa performance task (Their 
participation in the class discussion or in class is being added to 
their grades in the performance task criterion)”, teacher 8 said.    
 
Communicating Assessment Results 
The teachers communicate assessment results to students 
through announcing or having a student to announce the score of 
each student in class. Attached with the scores are feedbacks like 
“Very Good”, “Job Well Done”, or “Keep it up” when the score is 
high, and “Please do better next time” when the score is low. The 
formative assessments are being given back to the students; 
while the checked quarterly assessment is being returned to the 
teachers after the students saw their test results and their 
parents signed it. Parents are informed of their child’s quarterly 
exam results and quarterly grades, while the incoming teacher 
receives the students’ report cards as a way to be informed of the 
students’ academic performances.     
“Alam ng mga estudyante ang schedule ng exam nila so bahala 
na sila kung iinform nila ang parents nila about their exam… 
Nasa parents na din kung makikipag-cooperate sila sa school 
tungkol sa naging performance ng anak nila sa exam. Kaso, wala 
pa namang magulang so far ang nakipag-cooperate sa amin (The 
students know the schedule of their exam so it’s up to them to 
inform their parents about it… It’s up also to parents if they will 
cooperate with the school about the exam performance of their 
child. However, no parents cooperated yet with us).”       
“…ini-inform namin ang susunod nilang teacher, ma’am, gamit 
‘yong report cards ng mga bata. Minsan, kapag makapag-usap 
kami, sinasabi ko kung ano ang standing ng mga bata na ihe-
handle niya para maiprepare niya naman kung anong 
instructional approach ang gagamitin niya (We inform the next 
teacher, ma’am, using the report cards of the students. 
Sometimes, if we have chance to talk, I inform the teacher about 

the standing of the students (s)he will be handling so that she can 
prepare his/her instructional approach)”, teacher 5 said.       
 
Utilization of Assessment Results 
The teachers claimed that they use assessment results to make 
decisions about students, plan for instruction, and to evaluate the 
effectiveness of instruction.  
“Ginagamit naming ‘yong result upang i-grade ang students at 
upang i-describe and kanilang performance sa report card… 
Mula doon, magde-decide kami kung ipapasa ba naming sila o 
ibabagsak. Pero kadalasan, pasado sila dahil masyadong 
friendly sa estudyante and sistema ng edukasyon (We use the 
results to grade students and to describe their performance in the 
report card... From that, we decide whether we pass or fail them. 
But most of the time, everyone passed since the system is too 
friendly for students).” 
Report cards are shown to students, parents, and immediate 
supervisors to report learning progress. The students’ quarterly 
GWA serve as basis in giving academic awards like with honors, 
with high honors, and with highest honors.  
 
DISCUSSIONS 
Despite the efforts teachers put to implement the guidelines for 
assessment in the K-12 program that is anchored on 
constructivism, evidences show that there are still wide 
opportunities to adhere to the said educational philosophy. 
Though they are ordered to use various assessments for their 
learners who have diverse personality backgrounds, they are still 
highly engaged on the use of tests, especially during summative 
assessments. These tests which are usually objective type are 
checked and scored without feedback comments to the 
performance of a learner; hence, deviating from the principle 
that classroom assessments include both quantitative and 
qualitative description of learners’ performance (DO 8, s. 2015). 
The teachers’ high regards on test scores (marks) rather than on 
the feedback bounds the capacity of the assessment to provide 
significant information useful for both students’ learning and 
instruction. Test scores might not give meaningful interpretation 
to what students achieved and missed. Since most of the teachers 
give only regards to the final answer usually indicated by a letter, 
they have little information as to where the students are good, 
weak, confused, or having misconceptions. As a consequence, 
they can hardly validate whether the students are truly achieving 
the desired learning competencies, and there is no sufficient 
information to further improve their instruction. Hence, teachers 
may use a multiple-choice test for questions involving problem-
solving and applications but should require students to write 
down their solutions so they can validate their students’ 
understanding and inform their instruction.   

Moreover, while it is true that the quarterly assessment may be 
in the form of objective tests, performance-based assessment, or 
a combination of these two (DO 8, s. 2015), the purpose of 
quarterly assessment to synthesize all the learning skills, 
concepts and values learned in an entire quarter manifests that 
there are some learning standards requiring actual performance 
demonstration that an objective test cannot measure. An 
objective test as sole form of summative assessment is not 
adequate to uncover student competence for the whole quarter. 
Some of the standards stated in the curriculum guide that cannot 
be assessed through this type of examination, for instance, are 
using appropriate technology, reasoning, communicating, 
representations and decisions in real life (K-12 Curriculum 
Guide, 2012). These learning standards demands performance 
tasks where teachers have to use rubrics. Hence, the large use of 
quantitative assessment using scores has led to the violation of 
authenticity and constructive alignment (Biggs, 2007; Biggs & 
Tang, 2009; Dagdag & Cardona, 2018). The practice is in contrast 
to the fact that constructivism highlights assessments that are 
relevant to what students are concerned about (Gulikers et al., 
2008) but de-emphasizes traditional assessments.   
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Similarly, in spite of the guideline to always communicate to 
learners the lesson objectives so that they could know how to 
meet or exceed the standards (DO 8, s. 2015; Spady, 1994), some 
teachers directly proceed to teach the lesson after a short prayer 
and/or motivational activity. Constructivists would argue that 
without awareness of the learning objectives/outcomes, learners 
might not know how, when, and what to do to succeed in 
learning (Dagdag & Cardona, 2018; Spady, 1994; Ramoroka, 
2007). Thus, it is but proper to inform students about what to 
achieve so they can evaluate themselves and make some 
initiatives to enhance their learning performances.   

On the other hand, teachers also practice things that conform to 
constructivism. Firstly, they discourage “ranking” of students but 
comply with the order to select with honors, with high honors, 
and with highest honors without limiting the number of 
awardees. Literature affirms that the exclusion of “ranking” 
students in the educational system is favorable to students who 
are willing to succeed in learning (Spady, 1994; DO 8, s. 2015; 
Killen, 2000; Biggs & Tang, 2009; Dagdag & Cardona, 2018) since 
ranking sets a quota of few successful learners, and hence, 
denotes that there are more failing students than successful ones 
(Dagdag & Cardona, 2018; Spady, 1994).   

Secondly, they exclude nonacademic factors and formative 
assessment results in computing final grades hence conforming 
to the order that only summative assessment results such as in 
written tasks, performance tasks, and quarterly assessment task 
must be graded. Several literature support that all non-
achievement measures such as attitude, effort, motivation, innate 
aptitude, compliance to rules, social behaviors, attendance and 
others must not influence the computation of final grades since 
they lower the validity of the grades (De-Guzman, 2007; Cheng & 
Sun, 2015; Stiggin et al., 1998; Ornstein, 1994; Cross & Frary, 
1996). Similarly, grading assignment and seat works which are 
formative assessments may adversely affect students’ grades 
because the assessment is still the learning process and 
therefore, most, if not all, of the students may not be prepared to 
demonstrate the required performance (Dagdag & Cardona, 
2018; Spady, 1994).  

Thirdly, there have been stronger partnerships between the 
parents and the teacher nowadays as compared before in terms 
of guarding the academic achievement of the learners. Having 
parents involved in the standardized testing provides them 
opportunity to prepare and coach their children well for the test 
and to use the assessment results to work with schools to build 
the children’s strengths and address their weaknesses (Clark & 
Smitherman, 2012). But this can further be improved by closely 
communicating to parents the assessment procedures (what, 
when, how) for the quarterly exam, the weekly tests, and other 
summative assessments before the set schedule so that they can 
at least show their support to their children by any means. 
Parents can explain to their child that the assessment is an 
opportunity to show the things they learned in school whose 
results can be used to improve their performance and/or they 
can prepare nutritious foods for them (Clark & Smitherman, 
2012). After the assessment and they knew the results, they 
should communicate with the teacher to discuss about how they 
could improve their children’s achievement. This close 
communication between the teacher and the parents increases 
students’ engagement and motivation to learn (Kraft & 
Dougherty, 2013) and that teacher-parents feedback to students 
is a very effective method to increase test achievement (Siebert, 
Wei, Wong, & Zhou, 2018).  

Similarly, there are attempts to enhance the content validity of 
the test used through table of specifications and careful 
inspection of the content of their test questions.  In a multiple-
choice test, item analysis is essential to eliminate misleading 
items and ineffective distractors (Quaigrain & Arhin, 2017). 
Research showed that the way distractors are designed is 

associated with students’ performance (Dufresne, Leonard, & 
Gerace, 2002). Thus, it is important that items having negative 
discrimination indices must be deleted; while items with zero or 
low discrimination indices must be revised (Quaigrain & Arhin, 
2017) to improve both test validity and test reliability. Since 
teachers are fun of using objective test, then it is very important 
that they should prepare a table of specification, establish their 
test validity and reliability, and conduct item analysis, to 
ascertain the quality of the test in gathering the most essential 
data from students and to ensure that the communicated 
assessment outcomes among students are honest (McAlpine, 
2002; Fuggan, 2014). The results of these calibration strategies, 
however, must be incorporated to the test.          
 
CONCLUSIONS 
Though there are attempts to implement constructive approach 
to assessment, the following practice yet need to be in place: 
authenticity, constructive alignment, test calibration using 
reliability and item analysis results, giving feedback comments 
rather than simply test scores, communication of the intended 
learning outcomes prior to instruction, and utilization of 
assessment results. Despite limited evidence gathered, it can be 
claimed that the prevailing conventional orientations on testing 
and scoring associates with teachers’ high regards on marks, the 
large class sizes, and the inalterability of curriculum defined by 
contents and time. Thus, training may be provided for all the 
Math teachers particularly on learning and relearning 
constructive assessments and unlearning traditional orientations 
proven to be ineffective. The department of education may 
conduct curriculum (content and practice) review to gather 
information and further strategize on the said matter.  

This study provides information and implications about the 
mathematics classroom assessments of teachers to the enhanced 
basic education curriculum. The study, however, is limited to the 
mathematics assessment practices of 29 elementary teachers of 
intermediate grade levels from 10 different elementary schools 
in Isabela, Philippines during the third quarter and fourth 
quarter of school year 2018-2019.   
 
REFERENCES 
1. Airasian, P. W. (1994). Classroom Assessment (2nd ed.). New 

York: McGraw-Hill. 
2. Allen, J. D. (2005). Grades as valid measures of academic 

achievement of classroom learning. The Clearing House, 
78(5), 218-223.  

3. Allen, J. D. & Lambanting, J. (2001). Validity and reliability in 
assessment and grading: Perspectives of preservice and 
inservice teachers and teacher education professors. Paper 
presented at the annual meeting of the American 
Educational Research Association, Seattle, April. 

4. Assessment Reform Group. (1999). Assessment for learning: 
Beyond the black box. 

5. Azis, A. (2012). Teachers' Conceptions and Use of 
Assessment in Student Learning. Indonesian Scholar of 
Applied Linguistics 

6. Biggs, J. (2003). Aligning teaching and assessing to course 
objectives. Teaching and Learning in Higher Education: New 
Trends and Innovations. University of Aveiro. Retrieved 
from 
https://www.dkit.ie/system/files/Aligning_Reaching_and_
Assessing_to_Course_Objectives_John_Biggs.pdf 

7. Biggs, J. B. & Tang, C. (2007). Teaching for Quality Learning 
at University (3rd ed.). Maidenhead: McGraw Hill Education 
& Open University Press.   

8. Biggs, J., & Tang, C. (2007). Using Constructive Alignment in 
Outcomes-Based Teaching and Learning Teaching for Quality 
Learning at University (3rd ed., pp. 50-63). Maidenhead: 
Open University Press. 

9. Biggs, J. B. & Tang, C. (2009). Applying constructive 
alignment to outcomes-based teaching and learning. 

https://www.dkit.ie/system/files/Aligning_Reaching_and_Assessing_to_Course_Objectives_John_Biggs.pdf
https://www.dkit.ie/system/files/Aligning_Reaching_and_Assessing_to_Course_Objectives_John_Biggs.pdf


CONSTRUCTIVISM AND THE MATHEMATICS CLASSROOM ASSESSMENTS OF ELEMENTARY TEACHERS 

 

Journal of critical reviews                                                                                                                                          822 

 

Retrieved from https://teaching.yale-nus.edu.sg/wp-
content/uploads/sites/25/2017/03/biggs.tang_.constructi
ve.alignment.What-is-CA-biggs-tang.pdf 

10. Bloom, B.S. (1956). Taxonomy of Educational Objectives, 
Handbook: The Cognitive Domain. David McKay, New York. 

11. Brookhart, S. M. (2004). Grading. Upper Saddle River, NJ: 
Pearson/Merrill/Prentice Hall.    

12. Brookhart, S.M &  Nitko, A.J. (2007). Educational Assessment 
of Students, 5th Edition.  

13. Buendicho, F. C. (2010). Assessment of learning 1. Rex Z 
printing Company, Inc. 

14. Cheng, L., & Sun, Y. (2015). Teachers’ grading decision 
making: Multiple influencing factors and methods. 
Language Assessment Quarterly, 12, 213-233.  

15. Clark, M. & Smitherman, D. (2012). Communicating 
achievement test results with parents. cse, 16(3), 38-40.  

16. Dagdag, J. D. & Cardona, R. S. (2018). Perspectives and 
practices on outcomes-based assessment among 
Mathematics educators of Northeastern Luzon, Philippines. 
Asia Pacific Journal of Multidisciplinary Research, 6(2), 18-
25.  

17. Danielson, C. (2008). Assessment for learning: For teachers 
as well as students. In C.A. Dwyer (Ed). The future of 
assessment: Shaping teaching and learning New York: 
Taylor & Francis. 

18. De Guzman-Santos, R. (2007). Assessment of learning 2. 
Adriana Printing Co., Inc. 

19. Dufresne, R. J., Leonard, W. J., & Gerace, W. J. (2002). 
Marking sense of students’ answers to multiple-choice 
questions. The Physics Teacher, 40, 174–180.  

20. Department of Education Order No. 8 Series of 2015. Policy 
Guidelines on Classroom Assessment for the K to 12 Basic 
Education Program 

21. Department of Education (2016). K-12 Curriculum Guide in 
Mathematics. Retrieved from 
https://www.deped.gov.ph/wp-
content/uploads/2019/01/Math-CG_with-tagged-math-
equipment.pdf 

22. Dorman, J. P. & Knightley, W. M. (2006). Development and 
validation of an instrument to assess secondary students’ 
perceptions of assessment tasks. Educational Studies, 32(1), 
47-58. 

23. EPPI-Centre (2002a). Core Keywording Strategy: Data 
Collection for a Register of Educational Research. Version 
0.9.5. London: EPPI-Centre, Social Science Research Unit. 

24. Fraenkel, J. R. & Wallen, N. E. (2009). How to design and 
evaluate research in education, 7th edn. New York: McGraw-
Hill.  

25. Fuggan, C. (2014). Classroom assessment practices towards a 
proposed instructional assessment program. Unpublished 
doctoral dissertation, St. Paul University, Tuguegarao City, 
Cagayan, Philippines.  

26. Gallagher, J. D. 1998. Classroom assessment for teachers. 
Upper Saddle River, NJ: Merrill/Prentice Hall. 

27. Gao, M. (2012). Classroom assessments in mathematics: 
High school students’ perceptions. International Journal of 
Business and Social Science, 3(2), 63-68.  

28. Gichuhi, C. (2014). Teachers’ competence in tests 
construction within Blooms taxonomy for effective learning 
assessment: A case study of Kikuyu District, Kiambu County. 
University of Nairobi, Psychology Department, School of 
Education.  

29. Gredler, M. E. (1999). Classroom assessment and learning. 
New York: Longman. 

30. Gulikers, J., Kester, L., Kirschner, P., & Bastiaens, T. (2008). 
The effect of practical experience on perceptions of 
assessment authenticity, study approach, and learning 
outcomes. Learning and Instruction, 18(2), 172-186. 

31. Gulikers, J. T. M., Bastiaens, Th. J., Kirschner, P. A., & Kester, 
L. (2008). Authenticity is in the Eye of the Beholder: Student 

and Teacher Perceptions of Assessment Authenticity. 
Journal of Vocational Education and Training, 60(4), 401-
412. doi: 10.1080/13636820802591830 

32. Guskey, T.R. (2003). How Classroom Assessments Improve 
Learning. Educational Leadership, 60(5), 6-11.  

33. Hanna, G. S., & Dettmer, P. A. (2004). Assessment for effective 
teaching: Using context-adaptive planning. Boston, MA: 
Pearson A&B. 

34. Harlen, W. (2007). Assessment of Learning. London: Sage.  
35. Killen, R. (2000). Outcomes-based education: Principles and 

possibilities. Unpublished manuscript, University of 
Newcastle, Faculty of Education. Retrieved from 
http://drjj.uitm.edu.my/DRJJ/CONFERENCE/UPSI/OBEKill
en.pdf 

36. Krathwohl, D. R. (2002). A revision of Bloom’s taxonomy: 
An overview. Theory into Practice, 41(4), 212-218.  

37. Kuhs, T. M., Johnson, R. L., Agruso, S. A., & Monrad, D. M. 
(2001). Put to the test: Tools and techniques for classroom 
assessment. Portsmouth, NH: Heinemann.   

38. Kraft, M. A. & Dougherty, S. M. (2013). The effect of teacher-
family communication on student en2gagement: Evidence 
from a randomized field experiment. Journal of Research on 
Educational Effectiveness, 6(3), 199-222.  

39. Linn, R. I. & Gronlund, N. E. (2000). Measurement and 
assessment in teaching (8th ed.). Englewood Cliffs, NJ: 
Merill/Prentice Hall.  

40. Mayer, R. E. (2002). Rote versus meaningful learning. 
Theory into Practice, 41(4), 226-232.   

41. McAlpine, M. (2002). Principles of assessment. Robert Clark 
Centre for Technological Education, University of Glasgow. 
CAA Centre, University of Luton.   

42. McMillan, J. A. (2000). Fundamental assessment principles 
for teachers and school administrators. Practical 
Assessment, Research & Evaluation, 7(8), 1-5. Retrieved from 
http://pareonline.net/getvn.asp?v=7&n=8 

43. Messick, S. (1989). Validity. In R. L. Linn (Ed.), Educational 
measurement (3rd ed., pp. 13-104). New York, NY: 
American Council on education and Macmillan. 

44. Nenty, H. J. (2005). Assessment as a partner in primary and 
secondary school teaching in African schools, Mosenodi: 
Journal of Botswana Educational Research Association, 
13(1and2), 33-47. 

45. Nitko, A. J. 2001. Educational assessment of students. 3rd ed. 
Upper Saddle River, NJ: Merrill/Prentice Hall. 

46. Osadebe, P.U. (2013). Evaluation techniques, DELSU. Journal 
of Educational Research and Development, 12(1), 56-63.  

47. Ornstein, A. C. (1994). Homework, studying, and note-
taking: Essential skills for students. NASSP Bulletin, 78 
(558), 58-70. 

48. Osadebe, P.U., & Kpolovie, P.J. (2008). Validation of 
educational research and evaluation in Nigeria. Journal of 
Vocational Science and Educational Development, 8(1), 103-
108.  

49. Plata, S. (2016). DepEd’s 2015 Classroom Assessment 
Reform: A Policy Analysis. DLSU Research Congress 2016. De 
La Salle University, Manila, Philippines.  

50. Oosterhof, A. (2001). Classroom application of educational 
measurement. Prentice Hall. 

51. Olina, Z. & Sulivan, H. (2002). Effects of classroom 
evaluation strategies on student achievement and attitude. 
ETR&D, 50(3), 61-75.  

52. Quaigrain, K. & Arhin, A. K. (2017). Using reliability and 
item analysis to evaluate a teacher-developed test in 
educational measurement and evaluation. Cogent 
Education, 4:1301013. Retrieved from 
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/pdf/10.1080/2331186X
.2017.1301013?needAccess=true 

53. Raganit (2010). Assessment of student learning 1: Cognitive 
learning. C & E Publishing Inc. 

https://teaching.yale-nus.edu.sg/wp-content/uploads/sites/25/2017/03/biggs.tang_.constructive.alignment.What-is-CA-biggs-tang.pdf
https://teaching.yale-nus.edu.sg/wp-content/uploads/sites/25/2017/03/biggs.tang_.constructive.alignment.What-is-CA-biggs-tang.pdf
https://teaching.yale-nus.edu.sg/wp-content/uploads/sites/25/2017/03/biggs.tang_.constructive.alignment.What-is-CA-biggs-tang.pdf
https://www.deped.gov.ph/wp-content/uploads/2019/01/Math-CG_with-tagged-math-equipment.pdf
https://www.deped.gov.ph/wp-content/uploads/2019/01/Math-CG_with-tagged-math-equipment.pdf
https://www.deped.gov.ph/wp-content/uploads/2019/01/Math-CG_with-tagged-math-equipment.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/13636820802591830
http://drjj.uitm.edu.my/DRJJ/CONFERENCE/UPSI/OBEKillen.pdf
http://drjj.uitm.edu.my/DRJJ/CONFERENCE/UPSI/OBEKillen.pdf
http://pareonline.net/getvn.asp?v=7&n=8
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/pdf/10.1080/2331186X.2017.1301013?needAccess=true
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/pdf/10.1080/2331186X.2017.1301013?needAccess=true


CONSTRUCTIVISM AND THE MATHEMATICS CLASSROOM ASSESSMENTS OF ELEMENTARY TEACHERS 

 

Journal of critical reviews                                                                                                                                          823 

 

54. Ramoroka, N. J. (2007). Educators’ understanding of the 
premises underpinning outcomes-based education and its 
impact on their classroom assessment practices. University of 
Pretoria. Retrieved from 
http://www.archive.jfn.ac.lk/OBESCL/MOHE/OBE-
Articles/Books-chapters-n-Reports/1.Assessment-n-QA.pdf 

55. Rust, C. (2002). The Impact of Assessment on Student 
Learning: How Can the Research Literature Practically Help 
to Inform the Development of Departmental Assessment 
Strategies and Learner-Centred Assessment. Retrieved 
https://doi.org/10.1177/1469787402003002004. 

56. Schaffner, M.,Burry- Stock, J. A., Cho, G., Boncy, T., & 
Hamilton, G. (2000). What do kids think when their teachers 
grade? Paper presented at the annual meeting of the 
American Educational Research, Associations, New Orleans, 
LA. 

57. Spady, W. G. (1994). Outcome-based Education: Critical 
issues and answers. American Association of School 
Administrators, Arlington, Va. Retrieved from 
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED380910.pdf 

58. Sparks, D. (2005). Learning for results. Thousand Oaks, 
California: Corwin Press. 

59. Stake, R. E. (2004). Standards-Based and Responsive 
Evaluation. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications. 

60. Steinberg, J. (2000, December 22). Student failure causes 
states to retool testing programs. The New York Times, p. 
A1. 

61. Stiggins, R. J. (2001). Student-involved classroom assessment 
(3rd Ed.). Upper Saddle River, NJ: Merrill/Prentice Hall.  

62. Stiggins, R. J., Frisbie, D. A., & Griswold, P. A. (1989). Inside 
high school grading practices: Building a research agenda. 
Educational Measurement: Issues and Practice, 8(2), 5-14. 
doi: 10.1111/j.1745-3992.1989.tb00315.x   

63. Stiggins, R. J. & Bridgeford, N. J (1985). Performance 
assessment for teacher development. Educational 
Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 7(1), 85-97. 

64. Surgenor, P. (2010). Teaching toolkit: Summative & 
formative assessment. UCD Teaching and Learning. 
Retrieved from 
https://www.ucd.ie/t4cms/UCDTLT0029.pdf 

65. Sadler, D. (1989). Formative assessment and the design of 
instructional systems. Instructional Science, 18, 119-144. 

66. Title, C. K. (1994). Toward an educational psychology of 
assessment for teaching and learning theories, contexts, and 
validation arguments. Educational Psychology, 29, 149-162. 

67. Ukwuije, R.P.I., & Opera, M.I. (2012). Test and measurement 
for teachers. Port Harcourt: Chadik.  

68. Watering, G. van de., Gijbels, D., Dochy, F., Rijt, J. van der. 
(2008). Students’ assessment preferences, perceptionsof 
assessment and their relationships to study results. 

69. William, D. (2013). Asessment: The Bridge between 
Teaching and Learning. Voices from the Middle, 21(2), 15-
20.  

70. Wiggins, G., & McTighe, J. (1998). Understanding by 
design .Alexandria, VA: Association for Supervision and 
Curriculum Development.  

71. Zhao, Z. (2013). An overview of studies on diagnostic 
testing and its implications for the development of 
diagnostic speaking test. International Journal of English 
Linguistics, 3(1), 41-45.  

http://www.archive.jfn.ac.lk/OBESCL/MOHE/OBE-Articles/Books-chapters-n-Reports/1.Assessment-n-QA.pdf
http://www.archive.jfn.ac.lk/OBESCL/MOHE/OBE-Articles/Books-chapters-n-Reports/1.Assessment-n-QA.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1177/1469787402003002004
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED380910.pdf
https://www.ucd.ie/t4cms/UCDTLT0029.pdf

