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This study aims to determine the literacy level 
on educational assessment of teachers and 
would-be-teachers in different levels surveyed in 
a Teacher Education Institution as basis in 
building teachers’ capability in educational 
assessment. To determine their literacy level, 
they were tested in seven (7) competency areas 
in Educational Assessment identified by the 
National Education Association (NEA), National 
Council on Measurement in Education (NCME), 
and the American Federation of Teachers (AFT) 
in 1990 such as: (1) choosing assessment 
methods appropriate for instructional decisions; 
(2) developing assessment methods appropriate 
for instructional decisions; (3) administering, 
scoring, and interpreting the results of both 
externally-produced and teacher-produced 
assessment methods; (4) using assessment 
results when making decisions about individual 
students, planning instruction, developing 
curriculum, and improving schools; (5) 
developing valid student grading procedures; (6)  
communicating assessment results to students, 
parents,  lay audiences, and other educators; 
and (7) recognizing unethical, illegal, and other 
inappropriate methods and uses of assessment 
information. The results reveal the strengths and 
weaknesses in educational assessment of 
teachers and would-be teachers in the 
elementary and secondary schools that could 
serve as inputs in strengthening the teacher 
education curriculum and in designing training 
programs for teachers.  
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he most critical role that teachers 
perform in the classroom is being an 
assessor of students’ learning. The 

results of their assessment to students could 
either make or break their students’ future. 
This term “assessment” should not just be 
thought as test or measurement or that of 
more progressive terms like rubrics and 
portfolios. As explained by Balagtas & Ferido 
(2007), it is the process of gathering and 
organizing qualitative and quantitative data 
as basis in evaluating students’ learning and 

T 
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in making decisions on how to improve teaching or a curriculum.   
Student assessment is a competency that teachers should be equipped 

with in order to capture and report the true learning of their students. This is 
one compelling reason why would-be-teachers need to develop their 
competency in this aspect before they become teachers in the field. Similarly, 
in-service teachers need to continue developing themselves in this area of 
competency because they spent up to about 50% of their instructional time in 
doing assessment related-activities (Stiggins, 1991 as cited by Plake & Impara, 
1997).  

There are three interrelated yet distinct purposes of assessment: 
assessment for learning; assessment of learning; and assessment as learning 
(Earl, 2005; Manitoba Education, Citizenship and Youth, 2006).  These three 
purposes explain the role of assessment in the new teacher education. 
Assessment for learning is a formative assessment whereby teachers 
continuously monitor the students’ level of attainment of the learning 
objectives (Stiggins, 2005).  In this purpose, teachers play as scaffolds to their 
students’ learning through assessment by giving feedback on their strengths 
and helping them overcome their weaknesses. On the other hand, assessment 
of learning is summative in nature and is used to certify what students know 
and can do and the level of their proficiency or competency. Its results reveal 
whether instructions have successfully achieved the curriculum outcomes. The 
information from assessment of learning is usually expressed as marks and 
letter grades (Earl, 2005; Manitoba Education, Citizenship and Youth, 2006). 
The results of which are communicated to the students, parents, and other 
stakeholders for decision making and possible reforms. Moreover, assessment as 
learning refers to assessment as the focus of one’s learning.  This means that 
for one to be able to assess for and of learning, s/he should be equipped with 
skills in assessment, which could be made possible through different forms of 
capacity building (Balagtas & Ferido, 2007).  This includes attending formal 
instruction, mentoring, learning circles, action research, and special trainings. 

 Pre-service and in-service teachers should be equipped with the 
competencies in assessment such as those developed and published by the 
National Education Association (NEA), National Council on Measurement in 
Education (NCME), and the American Federation of Teachers (AFT) in 1990.  
Plake and Impara (1997) cited these competency areas as follows: 1)  choosing 
assessment methods appropriate for instructional decisions; 2) developing 
assessment methods appropriate for instructional decisions; (3) administering, 
scoring, and interpreting the results of both externally-produced and teacher-
produced assessment methods; (4) using assessment results when making 
decisions about individual students, planning instruction, developing 
curriculum, and improving schools; (5)  developing valid student grading 
procedures; (6)  communicating assessment results to students, parents, and 
other lay audiences, and other educators; and (7) recognizing unethical, 
illegal, and other inappropriate methods and uses of assessment information.  

Studies have shown that teachers need to build their capability in 
assessment. According to Schaffer (1993) as cited in Plake and Impara (1997), 
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at  least 50% of the teacher certification programs in the United States require 
no course on measurement while those programs that include a course on 
measurement have inadequately covered all assessment strategies most useful 
for teachers.  In a survey in US on teacher assessment literacy, the teachers 
who took a 35-item multiple choice test that measured their ability on the 
seven competencies in student assessment earned an average percentage score 
of 66% only (Plake & Impara, 1997). The survey also reported that those 
teachers who had exposure to the measurement content in their undergraduate 
course outweighed their untrained counterparts by just less than a point 
higher. It could be inferred from such evidence that teachers are not equipped 
with the needed competency to successfully undertake one of their important 
functions, that of assessing learning.  

In the Philippines, Balagtas and Ferido (2007) explained that teachers in 
basic education and even educators in higher institutions of learning need 
training on assessment.  This was expressed particularly when the Department 
of Education (DepEd) introduced alternative assessment during its Educators’ 
Congress in 2003. This need was strongly felt when DepEd issued a 
performance-based grading system in 2004 (DepEd Memo No. 33 series of 
2004), which necessitates the use of rubrics and portfolios and other 
alternative methods of student assessment.  Teachers have expressed their 
unpreparedness to the demands of the system especially that their academic 
preparation was just more on the utilization of traditional assessment.  

    Cognizant of the needs of teachers in the basic education level as well 
as the competencies for all teachers across levels and disciplines that are 
deemed necessary in assessment of learning, the Commission on Higher 
Education (CHED) issued a new set of guidelines on what ought to be taught in 
the teacher education curriculum. As stipulated in its memorandum no. 30 
series of 2004, one of the emphases of the teacher education curriculum is 
assessment.  In the old teacher education curriculum (CMO no.11 series of 
1999), there was only one course on measurement and evaluation, and this was 
focused on testing. On the other hand, in the new teacher education 
curriculum, CHED requires two courses on assessment. The first course 
(Assessment of Learning 1) focuses on pen-and- paper assessment while the 
second (Assessment of Learning 2) focuses on alternative methods of 
assessment. Then there is a 1-unit field study course that also focuses on 
assessment of learning.  The focus of these assessment courses addresses the 
need on assessment as learning for would-be-teachers (Balagtas & Ferido, 
2007).  

The features of the new teacher education curriculum have also 
profound pedagogical implications particularly in the assessment of students’ 
learning.  More concretely, the curriculum aims to develop teachers who can 
reflect on how to apply their knowledge and skills to diverse types of students 
and learning environments in strategic ways.  Moreover, the curriculum also 
demands for teaching that is integrative, flexible, creative and innovative. 
These approaches likewise require teachers to use more authentic and 
appropriate methods in assessing the outcomes of instruction.   



The Assessment Handbook, Vol. 4(1), 2010     4 

 

ISSN 2094-1412, PEMEA, December 2010 

 

The challenges of the new grading system of the Department of 
Education and the new teacher education curriculum have compelled teachers 
across levels to have training on assessment. As Gallagher (2005) pointed out, 
teachers need to understand various assessment strategies and use them to 
support the continuous development of all students. Similarly, students, not 
only those who are in teacher education programs also need competency at 
least in assessing their own learning. This skill is necessary if students are 
recognized to have the capability to do meta-cognition and self-evaluation. 
Thus, they should also gain the skills in assessment through their involvement 
or participation in assessment activities in the classroom such as setting their 
own goals for learning, participating in gathering information about their 
learning, and evaluating their own learning. As Stiggins (2005) explained, 
students are also data-based instructional decision makers who are capable of 
setting their own goals and evaluating their own learning through the proper 
guidance of their teacher.  

In a premiere teacher education institution in the country located in 
Manila, their curriculum for preservice teachers has only one 3-unit 
professional education course that really focuses on educational assessment. 
All their teacher education programs like Bachelor of Elementary Education 
(BEED), Bachelor of Secondary Education (BSE), and Certificate in Teaching 
Program (CTP) have this assessment course. Like that in CHED, this institution 
also offers 1-unit course on Field Study that focuses on assessment and 
evaluation of learning. In their BSE, they also have a 3-unit course on 
educational assessment applicable to one’s area of specialization. This 
specialization course is usually offered to reinforce what the students have 
learned from their assessment course in the professional education component. 
However, in their BEED and CTP, there is no additional assessment course 
similar to the BSE.  In the graduate level, majority of the specialization areas 
has also a 3-unit course on educational assessment.  

It is at this juncture that this research was conducted to examine the 
assessment literacy of the undergraduate and graduate students of this 
institution to have basis in designing capability building programs in the area of 
assessment. It also examines if the students differ in their assessment literacy 
level. To understand their level of literacy, the profile of the four groups of 
students surveyed (i.e.  BEED students, BSE students, Students taking 
Certificate in Teaching Program, Graduate Students taking M.A in Education) 
were described in terms of their gender, educational qualifications, years in 
teaching, assessment courses they took, level of preparedness as a teacher, 
and their level of preparedness in assessing learning.  
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Method 
 

This study is a descriptive-survey research which involved a total of 457 
students from four curricular programs of a premiere teacher training 
institution located in Manila (20% are BEED students; 22% are BSE students; 27% 
are non-education degree holders; and 31% are graduate students). The 
participants were selected using convenience sampling technique since they 
were the students of the researchers at the time the study was conducted.   

This study has undergone three stages: planning stage; data gathering 
stage; and analysis stage. In the planning stage, the researchers planned for 
their research proposal with reference to the research agenda of the 
university. After formulating their  research problem, they examined existing 
studies and literature that were related to their study. Then they modified the 
35-item instrument published by Craig A. Mertler of Bowling Green State 
University based on the Teacher Assessment Literacy Questionnaire of Plake & 
Impara (1993). This instrument measures the seven areas of competency in 
educational assessment identified by the National Education Association (NEA), 
National Council on Measurement in Education (NCME), and the American 
Federation of Teachers (AFT) in 1990.  This instrument was designed to cover 7 
competencies that teachers need to be equipped with to become effective 
assessors of students’ learning. Each of these seven competencies has 5 items 
with a total of 35 items. These competencies are:  (1)   choosing assessment 
methods appropriate for instructional decisions (items 1 to 5); (2)   developing 
assessment methods appropriate for instructional   decisions (items 6 to 10); 
(3) administering, scoring, and interpreting the results of both externally-
produced and teacher-produced assessment methods (items 11-15); (4) using 
assessment results when making decisions about individual students, planning 
instruction, developing curriculum, and improving schools (items 16 to 20); (5)  
developing valid student grading procedures (items 21 to 25); (6)  
communicating assessment results to students, parents, other lay audiences, 
and other educators (items 26 to 30); and (7) recognizing unethical, illegal, and 
other inappropriate methods and uses of assessment information (items 31 to 
35).  Although the adapted instrument has been used in other countries 
already, it still underwent face and content validation by the researchers 
themselves, who teach assessment courses in this surveyed institution 
particularly because they want the test to be more appropriate to the Filipino 
context. To do this, they answered individually the test then compared their 
answers to each other to determine the key to the test that was published 
online. Items that reflect contexts unfamiliar to the surveyed students were 
modified to increase the content validity of the instrument. This modified 
instrument was tried out to a group of 40 students composed of both 
undergraduate and graduate students (15 graduate students, 7 CTP students, 5 
BEED students, and 13 BSE students) to test its validity and reliability. The 
instrument has also been subjected to a test of internal consistency using the 
split half method using Pearson r (r = .90)   and then a correction using 
Spearman Brown Formula  (r = .95). Both computed coefficients indicate high 
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internal consistency reliability of the instrument. During the data gathering 
stage, which happened during the first and second semester of the school year 
2009-2010, the researchers administered the instrument to their own classes. 
They took a part of their final exam time for a course they were handling to 
measure their assessment literacy inventory. The students spent an average of 
30 minutes to answer the test. During the analysis stage, the researcher 
tabulated the responses of their own students then they aggregated all of them 
for statistical analysis. Frequency count, mean, standard deviation, analysis of 
variance or ANOVA were all computed through the help of statistical software. 
Results of the statistical analysis were also supported by the researchers’ 
examination of the syllabus of the assessment course to understand the 
outcomes of the test. The analysis of the test scores and the examination of 
the content and experiences provided to the students surveyed became the 
basis of the researchers in proposing a capacity building program for these 
groups of students surveyed. 

 

Results 
 
Profile of Students Surveyed 
 

BEED Students.  Of the 90 BEED students, 91 % are female and 9 % are 
male. 34 or about 38% are BEED in their 3rd year and 56 or 62% are BEED 
students in their fourth year. All of them have no teaching experience yet but 
they all have taken one 3-unit standalone course in Educational Assessment as 
part of their professional education course and another 1-unit course on Field 
Study focused on Assessment and Evaluation of Learning. The third year 
students did not have yet their practicum at the time of survey while the 
fourth year students have had their practicum when the survey was conducted. 
55 or  61% of the participants perceived they are very unprepared to become a 
teacher, 2 % perceived they are somewhat unprepared, 30 or 33 % perceived 
they are somewhat prepared and 1 or 1% perceived himself/herself as very 
prepared. Two of the respondents did not have any response for this item. In 
terms of their level of preparation for assessing student performance, 43 or 
almost 48% expressed that they are very unprepared; 7 or almost 8% expressed 
they are somewhat prepared; 37 or about 41% expressed they are somewhat 
prepared and 2 or 2% expressed they are very prepared. One of the 
respondents did not have any response for this item. 
 

BSE Students.  Of the 100 BSE students, 76% are females and 24% are 
males. This group of respondents belongs to three undergraduate courses: 35% 
Math major, 35% English majors and 30% Psychology majors.  As regards 
their level of preparation as a teacher; 5% stated very unprepared, 5% 
somewhat unprepared, 56% somewhat prepared, and 34% stated they are very 
prepared. In terms of their level of preparation for assessing student 
performance; 5% stated very unprepared, 4% somewhat unprepared, 57% 
somewhat prepared, and 34% stated they are very prepared. 
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CTP Students.  Out of the 125 CTP students, who are non-education 

degree holders taking just few units in education, 77.6 % are female, 20 % are 
male and 2.4% did not indicate their gender. There are 9.6%  teaching in the 
primary level (kinder to grade 3); 4.8 %  teaching in the elementary 
intermediate level (grades 4 to 6); 1.6% teaching in grades 6-8; 2.4 % teaching 
in the high school grades 9 to 12; and 6.4% teaching in the undergraduate level.  
In terms of educational qualifications, 90.4 % of them are Bachelor of Arts or 
Bachelor of Science graduates and 9.6 % have obtained M.A. units or finished 
MA or MS degree.  In terms of their teaching experience, 4% of them have only 
1-5 years of teaching experience; 95.2% of them have no teaching experience; 
and 0.8% has no response given. 99.2 % took a standalone course in classroom 
assessment as part of their undergraduate teacher preparation and 0.8 % do not 
have this course in the degree that they have first finished. As regards their 
perception of their level of preparation as a teacher, 7.2 % of them said they 
are very prepared; 41.6 % are somewhat prepared;  33.6 % said that they are 
somewhat unprepared; and only 8 % of them said that they are very 
unprepared. In terms of their level of preparation for assessing student 
performance, only 2.4 % of them said that they are very prepared; 44.8 % are 
somewhat prepared; 29.6 % of them are somewhat unprepared; 10.4% said they 
are very unprepared; and 12.8% have no response.     
 

Graduate Students.  Of the 142 graduate students surveyed, 72 % are 
female and 22 % are male. 12.77 % of them teach in the primary level (kinder 
to grade 3); 15.96 % of them teach in the elementary intermediate level 
(grades 4 to 6); 3.19 % teach in the elementary ( K-6);  11.7 % teach in the high 
school or grades 9 to 12; 26.6 % teach in the secondary (grades 6 to 12); 3.19 % 
teach in the middle grades 6 to 8; and 23. 4 % others or did not specify.  In 
terms of educational qualification, 54.74 % of them are Bachelor of Arts or 
Bachelor of Science graduates and 45.26 % have obtained M.A. units or finished 
MS degree.  59.78 % of them have only 1-5 years teaching experience; 30.43 % 
of them have 6 to 10 years of teaching experience; 5.43 % of them have 11 to 
15 years teaching experience; 2.17 % of them have 16 to 20 years of teaching 
experience and 2.17 % have 21 to 25 years of teaching experience. 47 25 % of 
the respondents took a standalone course in classroom assessment as part of 
their undergraduate teacher preparation, while 52.75 % did not have any 
assessment course. In terms of their level of preparation for assessing student 
performance,  50 % expressed that they are very prepared; 47.87 % are 
somewhat prepared; only 2.13 % of them are somewhat unprepared; none said 
that he/she is very unprepared. For the overall job of being a classroom 
teacher, 55.32 % of them said they are very prepared; only 1.06 % of them said 
that they are very unprepared; 41.49 % are somewhat prepared; and 2.13 % 
stated that they are somewhat unprepared. 
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Level of Assessment Literacy of the Students Surveyed 
 

BEED Students.  Table 1 shows the descriptive statistics of the 
assessment literacy of all the respondents including the performance of the 
undergraduate BEED students surveyed.   
 
Table 1 
Descriptive Statistics of the Assessment Literacy of All the Respondents 
(N=457) 

Program N M SD Minimum Maximum 
 

Rank 

BEED 90 14.98 3.190 8 23 5 
BSE 100 15.08 3.129 8 23 4 
CTP 125 15.14 4.250 5 24 3 
Graduate 142 15.48 3.558 7 25 1 
Total 457 15.20 3.602 5 25 2 

 
As shown in the table, the BEED is the smallest group with only 90 

respondents. It has also the smallest mean score of 14.98, which is slightly 
lower than the over-all mean score of 15.20. Its standard deviation, which is 
3.19 , reveals that the BEED students were more homogeneous than the other 
groups surveyed with a minimum score of 8 and a maximum score of 23. 

 
Table 2 also shows the descriptive statistics of the assessment literacy of 

the BEED students surveyed across the seven competencies tested.  
It can be gleaned from the table that the 90 BEED students  obtained a 

score that ranges from 0 to 5 per 5 items of a competency with a mean score 
that is as low as 1.44 and as high as 2.51. The over-all mean of the BEED in this 
35-item test is 14.98, which means that they answered correctly just about 42% 
of the items in the test.  The result connotes that their mean score has not 
even reached half of the number of items given in the test. If their score is to 
be interpreted with reference to the passing score set in Philippine schools, 
which is 75%, the result reveals the BEED students failed the exam. This implies 
that the BEED students have not gained the necessary competence to 
understand their future role as assessors of students’ learning. This confirms 
why  61% of the participants perceived they are very unprepared to become a 
teacher; 48% expressed that they are very unprepared in their role as assessor 
of students’ learning; and almost 8% expressed they are just somewhat 
prepared. 
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Table 2 
Descriptive Statistics of the BEED Respondents in their Assessment 
Literacy(N=90) 

Competency 
No. 

Competency Statement 
Minim

um 
Maxi
mum 

M SD Rank 

1 
 choosing assessment 
methods appropriate for 
instructional decisions  

0 5 2.33 1.049 
 
2 

2 
 

developing assessment 
methods appropriate for 
instructional         
decisions; 

0 5 2.51 1.202 
 
1 

3 

administering, scoring, and 
interpreting the results of 
both externally-         
produced and teacher-
produced assessment 
methods; 

0 4 1.90 1.017 6 

4 

using assessment results 
when making decisions 
about individual students, 
planning instruction, 
developing curriculum, and 
improving schools 

0 5 2.26 1.012 5 

5 
developing valid student 
grading procedures; 

0 5 2.27 1.089 3.5 

6 

communicating assessment 
results to students, 
parents,  other lay 
audiences, and other 
educators; 

0 5 1.44 .984 7 

7 

recognizing unethical, 
illegal, and other 
inappropriate methods and       
uses of assessment 
information. 

0 5 2.27 1.047 3.5 

Total Score 8 23 14.98 3.190   

 
This over-all mean score is consistent with the result of the six 

competencies tested except for competency 2, where the students averaged to 
at least half of the items. An examination of their performance in all the seven 
competencies also reveals that their strongest area of competency is on 
competency #2 which is on developing assessment methods appropriate for 
instructional decisions (M= 2.51). This result could be explained by the fact 
that these students were surveyed after they have taken their 3-unit 
assessment course where they were exposed to varied assessment tools and 
were provided with the experience to develop tests, rubrics, and assessment 
tools as requirements in their course.  
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On the contrary, their weakest area is on competency # 6 which is on 
communicating assessment results to students, parents, other lay audiences, 
and other educators (M = 1.44). This competency should have been developed 
by the students since they had lessons in their course on reporting assessment 
data. This poor result could be explained by the fact that the students are still 
pre-service teachers, so they have had no hands-on experience in applying the 
lessons they had for this area of competency.  

Similarly, students are found also weak at competency # 3, which is on 
administering, scoring, and interpreting the results of both externally-
produced and teacher-produced assessment methods (M = 1.90). This 
competency should have been developed by the students since they had lessons 
in their course on how to administer, score and interpret test results. They had 
also an opportunity to tryout in the field the test that they have developed 
because they were required in their course to conduct an item analysis on the 
test results. This topic should have been a venue for them to gain this 
competency area because they had the actual experience in administering, 
scoring and interpreting results of not necessarily externally-produced test but 
at least their own developed test, which is similar to a teacher-produced test. 
They had also lessons on how to organize and interpret test results through the 
lessons on Measures of Central Tendency, Measures of Variability, and Standard 
Scores based on the syllabus of their course. The poor result could be explained 
by the lack of processing of the experiences of the students because they are 
normally just required to go through the process and then to submit the final 
outputs of their activity at the end of the course without any further discussion 
on the outcomes. It would have been better if the students were given the 
opportunity to present in the class the processes and the outcomes of the 
tryout of their test. Through these class presentations, the students could have 
received immediate feedback from their course professor that could reinforce 
their understanding or could correct misconceptions if there were any in this 
area of competency. 

Likewise, the students are found weak in competency # 4 which is on 
using assessment results when making decisions about individual students, 
planning instruction, developing curriculum, and improving schools (M = 2.26). 
Such poor result could be explained by the lack of topics in the course 
indicating that students were provided opportunity to gain this competency. 
They had lessons though in the course where they discussed the purposes of 
assessment, which should have included its use in making decisions about 
individual students, planning instruction, developing curriculum, and improving 
schools.  

Moreover, the students were also found to be weak in competency # 5 
which is on  developing valid student grading procedures (M = 2.27). This result 
could be explained by the lack of opportunities for students to actually develop 
grading procedures although they had topics in the course where they discussed 
the different grading systems.  

Furthermore, the students were also found to be weak in competency # 
7 which is on  recognizing unethical, illegal, and other inappropriate methods 
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and  uses of assessment information (M = 2.27).  This competency should have 
been developed by the students since one of the principles in assessing 
learning, which they should have understood is the principle of ethics. Based on 
their syllabus, there is a session where they should have discussed the 
principles in assessing learning and one of these principles that they should 
have learned have to do with this competency. The poor result could also be 
explained by the fact that a limited time is allotted for the topic on the 
principles of assessment in their 3-unit course.  

Finally, the students are found to be weak in competency #  1 which is 
on choosing assessment methods appropriate for instructional decisions (M = 
2.33). Such competency should have been learned by the students since they 
have a topic in the course, which should have enabled them to match 
assessment methods with their appropriate learning targets. The poor result 
could be explained by the limited time the students have spent for this topic in 
their 3-unit course.  
 

BSE Students.  Table 3 also shows the descriptive statistics of the 
assessment literacy of the undergraduate BSE students surveyed across the 
seven competencies tested.  

It can be gleaned from the table that the 100 BSE students  obtained a 
score that ranges from 0 to 5 per 5 items of a competency with a mean score 
that is as low as 1.39 and as high as 2.5. The over-all mean of the BSE in this 
35-item test is 15.08, which means that they answered correctly just about 43% 
of the items in the test.  The result connotes that their mean score has not 
even reached half of the number of items given in the test. If their score is to 
be interpreted with reference to the passing score set in Philippine schools, 
which is 75%, the result reveals the BSE students failed the exam. This explains 
why 5% stated that they are very unprepared while 56% expressed that they are 
somewhat prepared to become a teacher. This is further supported by the 
claim of 5% of the respondents who expressed that they are very unprepared 
and 57% somewhat prepared to become assessors of students’ learning. 

Furthermore, an examination of their performance in each area of 
competency also shows that just like the BEED students, they are strong at 
developing assessment methods appropriate for instructional decisions. 
However, they are weak also in all the six (6) other areas of competency. The 
results could be due to the set of learning experiences given to the BSE 
students which is the same as that of the BEED students. 
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Table 3 
Descriptive Statistics of the Assessment Literacy of the BSE Students 
(N=100) 

Competency 

No. 
Competency Statement Minimum Maximum M SD Rank 

1 

 choosing assessment methods 
appropriate for instructional 
decisions  
 

0 5 2.45 1.086 3 

2 
 

developing assessment 
methods appropriate for 
instructional         decisions; 

0 5 2.50 .969 1 

3 

administering, scoring, and 
interpreting the results of both 
externally-         produced and 
teacher-produced assessment 
methods; 

0 5 1.92 .950 6 

4 

using assessment results when 
making decisions about 
individual students, planning 
instruction, developing 
curriculum, and improving 
schools 

0 5 2.09 1.065 5 

5 
developing valid student 
grading procedures; 

0 5 2.46 1.167 2 

6 

communicating assessment 
results to students, parents,  
other lay audiences, and other 
educators; 

0 4 1.39 .984 7 

7 

recognizing unethical, illegal, 
and other inappropriate 
methods and       uses of 
assessment information. 

0 5 2.27 1.325 4 

Total Score  8 23 15.08 3.129 
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CTP Students.  Table 4 shows the descriptive statistics of the 
assessment literacy of the undergraduate BEED groups of students surveyed.  

 
Table 4 
Descriptive Statistics of the CTP Respondents in their Assessment Literacy 
(N=125) 

 

Competency 
No. 

Competency Statement Minimum Maximum M SD Rank 

1 
 choosing assessment 
methods appropriate for 
instructional decisions  

0 5 2.40 1.055 3 

2 
 

developing assessment 
methods appropriate for 
instructional         
decisions; 

0 5 2.43 1.011 2 

3 

administering, scoring, and 
interpreting the results of 
both externally-         
produced and teacher-
produced assessment 
methods; 

0 4 2.03 .924 4 

4 

using assessment results 
when making decisions 
about individual students, 
planning instruction, 
developing curriculum, and 
improving schools 

0 5 1.94 1.113 6 

5 
developing valid student 
grading procedures; 

0 5 2.29 1.217 5 

6 

communicating assessment 
results to students, 
parents,  other lay 
audiences, and other 
educators; 

0 5 1.59 1.225 7 

7 

recognizing unethical, 
illegal, and other 
inappropriate methods and       
uses of assessment 
information. 

0 5 2.46 1.434 1 

Total Score 5 24 15.14 4.250  

 
The table shows that the 125 CTP students  obtained a score that ranges 

from 0 to 5 per 5 items of a competency with a mean score that is as low as 
1.59 and as high as 2.46. The over-all mean of the CTP in this 35-item test is 
15.14, which means that they answered only about 43% of the items in the test.  
The result shows that their mean score has not even reached half of the 
number of items given in the test implying that they have not gained the 
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necessary competence in assessing students’ learning. An examination of their 
performance in all the seven competencies also reveals that they are weak in 
all the seven (7) areas of competency. This result is explained by the low 
perception of  around 8 % of them who said that they are very unprepared and 
around 34 % said that they are somewhat unprepared to become teachers. In 
terms of their level of preparation for assessing student performance, almost 
30 % of them expressed that they are somewhat unprepared and about 10% said 
they are very unprepared to become assessors’ learning. The results are further 
explained by the fact that they have only one subject on assessment.  
 
Graduate Students  
 

Table 5 shows the descriptive statistics of the assessment literacy of the 
graduate students surveyed.  

 
Table 5 
Descriptive Statistics of the Graduate Respondents in their Assessment 
Literacy (N=142) 
Competency 

No. Competency Statement Minimum Maximum M SD Rank 

1 
choosing assessment methods 
appropriate for instructional 
decisions 

0 5 2.65 1.118 2 

2 
developing assessment methods 
appropriate for instructional 
decisions 

1 5 2.68 1.062 1 

3 

Administering, scoring, and 
interpreting the results of both 
externally – produced and 
teacher-produced assessment 
methods 

0 4 2.08 0.900 6 

4 

Using assessment results when 
making decisions about 
individual students, planning 
instruction, developing 
curriculum, and improving 
schools 

0 5 2.12 1.021 5 

5 
Developing valid student grading 
procedures 

0 5 2.33 1.303 3 

6 

communicating assessment 
results to students, parents, 
other lay audiences, and other 
educators 

0 5 1.30 0.921 7 

7 

Recognizing unethical, illegal 
and other inappropriate 
methods and uses of assessment 
information 

0 5 2.32 1.241 4 

Total Score 7 25 
15.4

8 
3.558  
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As shown in Table 5, the graduate students obtained a score ranging 
from 0 to 5 per 5 items of each competency.  Of the four groups of students, 
they obtained the highest mean scores of 2.68 (competency # 2) and 2.65 
(competency # 1).  The graduate students are better than the other groups 
when it comes to developing and choosing assessment methods appropriate for 
instructional decisions due to their being experienced teachers in the field.  It 
should be noted that 59.78 % of them have at least a teaching experience from 
one (1) year to five (5) years and 40.22 % of them have teaching experience 
from six (6) years to twenty five (25) years while their undergraduate 
counterpart have no teaching experience at all. As Kolb (1984) puts it, teachers 
have already the concrete experience of choosing and developing test 
instruments in assessing their students’ performance.  They have greater 
opportunity to replicate and conceptualize those actual experiences and 
observations and so they are more informed in making decisions when it comes 
to choosing and developing assessment methods.  

However, results also reveal that the graduate students are weak in the 
five (5) areas  of competencies that the BEED, BSE, and CTP students are also 
weak at. Although of the four groups of respondents, the graduate students 
obtained the highest overall mean score of 15.48, they are still poor as far as 
their assessment literacy level is concerned. They also did not differ 
significantly in their assessment literacy when compared with their 
undergraduate counterparts ( F-value =  0.443, p > 0.05 ).  They were able to 
answer correctly only about 44 % of the test items or have not even reached at 
least half of the total number of items in the test.  The results could also be 
explained by the fact that almost 50% of them expressed that they are 
somewhat prepared if not very unprepared when it comes to assessment of 
students’ learning. This implies that the graduate students, who are already 
teachers, are not well-equipped with the skills in assessing students’ learning.  
This result concurs with the findings of Plake & Impara (1997) where the 
teachers surveyed also failed in the overall assessment literacy.  
 
Capability Building Programs on Educational Assessment 
 

Undergraduate Programs in Teacher Education.  An examination of the 
weaknesses in educational assessment of the undergraduate students in this 
premiere teacher training institution has implications on the design of its 
curriculum for its teacher education programs. The curriculum for pre-service 
teachers both in the elementary and secondary levels should have more units 
on educational assessment. The existing 3-unit professional education course 
on educational assessment in this institution should be increased to six (6) units 
as prescribed by CHED in its CMO 30 series of 2004. The content of the 
assessment courses should include all the seven areas of assessment literacy. 
Equal emphasis be given particularly to the six ( 6) areas where they are weak, 
such as: 1) choosing assessment methods appropriate for instructional 
decisions; 2) administering, scoring, and interpreting the results of both 
externally – produced and teacher-produced assessment methods; 3) using 
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assessment results when making decisions about individual students,  
planning instruction, developing curriculum, and improving schools; 4) 
developing valid student grading procedures; 5) communicating assessment 
results to students, parents, other lay audiences, and other educators; and 6) 
recognizing unethical, illegal and other inappropriate methods and uses of 
assessment information. 

The learning activities should include actual experiences in all the seven 
areas of assessment literacy to further enhance students’ understanding of 
their critical role as assessors of learning. Processing of their experiences 
should also be done so that their understanding is reinforced and 
misconceptions are immediately corrected. The way they are being assessed 
through traditional and non-traditional methods should also model to them the 
principles in assessing learning. The sequence of courses in all the components 
of the teacher education curriculum (i.e. General Education, Professional 
Education, and Specialization/Content Areas) should also be looked into so that 
all courses that will lead to one’s understanding of educational assessment are 
offered first before this course. One example of this course that could serve as 
a pre-requisite of the educational assessment course is Probability and 
Statistics, a content course offered in the BEED program. In the present 
programming of the curriculum for BEED in this institution, this content course 
is taken by the students simultaneously with their assessment course. The two 
courses also have common topics, which could be corrected by removing the 
overlaps. In the BSE curriculum, there is a 3-unit specialization course on 
education assessment in addition to the 3-unit professional education course on 
the same area. However, most contents of this specialization course are just 
repetitions of what were taken up in the professional education course. The 
overlaps in these courses could be corrected through clear articulation of the 
content of the two assessment courses, which should be done by all faculty 
teaching educational assessment whether based in the professional education 
department or in the specialization department.  
 

Graduate Programs in Teacher Education.  An examination of the 
weaknesses of the teachers surveyed has also implications on the curriculum of 
the graduate programs in education and on the continuing programs for 
teachers’ professional development. All graduate programs in education should 
have a course on educational assessment to enable the teachers to further 
develop their competence in assessing their students’ learning with emphasis 
particularly on the five competency areas that they are weak at, namely: 
1).administering, scoring, and interpreting the results of both externally – 
produced and teacher-produced assessment methods; 2) using assessment 
results when making decisions about individual students,  
planning instruction, developing curriculum, and improving schools; 3) 
developing valid student grading procedures; 4) communicating assessment 
results to students, parents, other lay audiences, and other educators; and 5) 
recognizing unethical, illegal and other inappropriate methods and uses of 
assessment information. Likewise, there is also a need to continuously organize 
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trainings, seminars, workshops, or focused group discussions on educational 
assessment. These continuing development programs could be delivered in all 
modalities whether face-to-face, online, or blended that could be attended by 
teachers regardless of their years in teaching and distance at least once a year 
to have a venue to discuss and reflect on their practices and get feedback that 
will make them perform effectively their role as assessors of students learning. 
These training programs should be made intensive that can be credited as a 
graduate course on educational assessment. Furthermore, teachers should be 
trained to be action researchers and reflective practitioners so that they 
themselves would realize the need to continuously improve themselves and 
their practices especially in assessing students’ learning so that they become 
effective agents of improvement in the quality of education that our country 
has at present. 

 
 

Discussions and Conclusions 
   

The results of the study have brought us lessons to revisit the teacher 
education curriculum both in the undergraduate and graduate levels so that all 
the seven areas of assessment literacy are equally emphasized and developed. 
As the study reveals, all undergraduate and graduate students in the teacher 
education programs in this premiere teacher training institution are weak at 
five (5) competency areas, such as 1) administering, scoring, and interpreting 
the results of both externally – produced and teacher-produced assessment 
methods; 2)  using assessment results when making decisions about individual 
students, planning instruction, developing curriculum, and improving schools; 
3)  developing valid student grading procedures;  4)  communicating assessment 
results to students, parents, other lay audiences, and other educators; and 5) 
recognizing unethical, illegal and other inappropriate methods and uses of  
assessment information. In addition to these five weak areas, the 
undergraduate students are also weak at choosing assessment methods 
appropriate for instructional decisions, which is an area of strength of the in-
service teachers surveyed. It is unfortunate that all the non-education degree 
holders who are earning units in education so that they could qualify as 
teachers of their discipline are weak at all areas of assessment literacy. 

The capability building programs suggested are concrete steps on how to 
address the need to produce would-be teachers who are equipped with all the 
competencies needed of a literate assessor of student’s learning.  Likewise, the 
capability building programs suggested for the in-service teachers should be 
taken into consideration by all schools and teacher training institutions when 
designing faculty professional development programs. Agencies responsible for 
teacher certification, like the Philippine Regulatory Commission (PRC), should 
also take into consideration these competency areas in assessment of learning 
when designing the Licensure Examination for Teachers (LET) and when 
granting renewal of teacher’s license to teach.  There is also a need to 
promote the field of Measurement and Evaluation in the graduate level to 
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produce more teachers in the field who could serve as mentors or coaches in 
assessing learning to non-M &E specialist teachers. Furthermore, studies have 
to be conducted to test how students in teacher training institutions with 6-
units of assessment course differ from this premiere teacher training institution 
with only 3-units in educational assessment to know how to further improve the 
teacher education program. There is also a need to conduct another study to 
improve the administration of the assessment literacy test and to include other 
variables that could explain the status of the assessment literacy of the pre-
service and in-service teachers both in public and private schools. 
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