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Abstract 

 
The main objective of the study was to investigate the assessment 
literacy of university teachers. The study was quantitative in nature. 
A survey was conducted to investigate the assessment literacy of 
regular teaching faculty of universities. A total of 5755 in public and 
private sector general universities in Lahore, Pakistan constituted 
the population of the study. A sample of 500 university teachers was 
randomly selected. Teachers’ Classroom Assessment Literacy test 
was adapted to collect the data. It was developed by Mertler (2003). 
It covers seven standards for measuring teachers’ competence in 
educational assessment of students.  The test consisted of 35 MCQs 
type items. It was piloted, and the Cronbach Alpha reliability 
coefficient value was found to be 0.89. The findings of the study 
revealed the significant difference between the mean achievement 
scores of classroom assessment literacy of private and public sector 
university teacher. It highlighted the need to develop related training 
sessions and programs to deal with the issue of low level of teachers’ 
classroom assessment literacy. 
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Introduction 
 
 Due to globalization and revolution in information and 
communication technology, an educated populace is vital. Higher 
education has become extremely important and for many people it is 
perceived as an entry ticket to better jobs and lifestyle. In addition to that, 
it plays a critical role in increasing social capital of any country and 
providing social cohesion.  
 In developing countries like Pakistan, the current phase of educational 
reform aims at emphasizing the quality in learning to raise it to 
international standards. Additionally, the quality of learners is found to be 
hampering the instructional outcomes, in terms of poor academic 
performance. So, the learning achievement of learners is emphasized to 
deal with this issue. Even the quality of teaching is linked with the quality 
of learning process. Generally, the five basic components are related to it, 
i.e., students, teachers, teaching material, assessment, and context 
(Yamtim & Wongwanich; 2014). Teacher is the most important 
component that really makes a difference. The teachers are key persons in 
decision making about instructional planning and the assessment of 
learning. As such effective decision making largely depends on 
assessment. Additionally, university students are being assessed by the 
teachers through different assessment methods like paper pencil tests, 
assignments, projects, etc. Teachers' scarce knowledge of assessment can 
distort the quality of education (Herrera & Macías, 2015). Literature 
continuously shows limited assessment knowledge on the part of teachers 
which also impacts on their assessment practices (Xu & Brown, 2016). 
Fundamentally, the teachers are required to be literate in classroom 
assessment to meet the demands of 21st century workforce by assessing 
broader knowledge and students' higher order skills. The teachers having 
such knowledge and understanding of assessment processes will be able 
to design or select various assessment tasks for better teaching, as well as 
students learning and summarization of their learning achievement 
(Duckor, Draney, & Wilson, 2017). 
 Assessment literacy is "the knowledge of means for assessing what 
students know and can do, how to interpret the results from these 
assessments and how to apply these results to improve student learning 
and program effectiveness" (Webb, 2002; p.1). Assessment literacy can 
empower the teachers to use data gathered from various assessment 
methods, interpret it properly and make their instruction better (Gotch, 
2012). It is also important for teachers' own professional development 
(Lorente-Catalan & Kirk, 2015; Randel, Apthorp, Beesley, Clark, & 
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Wang, 2016; Huang & He, 2016). Research suggests that teachers are 
facing assessment literacy related issues in their professional development 
(Herrera & Macías, 2015; Gavin, Iris, & Kelvin, 2015; DeLuca, LaPointe-
McEwan & Luhanga, 2016; Xu & Brown, 2016; Huber & Skedsmo, 2016; 
Deneen & Brown, 2016; Koh, Burke, Luke & Gong, 2017; Deeley & 
Bovil, 2017; Looney, Cumming, Kleij & Harris, 2017) especially in higher 
education institutions which provides a turning point for future lifestyle. 
Assessment literacy develops competencies in teachers and enables them 
to deal with assessment related issues of diverse students in higher 
education classroom settings. 
 The growing need and importance of teachers’ classroom assessment 
literacy lead to the development of seven Standards on Teachers 
Competence on Educational Assessment of Students (STCEAS). These 
standards were collaboratively developed by “American Federation of 
Teachers (AFT), National Education Association (NEA) and National 
Council on Measurement in Education (NCME)” in 1990. Many research 
studies have addressed teachers' classroom assessment literacy using these 
standards (Plake, 1993; Zhang , 1996;  Plake and Impara, 1997; Quilter 
and Gallini, 2000; Mertler , 2000; Campbell, Murphy, and Holt, 2002;  
Zhang and Burry-Stock , 2003; Schaff, 2006; Alkharusi, Kazem,  and Al-
Musawai, 2011; Davidheiser, 2013; Yamtim and Wongwanich, 2014;  
Beziat and Coleman, 2015;  Mohammed, Kamis and Ali, 2016). These 
standards are taken as an authority in the field of teachers' classroom 
assessment literacy and are central to this study. They were developed to 
address the issues of inadequate or lack of training of teachers in 
educational assessment (“AFT, NCME, & NEA, 1990”). An extensive 
amount of literature shows the use, adaptation, and extension of the 
assessment literacy instruments based on STCEAS. Such instruments also 
operate from a common blueprint. It is a good practice as it provides the 
opportunity to build a base of knowledge that is consistent.  
 International researchers like Abell and Siegel (2011), and Tao 
(2014), Michigan Assessment Consortium (2015), Harding & Kremmel, 
(2016), Hsieh (2016), Peng and Zheng (2016), focused on teachers’ 
classroom assessment literacy due to its importance. In Pakistan, some 
research work has been done on examining assessment practices of 
teachers (Rehmani, 2003; Shah & Afzaal, 2004; Shirazi, 2004; 
Government of Pakistan, 2007; Khan, 2011; Ahmed & Malik, 2011) but 
scarcely there is any research on investigating teachers’ assessment 
literacy at higher education level. Fulcher (2012) also stated that "research 
into assessment literacy is still in its infancy" (p.117) and teachers' 
classroom assessment literacy at higher education has rarely been the 
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subject of any study in Pakistan. There is dire need to investigate it. It is 
also important to explore the phenomenon in the context of other variables 
like private and public universities.  
 
Objectives of the Study  
 
The objectives of the present study were to:  
 Investigate the university teachers’ assessment literacy  
 Compare public and private sector university teachers’ assessment 

literacy in different standards of classroom assessment literacy 
 
Methodology 
 
 The study was quantitative in nature. In order to investigate the 
teachers’ classroom assessment literacy a survey was conducted. The 
regular teaching faculty i.e. 5755 in public and private sector general 
universities in Lahore, Pakistan constituted the population of the study. 
 At first stage, the researchers selected 6 (out of 17) private and 2 (out 
of 5) public general universities using proportionate sampling technique, 
i.e. 40% of public and 40% private universities in Lahore, Punjab. The 
selection of general universities helped to increase generalizability of the 
findings because of homogeneity. For investigation of teachers’ 
assessment literacy, the researchers used simple random sampling 
technique to select 500 teachers form the lists of both private and public 
sector universities’ regular teaching faculties.   
 
Instrumentation 
 
 Teachers’ Classroom Assessment Literacy test was used as a research 
instrument to collect the data. It was developed by Mertler (2003). It 
covers the seven standards to measure the assessment competence of 
teachers. These standards were developed by AFT, NCME, & NEA 
(1990). The standards were as follows: Choosing Appropriate Assessment 
Methods (CAAM), Development of Appropriate Assessment Methods 
(DAAM), Administration, Scoring and Results Interpretation (ASRI), 
Using Results for Making Decisions (URMD), Using Results of 
Assessment for Grading (URAG), Communication of Assessment Results 
(CAR), Recognizing Unethical Methods of Assessment (RUMA). The test 
was consisted of 35 MCQs type items. The researchers dichotomously 
scored the items i.e. 0 for incorrect response and 1 for correct response. 
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The total high scores on the test items represented the high classroom 
assessment literacy of teachers.   
 The researchers adapted the instrument (Mertler, 2003) to make it 
suitable for Pakistani context. The instrument was validated through 
experts’ opinion in the field of educational assessment. After pilot testing 
the instrument on a sample of 30 teachers (other than the sample) the 
reliability of the instrument was calculated through Cronbach Alpha.  
The details of instrument reliability are shown in the Table 01. 
 
Table 1 
 

Statistics of Teachers Assessment Literacy Scale Reliability 
 

Alpha   Alpha for Standardized 
Items 

Items 

.889 .887 35 

 
 Table 1 shows that the instrument was reliable to use in Pakistani 
settings. The Cronbach Alpha reliability coefficient, value was found to be 
0.89.  
 The researchers collected data by personal visits and also with the help 
of colleagues and friends. The participants selected for research were 
approached and the test was distributed to the teachers with consent letter. 
The purpose of the study was clearly written on the test.  Response rate 
was 86 %.    
 
Results  
 
 The data were analyzed using descriptive (mean and standard 
deviation) and inferential statistics (t-test). The details of data analysis and 
interpretations are given below. 
 
Table 2 
 

Total Score of University Teachers on CALT Items 
 

Total Score N Mean Std. Deviation 
430 13.64 1.79 

 
 Table 2 shows the level of classroom assessment literacy of 430 
(usable responses) university teachers. It includes the scores of both 
private (N=220) and pubic (N=210) university teachers. The mean value 
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of scores (M=13.64) achieved by university teachers on test items showed 
low level of classroom assessment literacy in university teachers.  
 Mean score differences (between private and public university 
teachers) on Choosing Appropriate Assessment Methods (CAAM), 
Development of Appropriate Assessment Methods (DAAM), 
Administration, Scoring and Results Interpretation (ASRI), Use Results 
for Making Decisions (URMD), Use Results of Assessment for Giving 
Grades(URAG), Communication of Assessment Results(CAR), 
Recognizing Unethical Methods of Assessment(RUMA)  were calculated. 
Each Standard was measured on 5 items with one score for every correct 
item. The details are given in table 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, and 10.   
 
Table 3 
 

Comparison of Private and Public University Teachers’ in seven 
standards of Teachers’ Classroom Assessment Literacy 
 

Type of University N  SD df T Sig. 

Private 
220 

2.07 0.27 
 
428 

 
-4.12 

 
.000 

Public 210 2.20 0.43    
Private 

220 
1.64 0.49 

 
428 

 
-3.78 

 
.000 

Public 210 1.83 0.64    
Private 

220 
2.00 0.69 

 
428 

 
-2.83 

 
.000 

Public 210 2.18 0.69    
Private 

220 
1.92 0.50 

 
428 

 
1.93 

 
.040 

Public 210 1.82 0.56    
Private 

220 
2.08 0.33 

 
428 

 
-2.38 

 
.020 

Public 210 2.17 0.48    
Private 

220 
2.17 0.51 

 
428 

 
6.74 

 
.000 

Public 210 1.81 0.48    
Private 

220 
1.64 0.48 

 
428 

 
-2.96 

 
.000 

Public 210 1.76 0.43    

  p═.05, (N═430) 
 
 Table 3 (first part) shows the difference between the mean 
achievement scores of private and public university teachers in choosing 
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appropriate assessment methods.  The value of t428 ═ -4.12, p ═ .000 was 
significant at 5% alpha.  The null hypothesis, H01, stating no significant 
difference between achievement scores of private and public sector 
university teachers in the ability of choosing appropriate assessment 
methods, was rejected.  The mean achievement scores of private and 
public sector university teachers, i.e., 2.07 and 2.20, on choosing 
appropriate assessment methods, showed that the public sector university 
teachers performed better than the private university teachers.   
 The second part of the table 3 shows the difference between the mean 
achievement scores of private and public sector university teachers in 
developing appropriate assessment methods.  The value of t428 ═ -3.78, p 
═ .000 was significant at 5% alpha.  The null hypothesis, H02, stating no 
significant difference between achievement scores of private and public 
university teachers in the ability of developing appropriate assessment 
methods, was rejected.  The mean achievement scores of private and 
public sector university teachers, i.e., 1.64 and 1.83, on developing 
appropriate assessment methods, showed that the public university 
teachers performed better than the private university teachers.  
 The third part of the above table shows the difference between the 
mean achievement scores of private and public university teachers in 
administering, scoring and interpretation of assessment. The value of t428 
═ -2.83, p ═ .000 was significant at 5% alpha.  The null hypothesis, H03, 
stating no significant difference between achievement scores of private 
and public university teachers in the ability of administering, scoring and 
interpretation of assessment, was rejected.  The mean achievement scores 
of private and public university teachers, i.e. 2.00 and 2.18 on 
“administering, scoring, and interpretation of assessment”, showed that 
the public university teachers performed better than the private university 
teachers.  
 The fourth part of the table shows the difference between the mean 
achievement scores of private and public university teachers in using 
assessment for decision making. The value of t428 ═ 1.93, p ═ .040 was 
significant at 5% alpha.  The null hypothesis, H04, stating no significant 
difference between achievement scores of private and public university 
teachers in the ability of using assessment for decision making, was 
rejected.  The mean achievement scores of private and public university 
teachers, i.e. 1.92 and 1.82 on using assessment for decision making, 
showed that the private university teachers performed better than the 
public university teachers.   
 The fifth part of the table shows the difference between the mean 
achievement scores of private and public university teachers in using 
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assessment for grading. The value of t428 ═ -2.38, p ═ .020 was significant 
at 5% alpha.  The null hypothesis, H05, stating no significant difference 
between achievement scores of private and public university teachers in 
the ability of using assessment for grading, was rejected.  The mean 
achievement scores of private and public university teachers, i.e. 2.08 and 
2.17 on using assessment for grading, showed that the public university 
teachers performed better than the private university teachers.   
 The sixth part of the table shows the difference between the mean 
achievement scores of private and public university teachers in 
communication of assessment results. The value of t428 ═ 6.74, p=.000 was 
significant at 5% alpha.  The null hypothesis, H06, stating no significant 
difference between achievement scores of private and public university 
teachers in the ability of communication of assessment results, was 
rejected.  The mean achievement scores of private and public university 
teachers, i.e. 2.17 and 1.81 on communication of assessment results, 
showed that the private university teachers performed better than the 
public university teachers.  
 The seventh part of table 3 shows the difference between the mean 
achievement scores of private and public university teachers in 
recognizing unethical, illegal and inappropriate methods of assessment. 
The value of t428 ═ -2.96, p ═ .000 was significant at 5% alpha.  The null 
hypothesis, H07, stating no significant difference between achievement 
scores of private and public university teachers in the ability of 
recognizing unethical methods of assessment, was rejected.  The mean 
achievement scores of private and public university teachers, i.e., 1.64 and 
1.76, on recognizing unethical and inappropriate methods of assessment, 
showed that the public university teachers performed better than the 
private university teachers.   
 
Table 4 
 

Comparison of Private and Public Sector University Teachers’ Mean 
Scores in Classroom Assessment Literacy 
 

Type of University N  SD Df T Sig. 

Private 
220 13.46 1.66 

 
428 

 
-2.18 

 
.030 

Public 210 13.81 1.90    

  p═.05, (N═430) 
 
 Table 4 shows the difference between the mean achievement scores of 
private and public university teachers in classroom assessment literacy. 
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The value of t428 ═ -2.18, p ═ .030 was significant at 5% alpha.  The null 
hypothesis, H08, stating no significant difference between achievement 
scores of private and public university teachers’ in classroom assessment 
literacy, was rejected.  The mean achievement scores of private and public 
university teachers, i.e.13.46 and 13.81 in classroom assessment literacy 
showed that the public sector university teachers performed better than the 
private sector university teachers.  The graphical picture of the mean 
achievement scores is given in figure 1. 
 

 
 
Figure 1: Comparison of Public and Private University Teachers 
Assessment Literacy 
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Discussion 
 
 The findings of the present study supported the literature by showing 
that teachers have inadequate classroom assessment literacy skills 
(Stiggins, Conklin & Bridgeford, 1986; O’Sullivan & Chalnick, 1991; 
Daniel & King, 1998; Marso & Pigge,1988; McDonald, 2002;  Quilter & 
Gallini, 2000; Zhang & Burry-Stock, 2003; Volante & Fazio, 2007;  Iqbal, 
Azam, & Aboidullah, 2009; Alkharusi, 2011; Yamtim & Wongwanich, 
2014; Beziat & Coleman, 2015; Mohammed, Kamis & Ali, 2016; Plake & 
Impara, 1997; Alkharusi, Kazem, & Al-Musawai, 2011). The literature 
showed mix results in standard wise analysis of CAL test therefore a clear 
line between teachers’ lowest performance on any of the Standards for 
Teacher Competence in Educational Assessment of Students (STCEAS by 
NCME, AFT & NEA, 1990) and highest performance on any of the 
STCEAS (NCME, AFT & NEA, 1990) is very difficult to draw. Campbell, 
Murphy and Holt (2002) found high performance on Choosing 
Appropriate Assessment Methods (CAAM, Standard 1) while Schaff 
(2006) found it most difficult for teachers to respond it. Quilter and Gallinu 
(2000); Brookhart (2001); Iqbal, Azam and Aboidullah (2009); Alkharusi 
(2011); Davidheiser (2013) found lower performance on Development of 
Appropriate Assessment Methods (DAAM, Standard 2).  Brookhart 
(2001) found low performance on Administration, Scoring and Results 
Interpretation (ASRI, Standard 3) while Plake (1991) and Plake (1993) 
found that teachers had some knowledge on it .Zhang (1996) found low 
score on Use Results for Making Decisions (URMD, Standard 4) while 
Schaff (2006) found highest score on it. Plake (1993),  Brookhart (2001), 
Mertler (2003), Schaff (2006)  & Yamtim and Wongwanich (2014)  found 
low score on Use Results of Assessment for Giving Grades (URAG, 
Standard 5) while Quilter and Gallinu (2000) found highest score on this 
Standard. Plake (1991); Campbell, Murphy and Holt (2002); Plake and 
Impara (1997); & Alkharusi (2011) found low performance on 
Communication of Assessment Results (CAR, Standard 6). Plake (1993) 
found low performance on Recognizing Unethical Methods of Assessment 
(RUMA, Standard 7) while Schaff (2006) found highest on this standard. 
The findings of the present study are also aligned with the previous 
literature in terms of low score on one or the other of the STCEAS 
(NCME, AFT & NEA, 1990). Also that, the teachers performed lowest on 
DAAM (Standard 2) and RUMA (Standard 7).  All the discussed findings 
highlight the need of further research in this direction and also context 
specific studies to reach better conclusions. In addition to that it was found 
that there is dire need of enhancing assessment literacy of university 
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teachers. It will consequently improve students' learning. Students can use 
the feedback of their teachers to know where they are now and where they 
ought to be. This awareness is central to achievement of unbeatable 
success. The teachers’ use of sound principals in classroom assessment 
can make the students to demonstrate in standardized assessments, the 
unprecedented gains in scores (Chappuis & Stiggins, 2002). Such types of 
surveys are the first step towards bringing improvements in existing 
classroom assessment knowledge of teachers. The information obtained 
from the results of such surveys can give feedback to teachers about their 
weak areas in the whole process of assessment.  
 
Suggestions and Recommendations 
 
 Few suggestions and recommendations were put forward on the basis 
of findings. It was found that teachers of public and private sector 
universities have low assessment literacy skills. Therefore, there is need 
to develop assessment literacy training program/module to train teachers 
in classroom assessment literacy. The training program/module may have 
more focus on developing assessment techniques and illegal assessment 
practices as university teachers have very low classroom assessment 
literacy in these aspects. The present study was quantitative in nature. 
Further research may be qualitative in nature that may include focus group 
discussions, observations, and in-depth interviews to assess the teachers’ 
assessment literacy at higher education. In this study a demographic 
variable “University type” was used. Future studies on TCAL may include 
other variable like gender, qualification, location, and experience to 
investigate the TCAL at higher education in Pakistan. 
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