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Abstract 

The present study investigates the variation in summative assessment based on language teachers’ 
knowledge of formative assessment (i.e. classroom performance) and its effect on students’ grades. 
The two groups of teachers, on the basis of familiarity/unfamiliarity with formative assessment of 
students, were investigated through paired sample t-tests. These two groups were asked to mark 
students’ papers. The results revealed a significant difference in the grades marked by the group of 
teachers who were aware of students’ classroom performances as compared to the group of 
teachers who were unaware of students’ performance of the class. The study suggests a synergy 
between summative and formative assessment. 
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Introduction 

The present study investigates the variation in summative assessment in relation to 
language teachers’ knowledge of formative assessment (i.e. classroom performance) and 
its effect on grades. The two groups of teachers, based on familiarity/unfamiliarity with 
the formative assessment of students, were investigated through paired sample t-tests and 
qualitative interviews. These two different groups were asked to mark students’ papers. 
The results revealed a significant difference in the grades marked by these two groups of 
teachers. The study suggests a synergy between summative and formative assessment. 
The process of assessment involves decisions about what is the relevant evidence for a 
particular purpose, how to collect the evidence, how to interpret it to intended users 
(Harlen, 2005). Assessment includes contexts (i.e., historical, social and political), 
principles (i.e., concepts) and practices (i.e., knowledge skills and abilities) (Fulcher, 
2012). Assessment in language is central to a successful language program in terms of its 
effectiveness whether it be summative or formative. Formative and summative 
assessments are closely linked to each other and help in assessing the qualities of the 
students. The present study aims to investigate the difference in summative assessment 
based on teachers’ experience of being cognizant or incognizant of the formative 
assessment of the class. Assessment for learning or formative assessment has increasingly 
been emphasized but its relation to summative assessment has been little explored (Taras, 
2005). Moreover, the study hypothesizes that the teachers who are involved in formative 
assessment can make a better summative assessment of students as compared to those 
teachers who make only summative assessment and are not aware of the overall 
performance of the students. To the best of the authors’ knowledge, summative 
assessment in liaison with formative assessment has not been explored especially in the 
context of language assessment. The present study investigates the effect of formative 
assessment on summative assessment by involving two different groups of teachers. This 
study is aimed to fill the gap that exists between summative and formative assessment.  

Literature Review 

The review of the literature has focused on formative and summative assessment and then 
the relation between the two types of assessments.  

Summative Assessment 

Summative assessment aims at recording or reporting the students’ achievement (Harlen 
(2005). In other words, summative assessment is the reflection of what they have learned 
in the past. Taras (2005) defines summative assessment as a sort of ‘judgment which 
encapsulates all the pieces of evidence to a given point (p. 467). This “given point” can be 
a time interval in the form of examination or test. According to Brown (2004), ‘A 
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summation of what the student has learned implies looking back and taking a stock of 
how well that student has accomplished objectives but does not necessarily point the 
ways to future progress’. It is important to notice that summative assessment focuses on 
past performance but does not offer possible direction to improve learners’ performance 
in the future.Herrera Mosquera, Macías, and Fernando (2015) view summative 
assessment as a kind of evaluation which informs the teachers of students’ success or 
failure in their learning process based on a numerical scale. A numerical scale is the only 
parameter which may not reflect students’ competency at a given point in time (McClam 
& Sevier, 2010). While summative assessment treats teachers as the main authority and 
only shows the students’ progress of the past, it does not offer accountability for the 
teachers to test their own practices and then to renegotiate their teaching according to the 
requirements of learners. Hence, in the light of above definitions, the summative 
assessment can be summed up as the process of recording the students' achievement to a 
given point, on a numerical scale, which aims to look back and take a stock of how 
students have achieved the objectives. 

Formative Assessment 

Formative assessment is defined as the frequent, interactive assessment of students’ 
progress and understanding to identify learning needs and to adjust teaching 
appropriately(Wiliam, 2011). This sort of assessment is equally helpful in reflecting the 
achievement of students as well as of teachers. He sums up formative assessment in three 
steps-monitoring (is learning taking place?), diagnosis (what is not being learned?), action 
(what to do about it?). From this perspective, formative assessment enables teachers to set 
out the future dimensions of teaching. In other words, formative assessment is about 
classroom practices of both, learners and teachers. For Taras (2005), formative 
assessment indicates ‘a gap between the actual level of work being assessed by the 
standards’. Taras (2005) view of formative assessment is ZPD (Zone of Proximal 
Development) where learners are considered less competent to reach a standard position 
and teachers as MKO (More Knowledgeable Other). Additionally, by looking at the 
previous performance of the learner, formative assessment also offers remedy to reach 
that position. Due to these remedial characteristics, Wiliam (2006) refers to formative 
assessment as a type of process that shapes students’ learning. Formative assessment is an 
ongoing process which remains active even when a student responds to a question, offers 
a comment, or tries out a new word or structure (Brown 2004). Hence, keeping in view 
the above-mentioned aspects of formative assessment, it can be summed up as the process 
of understanding to identify learners' needs, which involves monitoring, diagnosis, and 
action, and shapes students learning as well as informs teachers about how to adjust their 
teachings, appropriately.  
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Teachers’ Skills in Assessment 

Assessment in education is highly dependent upon the teachers’ skills in dealing with it. 
Christoforidou, Kyriakides, Antoniou, and Creemers (2014), developing a model of 
teacher assessment, view teachers’ skill as the central part in making students’ 
assessment. Xu and Brown (2016) present a model of assessment by combining three 
factors for teacher role as an assessor: reflection, participation, co-construction. Popham 
(2009), explaining the issues in assessment, believes that assessment issues in case of 
teachers’ skills relate to teachers’ lackness in terms of language assessment. Stiggins 
(2007), working on assessment literacy in language, is of the view that language teachers 
spent one-third of the time of their professional career in activities related to assessment 
but without having sound knowledge of the principles of assessment. In addition, 
assessment practices should have equal importance to instructional practices. Examining 
teachers’ skills for formative assessment,Aschbacher and Alonzo (2006) view that 
students’ indicators of success become ambiguous, sometimes underestimating and 
sometimes overestimating. Moreover, the teachers’ poor and vague instructions are also a 
cause of underestimation and overestimation. This problem hinders the actual 
performance of students from teachers and parents. The study concludes that teachers 
with better formative assessment skills can cope up with the situation. Teachers’ skills of 
assessment have also been seen in combination with teachers’ other skills. Studies on 
teachers' behavior conclude that teachers with more advanced type behavior have better 
student outcomes (Bakx, Baartman, & van Schilt-Mol, 2014; Kyriakides, Creemers, & 
Antoniou, 2009) which are an indication that a teacher's skills in carrying out the 
assessment affect the overall assessment process. Havnes, Smith, Dysthe, and Ludvigsen 
(2012), investigating teachers’ skills in doing the formative assessment, relate it to its 
effect of feedback provided to the students. According to them, formative assessment 
causes formative feedback and happens to be the real cause of AfL (i.e., Assessment for 
Learning). Teachers’ skills are primary to formative assessment to diagnose the effective 
areas in learning and teaching. 

 Gulikers, Biemans, Wesselink, and van der Wel (2013) research work focuses on 
teachers’ conception of formative and summative assessment through a collaborative 
action research involving top-down and bottom-up activities. Their research concludes 
with a difference in teachers’ conception and practices regarding formative and 
summative assessment. Teachers’ difference in conception of assessment practices 
influences their competence to do the assessment. Smith (2011), working on the 
assessment as a part of teachers’ professional development, states, ‘Teachers skills to do 
assessment needs to be contextualized and tailored to the group of participating teachers 
and there has to be a shared understanding of AfL practice’(p. 60). According to Smith 
(2011), teachers do not have the essential competence in AfL to successfully implement it 
in their teaching.  
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 Teacher skills in handling assessment have been widely discussed. The term 
‘assessment literacy’ is used to deal with teachers’ skills of doing assessment. More 
precisely, Davies (2008) uses the term Skill + Knowledge in the context of assessment 
literacy. Skills relate to teachers’ awareness of test analysis and construction and 
Knowledge to the relevant background information. Inbar-Lourie (2008) centralizes 
social context for assessment and assessment literacy reaching the point that an 
assessment culture is required where new suppositions regarding assessment to be 
proposed for formative assessment. The above-discussion sums up that though formative 
and summative assessments have their own importance, the language teachers' skills to do 
assessment is of central importance to implement any type of assessment.  

Research Methodology 

This study investigates variation in assessment especially in the South Asian educational 
contexts where performance of students is assessed mainly through written tests by 
teachers who are not aware of the classroom performance of students. Moreover, there is 
no criterion to assess students on their performance in the class. As a result of it, the 
students focus only on summative assessment to achieve higher grades through rote 
learning or memorization, but the real spirit of learning is lost due to sole focus on 
summative assessment. Moreover, formative assessment which the essential part of 
students’ learning progress is not given due weight age in examination system. As a 
result, students overall learning is affected, and they focus only on written tests.  

Participants 

The participants of the study were language teachers and students. The written tests were 
taken from learners and then distributed to the teachers. Moreover, these teachers were 
divided into two main groups based on their familiarity with students' classroom 
performances. The first group consisted of teachers who had full knowledge of the 
classroom performance of learners for at least 6 months. They were also involved in 
formative assessment. These teachers had the advantage of doing summative assessment of 
learners, keeping in view the progress of their formative assessment. In a nutshell, the 
familiarity with classroom performance provided them with the knowledge about the 
competence of learners which was impossible for teachers to assess from written tests. 

 On the other hand, the second group of teachers had no familiarity with the 
classroom performance of the students. They were unaware of the formative assessment of 
the learners. The disadvantage of being unaware of the formative assessment placed these 
teachers in a different positions while doing the summative assessment since they could 
only rely upon the written proficiency of the learners as could be gleaned from the paper. 
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Instrumentation 

A test was designed by language teachers, which was based on the written proficiency of 
students. The test comprised multiple questions including reading comprehension, essay 
and letter writing. The teachers were given full authority to design the test keeping in 
view the overall performance of the classes. These teachers were asked to take the test in 
their convenient timings.  

Procedure of data collection 

Students from different schools were requested to attempt the test. These tests were 
photocopied. One set of copies was handed over teachers who had been teaching them at 
least for the last 6 months. These teachers were asked to check the test and assign grades 
keeping in view the overall performance of the students in the class. 

 On the other hand, the second sets of copies of the same tests were handed over 
to teachers who had no knowledge of students’ classroom performances. In other words, 
they had no link to the overall performance of students. This group of teachers was 
requested to check the tests and assign grades based on their own experience of testing.  

 Teachers were also interviewed from both groups to know how formative and 
summative assessment are linked to each other and how they help teachers to assess students. 
A total of 10 teachers were interviewed by selecting five teachers from each group. 

Results 

A paired sample t-test was conducted to analyze the difference in summative assessment 
based on teachers’ familiarity/unfamiliarity with students’ classroom performances. 
According to the paired-sample t-test, there was a statistically significant decrease in 
summative assessment grades of group 1(M=78.42, SD=11.078) and group 2 (M=72.14. 
SD=10.698) t(42)=4.27, p<.000 (two-tailed) as shown in table 1, table 2 and table 3. The 
mean decrease in score was 6.279 with a 95% confidence interval ranging from 3.31 to 
9.24. Moreover, the difference in these two scores shows that teachers with high range of 
marks belong to the group that was familiar with classroom performance of students or 
was involved in formative assessment of the students. Moreover, their familiarity with the 
learners' classroom practices provided them additional knowledge to make summative 
assessment in a better way.  
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Table 1 
Paired Samples Statistics of Groups 
Paired Samples Statistics 

 Mean N Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

Pair 1 
SA (concerned teacher) 78.42 43 11.078 1.689 
SA (external teacher) 72.14 43 10.698 1.631 

Table 2 
Paired Sample Correlation of Groups 
Paired Samples Correlations 

 N Correlation Sig. 
Pair 1 SA (concerned teacher)&SA (external teacher) 43 .609 .000 

Table 3 
Paired Samples Test 
 Paired Differences t df Sig.  

(2-
tailed) 

Mean Std. 
Deviation 

Std. 
Error 
Mean 

95% Confidence 
Interval of the 

Difference 
Lower Upper 

 

SA (concerned 
teacher)-  
SA (external 
teacher) 

6.279 9.637 1.470 3.313 9.245 4.273 42 .000 

 From table 3, it is evident that sig. (2-tailed) value is .000 which is less that p-
value (p<.05), which shows that there is a significant difference between the score 
obtained by two groups. The effect size of paired-sample t-tests was also calculated. The 
effect size of the paired-sample t-tests was also conducted by following Cohen (1988), for 
interpreting the values. According to (Cohen, 1988), the effect size is small (.01), 
moderate (.06) and large (.14). It was calculated using the following eta squared formula. 

Eta squared = t2

t2+ (N−1)
 

 The eta squared value was noted as 0.3 which concludes that there is a large 
effect with a substantial difference in the summative assessment scores by the two groups 
based on the teachers’ familiarity or unfamiliarity of student performance. 

The study also investigated through interviews, teachers’ reasons for linking 
summative assessment with formative assessment. The qualitative data was divided into 
two main groups: the group of language teachers which linked formative assessment with 
summative assessment and the teachers which only relied on summative assessment of 
students. The group of language teachers who linked students’ final summative 
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assessment with their formative assessment stressed that summative assessment should be 
linked to formative assessment as it provides a better understanding of students’ 
performance. “It helps in assessing the students who perform well in class but are not good 
at writing.” expressed one of the teachers. Another teacher expressed, “If a student does not 
perform well, I analyze his past performance in the class and then try to look at the paper.” 
In a nutshell, the teachers expressed that an overview of students’ classroom assessment 
(i.e. formative assessment) helps them in doing the summative assessment (i.e. grading) of 
students. Teachers also showed their concerns regarding grading as “Grading a paper does 
not mean grading the whole performance. Written paper lacks original performance. 
Therefore, I link students’ classroom assessment with their final grading.” 

The teachers who relied only on the final summative assessments explained 
multiple reasons in support of their practice. The first reason which was proposed by 
language teachers that they focus mainly on content. The reason to focus on content was 
to remain objective. “I try to develop rubrics and then I go for grading for all students. It 
is a justified way to grade all papers on the same pattern. It also helps me to maintain 
objectivity.” Objectivity has been noticed as one of the reasons for not linking summative 
assessment (i.e. grading) with formative assessment (i.e. classroom performance). One of 
the teachers expressed, “I first grade the papers and then check their names to remain 
objective and avoid biasedness.”Teachers also expressed that lack of training to assess 
students on formative bases is also one of the causes to focus only on summative 
assessment. A proper training based on assessment may prove helpful to them to link 
formative assessment with the summative assessment of students. “I myself have gone 
through certain strategies on the internet but I have never been given any formal training 
regarding assessment by my institution.”  

Discussion 

In this study the synergy between summative and formative assessment was investigated 
the value of eta squared was noted down as 0.3, which shows a high impact of the 
difference. It also highlights that the difference between the two groups based on their 
familiarity/unfamiliarity with students has a high impact on students’ grades, which may 
further lead to students’ future progress. The effect of eta square also emphasizes the need 
to have a synergy between summative and formative assessment. 

 Language learners’ formative and summative assessment practices are both 
essential and need to be taken care of in educational contexts where summative 
assessment is only based on writing. There are chances that some students may not 
perform well on written grounds, but they may perform well on other grounds such as 
speaking, reading, pronunciation. This becomes a problem for the teacher who only does 
the summative assessment and is not aware of the formative assessment based on 
classroom performance. Hence, teacher assessment literacy is as important a factor to be 
considered (Xu & Brown, 2016).  
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 Teachers and students’ assessment practices may help them to improve their 
teaching and learning approaches. The need of the hour is also to analyze curriculum in 
the light of modern assessment practices.  

Conclusion 

The present study aimed to investigate the synergy between summative and formative 
assessment. The study hypothesized that the teachers involved in formative assessment of 
learners do the better summative assessment as compared to those teachers who are 
unaware of learners’ classroom performances. Moreover, formative assessment influences 
teachers in doing the summative assessment. The study adopted a mixed-method 
approach.  

 The group of teachers who were familiar with students’ classroom performances 
were noticed having higher means values (78.24) as compared to the group of teachers 
who were unfamiliar of the learners’ classroom performances as explained in Table 1. 
One of the reasons for this higher mean value may be teachers’ awareness of students’ 
formative assessment. On the other hand, the external examiners who were unfamiliar 
with classroom performances were noticed having lower mean values. The possible 
reason for that can be their unfamiliarity with classroom performances. Moreover, they 
only made content analysis of written papers. Hence, they were limited in doing only the 
summative assessment. Moreover, the difference in mean values reveals that summative 
assessment of students is clearer when it is seen in the light of formative assessment. It 
also highlights that both types of assessments are interlinked. The data obtained through 
qualitative part of the study also supported the results explained above. Teachers through 
their interview expressed that they find it easier to do summative assessment when they 
are aware of the formative assessment of students. 

Recommendations 

The study recommends considering formative and summative assessment equally by 
involving the same teacher. Both formative and summative assessments in combination 
may contribute better to the overall performance of students. Therefore, both the 
assessment methods should be given equal weightage.  

 As integrative language skills are involved in language learning, language 
teachers should be trained especially keeping these skills in view, so that they may be 
able to assess in a better way. In other words, language teachers’ assessment training 
needs should be dealt separately as compared to the overall assessment needs of the other 
disciplines. 
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