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This study investigated the factors influencing assessment practices 

among academic staff in universities, in Uganda. Academic levels, type 

of the university, specialisation, class size, and assessment-based training 

were hypothesised as factors influencing the university academic staff’s 

assessment practices. A purely quantitative approach was adopted to 

collect and analyse data for this study. An Assessment Practice Inventory 

Modified scale was used to collect data from 321 university academic 

staff considering their categorisations. Using multiple regression analysis, 

out of the five predictors included in the model academic levels and 

assessment-based training were found to be significant predictors of the 

university academic staff’s assessment practices; (F [2, 310] = 46.331, p 

< .001). According to the results revealed in this study, it is 

recommended that universities should ensure that their academic staff 

rise in academic levels and also, they should provide them with 

assessment-based training to improve their competencies and skills in 

assessing students. 
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Introduction 

Assessment is a logical approach of gathering data about students’ academic progress in order 

to improve on the student learning and the learning process (Cartwright, et al., 2009; Ewell, 2009; 

Lindholm, 2009; Marsh, 2007; Scroggins, 2004). Assessments clarify on what students have learnt and 

also, act as accountability points in the learning process (Alkharusi, 2011, 2012; Koh, 2011; Phamotse 

et al., 2011). In the process of assessing students, teachers use various approaches to understand what 

the students have learnt in relation to the curriculum expectations (Harlen, 2005; Timperley, Wilson et 

al., 2007). Assessments in learning are undertaken on individual students or groups, in form of 

formative or summative evaluation, or as standardised or informal assessments. In general, 

assessments provide evidence about the learning outcomes, learning process, individual students, 

institutions, and programmes to the teachers, students, administrators, and other education 

stakeholders (Mundia, 2010).  

There are different types of assessments which have been highlighted in the various studies. The type 

of assessments include; assessment for learning, assessment of learning, and assessment as learning. 

Assessment for learning can be equated to formative assessment in learning. Assessment for learning 

is used to collect information about the learning process and individual students during the learning 

process for improvement purposes (Black & Wiliam, 1998). Also, assessment for learning helps 

students to revisit their mistakes, learn from their peers and their past experiences to improve their 

learning and learning environment (Black, et al., 2004; Boston, 2002; Duncan & Noonan, 2007; 

Rolheiser & Ross, 2000). In assessment for learning, consecutive assessments are undertaken onto the 
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students across the study period of a given course (Nicol & MacFarlane-Dick 2006; Swaffield, 2011).  

Assessment of learning is equivalent to summative assessment when it is used in the learning process.  

Assessment of learning is a single shot appraisal that involves examining what the students have learnt 

and the study programme at the end of a given course(s). Assessment of learning is used to understand 

whether the students have attained the required knowledge in totality at end the course(s) they have 

undertaken (Gipps, 1994). Assessment as learning involves students making self-assessment on 

themselves (McDowell et al., 2011). Students engage in personal evaluation of their learning and also, 

use the obtained information to improve their learning and academic career. Assessment as learning 

helps the students to discover their own mistakes and also, learn from their peers in order to improve 

their learning (Earl, 2003). 

According to the different studies conducted in assessment and assessment practices, several factors 

have been mentioned to influence the academic staff’s assessment practices (Duncan & Noonan, 

2007). The factors which have been highlighted to influence the academic staff’s assessment practices 

in the different studies include academic levels, subject or area of specialisation, class size, type of 

university, and assessment-based training acquired by the academic staff (Duncan & Noonan, 2007). 

Literature Review 

Academic levels 

According to research that has been conducted in assessment it has been mentioned that 

academic levels or academic staff qualifications influence their assessment practices (Noordin & 

Jusoff, 2009). Progressing through academic levels is linked to experience which can influence the 

assessment practices of the academic staff at the university level. It is mentioned in some studies that 

academic staff assessment practices can improve if the academic staff have consecutive interactions 

with assessing students (Sato et al., 2008). The continuous interaction with assessments gives an 

advantage to the academic staff who have taught for a longer period of time, with more experience, 

and high academic levels to have good assessment practices (Masole, 2011; Sato et al., 2008). On the 

other side, other studies have highlighted that academic levels do not influence academic staff’s 

assessment practices (Masole, 2011). This highlights a gap of conclusive research about assessment 

practices among university academic staff according to their academic levels. 

Area of Specialisation 

Efficiency in assessment is influenced by subject area or specialisation of the academic staff 

(Dunca & Noonan, 2007). According to Dunca and Noonan (2007) subject specialisations have a lot to 

explain in the assessment practices of the academic staff. On the other hand, Susuwele-Banda (2005) 

highlighted that academic staff’s areas of specialisation did not contribute to the academic staff’s 

assessment practices. In some studies it is highlighted that there are differences in assessment practices 

of the academic staff according to their different areas of specialisation or qualifications (Adams & 

Hsu, 1998; Bol et al., 1998; Koloi-Keaikitse, 2012; Stiggins & Conklin, 1992), while others disagree 

that the differences do not exist (Dunca & Noonan, 2007). The differences in assessment practices 

among the academic staff have been much highlighted between the academic staff in the 

specialisations of science and arts subjects (McMillan, 2003; Stiggings & Conklin, 1992). 

Class Size 

From the studies done on assessment practices, academic staff’s assessment practices have 

been inclined to the nature of class sizes assessed (Black & Wiliam, 1998; Dunca & Noonan, 2007; 

Koloi-Keaikitse, 2012; Monk & Haller, 1993; Susuwele-Banda, 2005). Studies done in assessment 

highlight that the nature of class size influences the way the academic staff assess their students 
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(Gibbs & Simpson, 2004; Masole, 2011). Large class sizes in assessment are viewed as a threat to the 

quality of assessments on the side of the teacher and might result into misconducts on the side of the 

students. In the different studies done in assessment, teachers have acknowledged that they assess 

large classes which makes them assess poorly the students they teach (Masole, 2011). Class size 

reduction has been mentioned as one of the ways which can improve student assessment and their 

learning (Graue et al., 2007; Susuwele-Banda, 2005).  This is because large class sizes lead to poor 

use of assessment equipment and materials, giving of general marks to students, lack of concentration 

by lecturers when assessing, crisis of time on the side of the lecturers, inadequacy of tools and 

resources, and development of negative attitudes by the lecturers on the side of assessment (Masole, 

2011). 

Classes appropriate for good assessment and performance of students need to be sizable or, small in 

number for lecturers to adequately handle the assessments (Finn et al., 2003; Jones, 2006; Masole, 

2009, 2011). In situations where the classes are too big, they should be reduced to smaller classes 

which lecturers can handle effectively when assessing students (Bennel & Molwane, 2008; Susuwele-

Banda, 2005). This would give lecturers room to attend to students individually during the instruction 

process and also, to adequately assess and grade their work during the assessment process (McMillan, 

2003; Miller et al., 2007). On the other hand, some studies have mentioned that there is a negative 

relationship between class size and assessment practices (Duncan & Noonan, 2007; Locastro, 2001; 

Reynolds et al., 2001; Welsh, 1989). The contradicting finding on whether class size influences 

academic staff’s assessment practices or not, highlights lack of grounded studies on the relationship 

between class size and assessment practices (Locastro, 2001; Reynolds et al., 2001).  

Assessment-Based Training 

Effective assessment of students by the academic staff in any learning institution depends on 

the quality of assessment training attained in assessing students (Zhang & Burry-Stock, 2003). 

Availing assessment training courses are some of the ways in which institutions can equip their 

academic staff with the required assessment competencies and skills in assessing students (Duncan & 

Noonan, 2007; Harlen, 2005; Sato et al., 2008; Tindal & Haladyna, 2002). Empirical studies that have 

been undertaken in assessment-based training have highlighted that training influences academic 

staff’s assessment practices (Brookhart, 2003; Duncan & Noonan, 2007; Guskey, 2003; Masole, 2009; 

Phamotse et al., 2011; Stiggins, 2002, 1999; Zhang & Burry-Stock, 2003). Studies have also found 

that academic staff’s possession of good assessment competencies and skills make as the adequate in 

assessing students (Stiggins, 1999, 2002; Zhang & Burry-Stock, 2003). Giving an opportunity to 

academic staff to assess students without proper assessment competencies and skills can be equated to 

academic suicide in a learning environment (Popham, 2004, 2009). This is because during assessment 

academic staff undertake critical academic decisions on students and the study programme without the 

required expertise. In a general analysis of studies done in assessment, it has been highlighted that 

most of the academic staff in institutions have inadequate competencies and skills in assessing 

students (Phamotse et al., 2011; Stiggins, 1999; Zhang & Burry-Stock, 2003). 

It has been mentioned in research that academic staff with assessment-based training have better 

assessment practices than those who have not undertaken any assessment-based training (Masole, 

2011). Lecturers who lack adequate competencies and skills in assessing students are likely to have 

poor assessment practices (Howie, 2006; Stiggins, 2002). In studies which have analysed the 

assessment competencies and skills of academic staff it was discovered that most academic staff in 

institutions were incompetent in assessing students and also, a few academic staff had undertaken 

assessment-based training (Alkharusi, 2011, 2012; Masole, 2011; Phamotse et al., 2011; Zhang & 

Burry-Stock, 2003). In universities where majority academic staff train in their professions 

assessment-based training is optional to students, while in other universities they do not have such 

training for both students and their lecturers. In such a situation, this highlights that assessment-based 

training areis not taken as an important issue in these particular institutions (Phamotse et al., 2011), 

though it is known that assessments are inevitable in the learning process (Pellegrino et al., 2001). It is 

of great importance that academic staff be equipped with adequate competencies and skills in 
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assessing students, that is, in the way they design, administer, interpret, and apply the results obtained 

from the assessments (Koloi-Keaikitse, 2012). In the different studies done in assessment education 

stake holders have advocated for assessment-based training to the academic staff in order to improve 

their assessment practices.  This would improve on the way the academic staff assess students in the 

classrooms (Guskey, 1994, 2003; Stiggins, 1999, 2001, 2002). 

Types of University  

In Uganda there are both public and private universities. All the different types of universities 

operate under the National Council for Higher Education guidelines, which also controls quality in all 

aspects the universities undertake including student assessment. Although few, public universities 

admit larger numbers of students compared to private universities. The classes in most of the courses 

in public universities are relatively larger in number than those in private universities. According to 

research, large classes are likely to hinder instructors’ objectives in meeting students’ academic needs 

in the teaching and assessment process (Dunca & Noonan, 2007; Reymond et al., 2001). Public 

universities have more funds and resources, better infrastructure and facilities as they are funded by 

government than their counterparts. Also, public universities have bigger libraries, modern lecture 

theatres, better internet facilities and services, bigger research grants and upgrading opportunities for 

their academic staff. Mainly, private universities depend on private funds raised from students’ tuition 

fees, and sometimes from donor agencies 

Purpose of the study 

This study investigated the significant factors influencing assessment practices among 

academic staff in Ugandan universities. This study has investigated how factors such as academic 

levels, type of university, specialisation, class size, and assessment-based training influence the 

assessment practices of the academic staff in universities. 

Research Question 

The study was guided by the following research question; 

Do academic levels, specialisations, type of university, class size, and assessment-based 

training predict assessment practices among academic staff in Ugandan universities? 

Methods 

This highlights the different approaches used to conduct the study of the factors influencing 

assessment practices among academic staff in universities. This study adopted a purely quantitative 

study. 

Sample and Sampling techniques 

The data analysed in this study was collected from 321 academic staff randomly selected from 

four universities. The sample of academic staff was selected from two public and two private 

universities in consideration of their academic levels (Teaching assistants, assistant lecturers, lecturers, 

associate professors, and professors) and specialisations (Arts, human sciences, sciences, and 

education). 

 Instrument 

An Assessment Practice Inventory Modified questionnaire (Matovu & Ainol, 2013) which has 

13 demographic questions and 50 items on the likert scale was used to collect the data for the study. 

The 50 items on the likert scale (1 = not-at-all-skilled, 2 = a-little-skilled, 3 = some-what-skilled, 4 = 



Factors Influencing Assessment Practices…M. Matovu & A.M. Zubairi 

-180- 

skilled, 5 = highly-skilled) collected information about the academic staff assessment practices while 

the 13 demographic questions identified the academic staff and also, acted as the predictor variables in 

the study. According to the results of the Cronbach’s alpha coefficients the reliability of the 

Assessment Practice Inventory Modified was .967, which indicated that it was an excellent instrument 

in measuring assessment practices among university academic staff (Garson, 1998; Gleim & Gleim, 

2003; Tavakol & Dennick, 2011). 

Data Collection 

Different research assistants were assigned to collect data from the different universities 

which were selected randomly from their respective cohorts (Private and public) to participate in the 

study. The research assistants randomly selected academic staff from the different faculties and 

departments in the selected universities, and distributed the questionnaires to them by hand. Also, in 

the selection of the academic staff their academic levels, areas of specialization and the sizes of the 

classes they teach were put into consideration. Whether academic staff had taken an assessment-based 

training or not, was not considered in selecting them. This method of selecting participants for the 

study helped in having a representative sample for all the attributes which were under investigation in 

this study. 

Data analysis 

To analyse the data multiple regression analysis was used to find out the amount of gradient 

equated to the size of the bivariate correlations between the different predictor variables (Academic 

levels, type of university, specializations, class size, and assessment-based training) and assessment 

practices. The step-wise method of multiple regression analysis was employed to determine the 

predictive power of each individual independent variable in model onto assessment practices. 

FINDINGS 

Assumption checks 

Multiple regression assumption checks were conducted to examine normality, linearity, 

multicollinearity, outliers, and independence of errors within the data before the main analysis. For 

normality, the descriptive statistics of both skewness and kurtosis for the items in the data were in a 

normal range; between -1.0 and +1.0. Also, the normal probability plot of the regression standardised 

residual points approximates a positive straight diagonal line from the left to right verifying the 

assumption of normality for the errors in the model (Baylor et al., 2010) (Figure 1). This suggests that 

the data was normal due to the absence of major deviations from the normal, with the data requiring 

no transformation. The histogram in Figure 2 highlights that some variables are not within a perfect 

normal distribution, but the mean (2.09E-15) for the distribution is very close to zero which confirms 

the normality of the data. 
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Figure 1. Normal Plot (P-P) for the 

Regression Standardised Residuals 

 
Figure 2. Normal Distribution Curve

Analysing the scatter plot of the regression standardised residuals, most of the errors are located in the 

centre of the scatter plot (around 0 point) with the residuals approximating a rectangular distribution. 

This also suggests that the data was normally distributed (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007) as seen in 

Figure 3. In the regression scatter plot, the error terms in the plot are relatively constant to highlight 

that the error variances are constant with predictor (independent) variables (see Figure 3). This 

concludes that the assumption of homoscedasticity was met, and heteroscedasticity was not an issue of 

concern in the regression model.  

 
Figure 3. Standardised Residuals for the Multiple Regression Data 

Linearity of the data was determined by examining the relationship between the five predictor 

variables and assessment practices. The obtained correlation coefficients in the multiple regression 

model in Table 3 highlight a statistically significant relationships as in model 1 (.469) and model 2 

(.480). The probability of the correlation coefficient in model 2 of Table 3 is .043 which is less than 

the critical level (p < .05). The null hypothesis was rejected to conclude that a linear relationship 

existed between the variables. The bivariate correlations in the correlation matrix (Table 1) have 

significant relationships to reflect linearity of the data. This also highlights that there were no great 

concerns of multicollinearity in the data set. The significant correlation coefficients in the correlation 

matrix in Table 1 show that assessment practices of the academic staff are significantly correlated with 

specialisation r = .131 (p < .05, 313), academic levels r = .469 (p < .01, 313), and assessment-based 

training r = .121 (p < .05, 313). Other statistically significant correlations in the correlation matrix 

table include academic levels and specialisations r = .144 (p < .05, 313), and assessment-based 

training with university r = .404 (p < .01, 313). 
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Table 1. Correlation Matrix of Five Predictors and Assessment Practices 

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 

1. Assessment 1.000      

2. University .101 1.000     

3. Specialisation .131* .033 1.000    

4. Academic Levels .469** .001 .144* 1.000   

5. Class Size .027 .075 -.008 -.016 1.000  

6. Assessment-based 

training 

.121* .404** .035 .044 .000 1.000 

     Note: **p < .01, *p < .05 

The outliers in the data were checked using both the univariate and multivariate multiple regression 

procedures. The scatter plot for the regression standardised residuals (Figure 3) shows that there 

existed some outliers in the data set. The studentized residuals were used to check the univariate 

outliers for the dependent variable using the z-scores computed based on the data for all the cases 

while the multivariate outliers were checked using mahalanobis distance. 8 cases were selected as 

outliers in the data set. 

Results 

According to the descriptive results from the multiple regression analysis universities (M = 

.313, SD = .4645), area of specialisation (M = .096, SD = .295), academic levels (M = .061, SD = 

.239), class size (M = .345, SD = .476), and assessment-based training (M = .546, SD = .499) were 

analysed. The results of ANOVA in Table 2 reveal that the probability of the F statistics (46.331) of 

the regression relationship for the variables of academic levels and assessment-based training, the p-

values was both .000, which is less than the critical level (p < .001). The ANOVA results of multiple 

regression analysis in Table 2 highlight a statistically significant relationship between the two 

predictor variables and assessment practices (F [2, 310] = 46.331, p < .001). The results rejected the 

null hypothesis that there is no relationship between the predictor variables and the dependent 

variable. 

Table 2. ANOVA Table for Multiple Regressions 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 7.930 1 7.930 87.660 .000*
a
 

 Residual 28.132 311 .090   

 Total 36.062 312    

2 Regression 8.299 2 4.149 46.331 .000*
b
 

 Residual 27.763 310 .090   

 Total 36.062 312    

 Note: *p < .001, a. Predictors: (Constant), academic levels, b. Predictors:  

 (Constant), academic levels, assessment-based training 

The multiple regression summary model results in Table 3 show that there are two statistically 

significant variables when all the predictor variables were analysed in the step-wise regression model. 

Out of the five factors which were analysed as predictor variables of assessment practices, the two 

significant variables yielded an R of .480 and R
2 
of .230 that were statistically significant at p < .05; (F 

[2, 310] = 4.122, p = .043) as in Table 3. The combined model that yielded the R
2
 of .230 included 

academic levels and assessment-based training. Three insignificant variables which were excluded 

from the model include; type of university, specialisation, and class size. The adjusted R
2 

of .225 in 

Table 3 indicates that about 22.5% of the variability in the academic staff’s assessment practices is 

accounted for by the academic levels and assessment-based training. The Durbin-Watson results of 

1.786 are within the required range (1 - 4) which show that there was no autocorrelation, or, there was 

independence of errors in the data which was analysed. 
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Table 3. Multiple Regressions Summary Model 

     Change Statistics 
M

o
d

el
 

 M
o

d
el

  

 

R 

 

R 

Square 

 

Adjusted 

R Square 

R 

Square 

Change 

Std. Error 

of the 

Estimate 

 

 

F 

 

 

df1 

 

 

df2 

 

 

Sig 

 

Durbin- 

Watson 

1 .469
a
 .220 .217 .220 .301 87.660 1 311 .000*  

2 .480
b
 .230 .225 .010 .299 4.122 1 310 .043* 1.786 

Note: *p < .05, a. Predictors: (Constant), academic levels, b. Predictors: (Constant), academic levels, 

assessment-based training 

From the results of the regression coefficients the standardized coefficients highlight that the two 

significant predictive variables in the model, academic levels (.465) have the strongest effect on the 

dependent variable followed by assessment-based training (.101). The observed standardised beta 

values or the size of influence indicate that the greatest influence upon the dependent variable was 

from academic levels (β = .465, p < .001), followed by assessment-based training (β = .101, p < .05) 

(Table 4). The results of the coefficients for multiple regression show that the two statistically 

significant predictive variables have a significant contribution to the academic staff’s assessment 

practices. The tolerance revealed in the combined model of academic levels and assessment-based 

training which were the significant predictors of the assessment practices among university academic 

staff is .998. The Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) for both academic levels and assessment-based 

training is 1.002 (Table 4). There is no tolerance score below .1 and all the VIF scores are beneath 10 

which are the relative threshold levels to highlight multicollinearity in the data. 

Table 4. Regression Coefficients and Results of Significant Tests for the Final Model 

 

Model 

Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. 

Collinearity 

Statistics 

B Std. Error Beta Tolerance VIF 

1 (Constant) 3.283 .018  187.166 .000**   

Academic Levels .667 .071 .469 9.363 .000** 1.000 1.000 

2 (Constant) 3.315 .023  141.535 .000   

Academic Levels .660 .071 .465 9.312 .000** .998 1.002 

Assessment-based 

training 
.069 .034 .101 2.030 .043* 

.998 1.002 

Note: *P < .05, **P < .001, R
2
 for the final model was .230 

According to the results of the regression coefficient in Table 4, the slope associated to academic level 

is .660 suggesting that the academic staff’s rise in academic levels leads to an increase of .660 units in 

their assessment practices than when they have not risen academically.  The slope coefficient for 

assessment-based training is .069 suggesting that assessment-based training has an associated increase 

of .069 units in academic staff’s assessment practices when academic levels are kept constant. On the 

other hand, it can also be interpreted that each unit increase in academic levels (β = .660, p = .000) 

leads to a 66.0% increase in the academic staff’s assessment practices. For the beta coefficient of 

assessment-based training (β = .069, p = .043), every unit increase in assessment-based training yields 

an increase of 6.9% in the academic staff’s assessment practices. It can be drawn from the findings of 

this study that the academic staff who have high academic levels and have undertaken assessment-

based training have higher assessment practices than those who have not developed academically and 

taken an assessment-based training. 

Discussion 

Five factors were included in the multiple regression models as predictor variables to the 

assessment practices of the academic staff. Among the included five predictor variables in the model, 

only two variables were statistically significant; academic levels and assessment-based training. These 

findings are similar to those which revealed that assessment practices of teachers are predicted by their 

academic levels and the assessment training they had attained (Khalid et al., 2012; Noordin & Jusoff, 
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2009). The results of multiple regressions reveal that academic levels contribute more to the academic 

staff’s assessment practices than assessment-based training but, all are significant predictors. These 

results support the findings of the study which highlighted that the higher the academic qualification, 

the higher the assessment practices and teaching skills (Susuwele-Banda, 2005).  

Assessment-based training has also been identified to be a significant predictor of the assessment 

practices of the university academic staff.  This finding supports the findings which highlighted that 

assessment-based training improves assessment practices of academic staff (Jere, 2000; Stiggins, 

1999; Susuwele-Banda, 2005). The training programmes undertaken by the university academic staff 

would help them to improve their assessment competencies and skills (Harlen, 2005; Zhang & Burry-

Stock, 2003). Again, the findings of this study which have found that assessment-based training is a 

significant predictor of university academic staff assessment practices have supported the finding of 

Phamotse et al. (2011) and, Zhang and Burry-Stock (2003) who highlighted that academic staff’s 

ability to execute assessment tasks largely depends on their levels of training in undertaking student 

assessments. It can be noted from the results of this study that assessment-based training undertaken 

by the academic staff is relevant for their practice, and if not undertaken, it can affect the way they 

assess students. According to Tindal and Haladyna (2002) they mentioned that academic staff who are 

lacking adequate assessment skills are not expected to effectively assess the students they teach. If 

they tend to assess effectively, then, their major aim of assessing concentrates on the learning 

outcomes rather than improving the learning process (Tindal & Haladyna, 2002). It is concluded that if 

academic staff lack proper assessment-based training in the various assessment components such as 

designing, administering, interpreting, and applying the results got from the assessments they are 

expected to have poor assessment practices (Kanjee & Sayed, 2008; Masole, 2011). 

Some of the hypothesised predictor variables of the academic staff’s assessment practices were found 

to be insignificant such as the type of university, class size, and specialisations. These findings also 

support findings of other studies which revealed that class size had no significant effect on the 

teachers’ assessment practices (Duncan & Noonan, 2007). Though this is the finding of the study, 

generally smaller class sizes have been preferably mentioned to be better than larger classes in number 

when teaching and assessing students (ATA, 2003; Black & Wiliam, 1998; Susuwele-Banda, 2005). 

Also, the finding of this study contradict with findings of Koloi-Keaikitse (2012) who articulated that 

there are differences in the assessment practices of academic staff according to their class size and 

subject area or, specialisation. These results might be different from those of this study because the 

study was conducted in schools while the current study has been done on academic staff in 

universities. 

Recommendations and conclusion 

From the findings of this study it can be recommended that universities should provide 

assessment-based training to their academic staff to ensure that they have proper assessment practices 

to assess their students as effectively (Duncan & Noonan, 2007; Harlen, 2005; Masole, 2009, 2011 

Mertler, 1998). This is because studies have mentioned that most of the academic staff in institutions 

have inadequate competencies and skills in assessing students (Brookhart, 2003; Duncan & Noonan, 

2007; Guskey, 2003; Howie, 2006; Masole, 2011; Mertler, 2003; Stiggins, 2002, 1999; Stockking et 

al., 2004; Vandeyar & Killen, 2007; Zhang & Burry-stock, 2003). Academic staff who undertook 

assessment-based training at their degree or diploma levels, the courses they attained focused on large 

scale assessment which might not necessarily apply in universities (Gullickson, 1986; Stiggins & 

Bridgeford, 1985). Assessment-based training programmes would help these academic staff to 

strengthen their competencies and skills in designing and using rubrics, become better in planning and 

constructing tests, improve on their grading expertise, be able to standardise tests, and to interpret 

assessment results appropriately.  This would also help the students to enjoy fair assessments as they 

would be assessed adequately by the academic staff (Alkharusi, 2011, 2012; Koloi-Keaikitse, 2012). It 

can be concluded that universities ought to support their academic staff to rise in their academic levels 

and also, avail them with assessment-based training programmes. This is because academic levels and 
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assessment-based training in this study have been noted to be significant predictors of academic staff’s 

assessment practices. 
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