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Abstract

Hong Kong has an assessmfamtlearning policy and a cultural context that emates
examinations. In addition to associating studeatigrg with improvement, important
improvement-oriented conceptions have been idedtdimong Hong Kong teachers and which
were not fully instantiated in the originééachers’ Conceptions of Assessn{@é@oA)

inventory. An expanded Chinese-TCoA inventory wésiistered to in Chinese in both Hong
Kong and southern China. The intended 6 consttuattsire was not supported. Exploratory
factor analysis (MLE, oblimin rotation) identifiétifactors, which were further reduced to 3
major inter-correlated constructs (i.e., improvetnancountability, and irrelevance).
Improvement and accountability were strongly irterrelated (=.80), while improvement had a
weak negative correlation with irrelevance and aotability had a weak positive correlation
with irrelevance. The model had 7 factors base@%items and acceptable fif£3856.97,
df=426;y°/df=9.05,p<.001; CFI=.85; RMSEA=.065; SRMR=.065; gamma=.90y0 group
nested invariance testing (i.e., Hong Kong vs. lseut China) showed that the model was
statistically equivalent, except for item residu@ts62; y°=4612.89df=891;y%/df=5.18,p=.02;
CFI=.83; RMSEA=.047; SRMR=.065; gamma=.94). Diffezres in mean scores between the
two groups showed that Hong Kong teachers agreed with the ideas of assessments helping
student learning, being accurate, and being examirt® whereas southern China teachers
agreed more that assessment was irrelevant. Thdg sontributes to our understanding of how
assessment is understood by teachers working withinese contexts.
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Teachers’ opinions, attitudes, and beliefs (a.k@ceptions-Thompson, 1992) play an
important part in mediating how educational refoamns implemented in schools and classrooms
(Richardson & Placier, 2001). Explicit attenti@ntéachers’ conceptions of the purposes of
assessment and their practices of assessmentastanpsince much educational policy related
to assessment is implemented by and through stbachers. We suggest that four conceptions
of assessment exist, three of which may looselgabegorised as ‘purposes’ and one as an ‘anti-
purpose’ (Brown, 2008). Three major purposes fseasment thread the scholarly literature
(e.g., Heaton, 1975; Torrance & Pryor, 1998; Wa&eMisbet, 1999; Webb, 1992):

» assessment as improvement of teaching and leafinipgovement

» assessment as making schools and teachers acdeuntabeir effectivenessS¢hool

Accountability; and

» assessment as making students accountable fotehming Student Accountabilijy

What we term an anti-purpose is a belief that assest is fundamentally irrelevant to the
life and work of teachers and studentse{evant Shohamy, 2001).

There is a strong tension between accountabiligil&tion uses and improvement-
oriented purposes specifically related to educatiassessment, testing, and examination. On the
one hand, assessments are used to evaluate tlitg qiathools and teachers, as well as certify
the learning of students, and, on the other hasgbssments are used to inform teachers,
administrators, governments, parents, and stu@earnis what aspects of learning have been
mastered and what aspects need to be taught anéde@ext. While not necessarily
incompatible or mutually exclusive, whenever higgkss socially or politically mandated
consequences are attached to assessment resséesnis rational to expect the accountability
purpose to dominate in the thinking of teachers.

It is expected that differences in culture or styciead not only to differing policies, but
also distinctive conceptions of practices or preess For example, Hamilton, et al. (2007)
reported that teachers in California, Georgia, Badnsylvania had very similar responses,
experiences, and attitudes towards standards-laasedntability assessments; they attributed
this to similarities between the systems. Similatd®achers in New Zealand and Queensland had
very similar conceptions of assessment (Brown &d,#006). Furthermore, Brown and Harris
(2009) reported that recent, proactive school pesito use testing as part of school-wide
improvement initiatives modified the beliefs teashlead as to the purpose of assessment; the
improvement-oriented purpose was replaced by aot@waountability purpose as the dominant
conception. Hence, it would appear that how teactiederstand and value the competing
purposes of assessment is sensitive to both gearedadpecific policy priorities.

The model underlying the research into teachereotmns of assessment has twin,
interacting tracks leading to student outcomeshénwords of Brown and Harris (2009, p. 70):

The conceptions of both teachers and students rdiieemnced by various policy

directions and family priorities and these beligfisturn, guide their separate teaching

and learning practices. These two pathways areeshilayp and respond to societal and

cultural contexts, meaning that there will be diéf beliefs and practices in differing

social, ethnic, and cultural groups. Note thas thiodel does not attempt to portray

the complex paths leading to teachers’ and studeatseptions, which have been

hinted at in Pajares (1992). ... teacher beliefssaen as mediating between policy

and outcomes, rather than as external to the ingiéation processes. Second, policy

directions are seen as a function of prioritieshimitsociety and culture, suggesting

that variation in conceptions and practices withatietal contexts will be less than
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those between contexts. Third, students themselvesthought to have a strong
contributing role in shaping their outcomes.

This means, assuming the proposition that socjetitived policy and cultural priorities
shape teacher conceptions is valid, that in otbeietes with different frameworks, teachers’
conceptions of assessment should not fit so refudlcurrent model. Lack of fit would also
suggest that the four main factors of the TCoA mwey may not be sufficient for use in other
societies, even with high-quality translation/a@éiphn. Further, even if the same factors are
apparent, it may be legitimate to expect the pated strength of the paths among the factors
would be statistically not invariant for sampleketa from quite different populations. In other
words, while some factors may be stable acrosslpbpus, we can legitimately expect the
correlations between those factors to differ acsnsseties.

The TCoA in Chinese Contexts

Both Hong Kong and China have long traditions ghhkstakes examinations to select
students for limited spots in higher levels of extian or in higher-rated educational institutions.
Indeed, there is at least 1000 years of historysathl support behind the use of public
examinations as a selection tool in Chinese cosit@aine, 1990). Cheung (2008) makes it clear
that public examinations are necessary even ireagmbrary Hong Kong to prevent corruption
and collusion in the selection of meritorious caladies for limited resources.

To exemplify these societally-defined practices)sider the use of examinations in
Hong Kong. The Hong Kong Attainment Test run in-Behelps classify feeder primary
schools to the three attainment bands of secorstdugoling. High-stakes examinations in Years
11 and 13 (i.e., HKCEE and HKALE) select a dimimmghnumber of candidates for
opportunities in the next level of schooling (e60% of HKCEE graduates win places in
government funded"®Form colleges and only 18% of the cohort obtaimifed places in Hong
Kong universities). Most students focus their |@agron what they think they will be tested: the
test becomes the curriculum (Biggs, 1996). The tedmn of schools is often largely determined
by absolute student scores, despite efforts oEthecation Bureau to introduce value added
information systems into place as a more defensitdans of evaluating school quality. For
example, the centrally administered territory-wasessment system has threatened many
schools (Yu et al., 2006). Hong Kong teachers dacansider the recent changes in government
assessment policies and practices towards morgsessmerfor learning as equally important
as the need to prepare students for high-stakeieations (Chan, 2007). The use of public
examinations for selection of students, evaluabibschools and teachers is hardly less
aggressive in China proper. Indeed, examinatiomaire an important part of assessment
cultures in many Asian countries and their influeneeds to be taken into account when
assessment reforms are discussed (Kennedy, 208@getHwe should expect teachers in Chinese
societies to have quite different perspectivesssessment to westerners.

Preliminary Hong Kong TCoA studies.

After careful translation of the TCoA into Chinesesurvey of nearly 300 primary and
secondary school teachers in Hong Kong was caoué@Brown et al., 2009). The fit of the
model was marginal and improved somewhat when nthfgpa newly developed Assessment
Practices Inventory. The most important differexgtlire of the TCoA results was that among
Hong Kong teachers, there was a strong and positisrelation (=.91) between the conception
that assessment evaluates students and assesstieenitiprovement. In New Zealand, the same
two conceptions were very weakly correlateel21). This difference was attributed to cultural
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features of the Confucian system in Hong Kong wheiciphasizes educational testing as a force
for improved learning. However, the conception sdessment is for improvement was a

negative predictor of using practices related geasment for school accountability. This was
considered a parallel result to a New Zealand sttty primary school teachers (Brown, 2009)
which found that the conception of assessmentdioo@ accountability predicted the use of
assessments of deep learning. Perhaps there &edstoncern among school teachers across the
two societies that school accountability pressaressomehow not well connected with

improved learning outcomes.

More recently, Hui (2009) summarized qualitativalgses of primary school teacher and
curriculum leaders’ opinions of assessment. Herteddhat three additional purposes of
assessment which did not appear in the TCoA. Spaltyf, assessment changes students’
learning attitudes, assessment identifies studatentials, and assessments helps prepare
students for future challenges. It was arguedttiede three conceptions of how assessment is
used arise from current policy emphases in Honggkamdeveloping children for life-long
learning in a knowledge-economy of thé'2entury. He also suggested that these conceptions
are likely to be strongly associated with an ovezalphasis on assessment for improvement.
Preliminary China TCoA Study.

A small study of nearly 100 polytechnic lecturarsouthern China surveyed their
conceptions of assessment using the full 50 itersiame of the TCoA inventory (Li & Hui,

2007). The lecturers agreed most of all that asssssimproves quality of teaching and that it
makes schools and teachers accountable; theyaejdat conception that assessment was bad or
ignored. While the latter result is consistent wite New Zealand studies, the higher level of
agreement for the school accountability purpospiite different. Interestingly, the two
accountability conceptions tended to correlate whthassessment is valid and descriptive
factors, leaving the two improved teaching andreay factors in a separate factor. It was

argued that assessment was viewed this way beo&ueepetitive pressures to demonstrate to
industry that the institute was delivering high-ifysstudents for employment in the industry. In
this way it was claimed lecturers made a distimcbetween evaluative and educationally
functional purposes of assessment.

These preliminargtudies with the TCoA in Chinese contexts suggest ¢learly that
the current TCoA inventory taps into just somehaf important aspects of how Chinese teachers
understand the use and purpose of assessment. Biowey current studies show clearly that the
accountability conceptions are conceived of ingaidifferent manner to New Zealand and
Queensland. Student accountability is seen asvadbimprovement while school
accountability may have some legitimacy throughlipudccess to examination results. There are
some clues in both TCoA survey studies to inditiaae teachers make a distinction between
improved learning outcomes and school evaluaticacoountability. Whether their views would
become more like those of teachers in low-stakes@mments after the introduction of a policy
that reduces consequences to schools from puldimieations would be one way to determine
whether these differences are attributable to ceillbm government policy.

The joint HKIEd-SCNU research project

A collaborative research project into teachers’aggions of assessment in Chinese
contexts was initiated in 2008 and has completeeri@s of studies in Hong Kong and the
Guangdong province of China. These two regionsanéiguous and have populations that are
overwhelmingly Han Chinese. However, there areiagmt differences between the two
regions. Guangdong is fully part of the People’pt#ic of China, uses Putonghua as the
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official medium of instruction, and provides only®&ars of compulsory schooling to its
residents. In contrast, Hong Kong is a Special Adstative Region of China with considerable
political, economic, and social autonomy, uses I&#htonese and English as the media of
instruction, and provides 11 years of compulsohosting to its residents. In terms of
assessment policy, Hong Kong has adopted an assaskmlearning policy while retaining
high-stakes public examinations and school-basdebéiyear examinations. Guangdong, on the
other hand, has highly competitive entrance antitegiing systems to stream students into
highly selective schools at the start of Primaryddife, and Secondary schooling. Thus, we
could expect that between these two jurisdictitvese may be strong similarities and
distinctions in how teachers conceive of assessment
Research Questions
The goal of this study was to identify additionahceptions of assessment held by
teachers working in Chinese contexts and, subséguealidate a new questionnaire. It was
assumed that the four constructs embedded in BEoW@bA were valid, though potentially two
of which were under-represented. Further, the g@aalto establish a common questionnaire and
measurement model across the two samples of teaither South China and Hong Kong. Most
importantly, the goal was to establish a factancttire that was consistent with previous studies
in which strong positive relationships could bersbetween improvement and accountability
conceptions. Hence, the research questions addrestigs study were:
1. Can additional constructs suggested as valid im&3a& contexts be identified in the
responses of Chinese teachers to a self-reporeptinos of assessment inventory?
2. What model (i.e., number of factors and their #redationship) fits the responses of
teachers from South China and Hong Kong?
3. To what degree is the model statistically equivatenboth groups?
4. To what degree are the factor mean scores equivaleboth groups?
5. Are differences in the model or mean scores car#istith jurisdictional differences
between South China and Hong Kong?
Development of a Chinese contexts TCoA instrument
In responding to the results reported in Brownl e2®09), a series of small scale studies
were implemented with a view towards identifyingnceptions of assessment missing from the
original research tool. An analysis of Hong Kongnary school curriculum leaden22)
opinions about the uses and purposes of assesgtagtified three additional purposes that were
associated with the notion of improvement (Hui, 200 hese were to change students’ attitudes
towards learning, identify their potential, andgaee students for future challenges. A parallel
series of interview studies conducted in China (Jy@&909) identified the notions that
assessments are used to prepare students forthlgrssand/or externally administered
examinations or tests and to control students’ ela both in- and out-of-class. Consequently,
a new questionnaire was developed around six dbngr@onstructs (i.e., assessment makes
schools accountable; assessment makes studentstatde; assessment improves teaching and
learning; assessment develops students into Ipettgrie; assessment is used to control both
students and teachers; and assessment is irrélégafihitions in Appendix A). Compared to
the original TCoA, this framework has introduceatmew constructs (Development and
Control) and added new items and meanings to tistirex four constructs (Student
Accountability, School Accountability, Improvemeatd Irrelevance).
The items were drafted simultaneously in three laggs (i.e., English, Cantonese, and
Putonghua) with the goal of achieving functionaligglence. Hence, a decentered approach
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(Werner & Campbell, 1973) to the drafting was taked modifications were made in each
version by the project team to obtain natural got@priate versions of the items in each
language and which had the same meaning. In acomedeith procedures outlined by Gable
and Wolf (1993), small samples of teachers wereash (1) classify each item according to the
definitions for each of the six constructs andg2aluate the equivalence of the Cantonese and
English versions. Where problematic items weretifled, revisions were made to the construct
definitions, items, or the wording of items in ameboth languages.

Analyses

To answer our first research question we used exoly and confirmatory factor analyses
to test a factor structure of six constructs ancettg a well-fitting model that explained Chinese
teacher responses to the C-TCoA. Confirmatory feamalysis was used to test the hypothesised
model (Klem, 2000; Hoyle, 1995; Thompson, 2000plesatory factor analysis was used to
develop an alternative model, and confirmatory apphes were used to validate the fit of the
alternative trimmed model. Maximum likelihood esdition with oblique rotation was used in
exploratory factor analysis (Costello & OsborneQ20 A conventional approach was taken to
determining the number of potential factors andrttrembers: factors had to have eigen-
values>1.00, at least three items which were canedp aligned, all of which had pattern or
regression loadings of >.30 and all cross-loadng® (Bandalos & Finney, 2010).

There are many measures to assess the fit of al tootthe data. In line with current
practice (Cheung & Rensvold, 2002; Fan & Sivo, 200@rsh, Hau, & Wen, 2004; Vandenberg
& Lance, 2000) our criteria for fit were models fitatistically nonsignificant’ perdf, gamma
hat >.90, and root mean square errors of approlomé@RMSEA) and standardized root mean
residuals (SRMR) <.08. Models that met these caiteere not rejected. All analyses were
carried out in AMOS (Arbuckle, 2008) using Pearpoomduct moment correlations. All cases
with more than 10% missing responses were remonédeanaining missing values were
estimated using the expectation maximisation proe(Little & Rubin, 2002) and so all
analyses were carried out with no missing data.

To test for equivalence of the model across thedaraples, nested, multi-group
invariance analysis (Byrne, Shavelson, & Muther89vas conducted. This involves
constraining the model to be equivalent for eaparameter, examining the fit statistics, and
moving to test the next parameter only if the fitezia indicated that the parameter values were
equivalent. Testing stops when a parameter is simwio be equivalent. Equivalence of five
sets of parameters is normally needed to make casopa between groups (Cheung &
Rensvold, 2002; Vandenberg & Lance, 2000):

(1) all paths are identical from factor to itemsl@mong factors (i.e., configural

equivalence),

(2) all regression loadings froni“brder factors to items are equivalent,

(3) all intercepts of item loadings ofi-brder factors are equivalent,

(4) all loadings from Z-order factors to *torder factors are equivalent, and

(5) all covariances between inter-correlated factoe equivalent.

Some analysts have argued that equivalent patharay$actor to item regressions (i.e.,
configural and metric invariance) are sufficienttompare factor scores (McArdle, 2007).
However, there is consensus that equivalence rof aied/or factor residuals is not required to
argue for equivalence. Further, when invarianaemmonstrated across all these parameters, we
can conclude that the groups are members of the papulation (Cheung & Rensvold, 2002;
Wu, Li, & Zumbo, 2007). The equivalence of the pedlys is accepted if the RMSEA for a
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multigroup model i<.05. Given the large sample sizes, it was decidegkamine the change in
CFl, rather than the differencejif to determine whether equivalence was demonstragethe
model is progressively constrained to be equivaeniss groups, the difference in the
comparative fit index is compared to the valuetfier model immediately preceding the
constraint; theA\CFI should be<.01 (Cheung & Rensvold, 2002; Wu, Li, & Zumbo, 2R07

Given that the same underlying conceptions exidiffierent groups, we would expect that
any effect of context would be manifest in meanrsaifferences for the model factors.
Conception scores were the average of all itemgibaiting to a conception; the items were
scored 1 strongly disagree, 2 mostly disagreagBty} agree, 4 moderately agree, 5 mostly
agree, and 6 strongly agree. To establish theipahsignificance of differences in factor mean
scores, the difference in mean scores was calcudest€ohen’s (1977) effect sizd).(Hattie
(2009) has shown that in education research valesip to .20 are trivial, between .21 and .39
are small, between .40 and .59 are moderate, &@dare large.

Results
Factor analysis
Exploratory factor analysis resulted in a nine-dacolution. However, inspection of the

content in Chinese suggested that two factors w@meeptual duplicates of previous factors.
Hence, a 7 factor solution (Table 1) with 31 itgiyppendix B) was tested in confirmatory
factor analysis. Factor 1 describes holistic sttdemnelopment; Factor 2 focuses on the
irrelevance and negative aspects of assessmenmby Badentifies examinations as assessment;
Factor 4 recommends that teachers take into accoeasurement error when using assessments;
Factor 5 focuses on assessment to help students Fector 6 shows that assessment is used to
control teachers and evaluate schools; and Fadtalidates that assessments are reliable and
accurate.

Insert table 1 about here

This seven factor inter-correlated solution wasetgsvith all participants and found to
have acceptable fig{=3479.15df=414;y/df=8.40,p<.001; CFI=.87; RMSEA=.062;
SRMR=.057; gamma=.91). However, close inspectiamefactor inter-correlations and the
conceptual meaning of the factors suggested thamplifying second-order structure may be
present. Hence, exploratory factor analysis offtifi@éctor scores was undertaken. Two factors
had eigen values greater than 1.00. The first fded 5 scales, the second factor was factor 2 by
itself, and Factor 4 Error had weak loadings (<@®poth factors. This result clearly suggested
two dominant superordinate factors (i.e., improvethvath exams and irrelevance), with F4
Error appearing to be independent. Hence, it wagldd to test a hierarchical model with 3
intercorrelated major factors.

» Metafactor 1+mprovement containing F7 Accuracy, F5 Help Learning, & F1&int

Development

» Metafactor 2Accountability containing F4 Error, F3 Examinations, F6 Teacher &

School control

* Metafactor 3#rrelevance factor alone
The unconstrained model (Figure 1) had somewhasewvitr but still within standards for not
being rejectedy{=3856.97 df=426;°/df=9.05,p<.001; CFI=.85; RMSEA=.065; SRMR=.065;
gamma=.90).

Insert Figure 1 about here

The advantage of this model, however, is thatmush simpler to explain and draws
attention to three core conceptions of assessimstéad of 7 factors, there are 3 multi-faceted
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conceptions which are inter-correlated. Note tla@hemeta-factor is a strong predictor of its
subordinate factors, with the exception of F4 Ewbich has a regression of only .35. However,
this model provides the strongest and most conaéiptoneaningful result of all other options
tried.

Comparing Hong Kong and South China

The invariance of the hierarchical model was testigd two groups (i.e., Hong Kong
and South China). This means first the equival@fcegression weights frontbrder factors
to items was tested (Model 1). Assuming those wiffavithin chance, the equivalence 8%-2
order factor regressions td-brder factors was tested (Model 2). Then the ejaivce of the
covariance matrix among the 3 meta-factors wasdgdfodel 3). Then the equivalence of the
metafactor residuals was tested for equivalenced@id). Finally, the residuals for each item
were tested for equivalence (measurement residudisdel 5).

Statistical equivalence between the HK and SCNUpéasrfor all parameters was found
except for item residuals (Table 2). The fit of frxgroup model constrained to all parameters
except measurement residuals equivalent was (Mbdgbod k=62;y*=4612.89df=891;
v%/df=5.18,p=.02; CFI=.83; RMSEA=.047; SRMR=.065; gamma=.943nkk, this analysis
supports the interpretation that the constrainedvatent hierarchical model does not have to be
rejected and that the two groups of teachers reigzbto the inventory as if they were members
of the same population (in this case Chinese teagHeurther, any differences in mean scores
can be attributed to differences in samples, ratiaan differences in responding. Note that the
constrained Model 4 means that the values for dvartance matrix (i.e., inter-correlations
between the thee metafactors) and the structugegssion weights are identical for both groups.

Insert table 2 about here

Having established a statistically invariant moafethe C-TCoA for both samples, it was
possible to examine differences in mean scoredeTaprovides descriptive statistics for each
factor and meta-factor for the China and Hong Ksaigiples and Cohendsstatistic to show the
scale of differences in mean scores. The Cronbadpls estimates of scale reliability are all
greater than .60 with a mean of .78 for the Charmae and .79 for the Hong Kong sample.
These values are consistent with the overall ditisics from the confirmatory factor analysis.
The mean scores fell in a somewhat restricted rahgeb5 to 4.23 for the China sample and
2.28 to 4.65 for the Hong Kong sample. The effessranged from triviald<.20) (i.e., F1, F4,
and F6) to largedt.60) (i.e., F5, F7). This suggests that therglarsdiction related differences
for some of the C-TCoA scales.

Insert table 3 about here

The Hong Kong teachers agreed more with all facktise Improvement meta-factor and
considerably more with the Help Learning and Accyrfactors. The HK teachers were
moderately stronger on the examinations comporfeatauntability. The China teachers were
moderately stronger on the irrelevance factor. Wtmmbined with the factor inter-correlations
an interesting story emerges.

Discussion

A hierarchical, inter-correlated factor structusesbeen found that fits well to the
responses given by two large samples of teachams ifftong Kong and the South China province
of Guangdong. The model has identified seven facgix of which aggregate into two second-
order factors that inter-correlate with each otredt the seventh factor of irrelevance. It is
noteworthy that four of the factors in this liseaonsistent with the hypothesised constructs
Developmental, Irrelevance, Improvement, Schoolohetability, and Control. In contrast, three
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much more narrow and technical factors were idiedtii.e., examination, error, and
accuracy).The model has successfully identifiedtamtchl constructs (i.e., examination, control,
development) that had not been part of the easleek with western teachers. This conceptual
framework is structurally similar to the earlier dab of the abridged TCoA developed in New
Zealand and Queensland which also was inter-coeckknd had two hierarchical factors.

However, this model makes several telling changesountability integrates the earlier
distinction between evaluating students and scharudissubsumes those as part of control; a
much more powerful notion than simply evaluatingcéuntability in the Chinese context is
about controlling schools, teachers, and studewoissimply determining how good they are.
Furthermore, accountability incorporates both assest as examinations and teachers’ taking
into account measurement error. In earlier studids New Zealand and Queensland teachers
(Brown, 2008), Error was part of Irrelevance ratthem accountability. This association seems
to indicate that schools, students, and teachersartrolled by examinations but teachers ought
to take into account their inherent error. This lddmply teachers are sensitive to negative
consequences generated around cut-score boundamtespretations of examination
performance that have large consequences for panis (e.g., failure, graduation, selection,
public praise or condemnation) need to be balabgdate margin of error in every examination
score. What is missing in this study is a grea@ese of how teachers in Chinese contexts
respond to the negative aspects of high-stakesiaations which control schooling and which
may not be interpreted properly.

Nonetheless, consistent with earlier studies witin€se teachers (Brown et al., 2009; Li
& Hui, 2007), accountability is positively corredat with improvementr€.80). This association
indicates that insofar as these two jurisdictiorsancerned teachers are persuaded that a
powerful way to improve student learning is to exsrthem. Since the Chinese tradition of
examination-merit decisions is so long-standing la@chuse it is so powerful in contemporary
China and Hong Kong, it seems highly reasonabbelie@ve that examinations for accountability
function to improve both teaching and learning.iiar association, albeit much weaker, has
only been seen among secondary teachers in Quedrasid New Zealand (Brown, 2008). This
suggests that to the extent that teachers haveaetiopild-centred, no-testing pedagogies (as
encouraged by assessment for learning policie$haile a great deal of difficulty with the
public examination systems implemented in Hong Kand China.

The Improvement factor invokes helping learningg®sected from previous studies),
confidence in the reliability of assessments (gqeeeted from previous studies with the TCoA),
and introduces a more complex, richer construdestlopment than was previously detected.
This last result is consistent with the qualitattedy reported by Hui (2009) where experienced
primary school curriculum leaders saw assessmemtlagig to make students better people.
Hence, improvement is a relatively unproblematiestauct—assessment leads to improving
student learning and personal development; provildatit is accurate. This emphasis that
assessment contributes to holistic developmentaapadien to the western tradition, where clear
separation of academic and affective componentsparting school performance is encouraged
(Friedman & Frisbie, 1995). Whether assessmentyalaily make students better people, it
seems certain that the high-stakes consequencesteatudents to work harder. This in itself
may be construed as making students better pedipte@ugh, whether this would be seen as
enough is open to question.

This model identifies irrelevance as a real faethich has quite an independent
existence to these teachers. Unlike previous studiesre irrelevance was inversely and

Brown, Hui, & Yu, 2010 ITC Conference July, Hong Kong



Thisisthe pre-published version.

C-TCoAmodel for Hong Kong & southern China teachers 10

moderately correlated with improvement, this staldgws that it is only weakly inverse to
improvement. Hence, it seems that teacher resp@xgesss the opinion that while it is intended
for improvement, it may well still be irrelevantoNetheless, the pattern of inverse correlation to
improvement and positive correlation to accountbivhich reflects a statistically significant
difference, is important. Assessment for accoutitglmvokes a sense of irrelevance and
rejection, while assessment for improvement invakesopposite. In this way, the Chinese
teachers are very similar to previously studiedteresteachers. This suggests that the validity of
the accountability system is being questioned;yihe positive response style of Chinese
people to rarely give negative evaluations, thésiitas probably an underestimate of how
strongly these teachers question the validity efabcountability-examination systems.

The strong similarity of the model in terms of htmachers from two parallel but distinct
jurisdictions responded to the inventory seemauggest that there may be parallel constructs
associated either with Chinese identity or withghfstakes, public examination controlled
system. If the latter explanation is correct, thenshould expect in societies with strong public
examination systems (e.g., Africa, Latin Americaja) a very similar pattern of results.
Research in other Chinese contexts would go somyaavdetermining the impact of different
language and policy priorities on teacher concegtimf assessment. For example, Singapore
uses English almost exclusively, whereas Taiwas osé/ Putonghua. Furthermore, teachers in
northern, western, and eastern China do not shar€antonese language of Guangdong and
Hong Kong and this may change responding to thentory. Additionally, research with
western teachers who have been strongly influebgeghild-centred developmental agendas
may find the new factor of student developmentttebevay to capture how assessment is used
and understood. Though, whether this construct avbalaccepted by western teachers as a
legitimate function of assessment is an open questi

The model suggests that among all teachers irstimgey taking error into account is a
response to the use of examinations for schooteaxcher accountability. In contrast,
assessments used for improvement are considerableshnd accurate. This generates an
interesting insight into teachers’ concerns absseasment usage. Judgements about teachers
and schools need to be adjusted by the measuremenbf the tools, while judgements about
improvement depend on assessments that are acaachteliable. This suggests teacher
confidence in lower-stakes, standardized testsldhmivery high—a view advocated in New
Zealand where the government has supplied schoutalted, standardized testing systems
(Hattie & Brown, 2008; Hattie, Brown, & Keegan, Z)OHence, development and support of
teacher use of such resources may further enhaachker ability to deliver improvements in
student learning.

Where the mean score differences were more thdalfrihe Hong Kong teachers had a
higher mean except for the Irrelevance factor whvels endorsed more strongly by the China
teachers. If there had been a response bias, arhigdan from Hong Kong teachers would have
been expected across all factors, which is notrappaHence, we can conclude that the teachers
are indicating a real world difference in their ception of assessment.

It would appear, based on the conceptions of Homiggiteachers, that improvement-
oriented assessments are considered accurate@ndetatively positively. This appears
consistent with the presence of in Hong Kong of-ktekes, high-quality assessments such as
the BCA and APASO and a strong improvement-orieagsgessment and educational policy
issuing from the EDB. This positive view of asgeents appears to spill over to the public
examinations system in Hong Kong which is given kveat positive endorsement. The general
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attitude of Hong Kong teachers is relativabit negative towards assessment in general. In
contrast, the China teachers endorse the irrelevahassessment more and give less support to
its improvement and accountability orientationsnéty be that the high-pressure selection-
orientation of examinations is much greater in @hand that there is less confidence in the array
of assessment resources available to support iredri@arning outcomes for students and in the
methods use to evaluate teachers and schools.

While there are striking differences and intrigusigilarities with western teachers
studied with the TCoA, the current results supgimetadoption of a revised and extended
Chinese-Teachers’ Conceptions of Assessment foinuShinese contexts.
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Table 1. Factor EFA Joint Solution

Factor Item numbers

F1Student Development 14, 29, 20, 24, 22

F2 Irrelevance 23, 31, 26, 10, 49

F3 Examinations 39, 62, 33, 38, 7, 44, 25, 40
F4 Error 36, 58

F5 Help Learning 1,3,5

F6 Teacher & School Contro2, 35, 61, 28, 9

F7 Accuracy 60, 12, 6
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Table 2. Nested progressively constrained modgio8p confirmatory factor analysis fit
statistics

Model CFl ACFI

Model 0. Unconstrained .840 —
Model 1. Equivalent item regressions  .83901
Model 2. Equivalent factor regressions .839800
Model 3. Equivalent factor covariances336 .003
Model 4. Equivalent Factor residuals .83002
Model 5. Equivalent item residuals 77959

Note. CFl=comparative fit indexyCFI values <.01 indicate invariance.
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Table 3. Descriptive Statistics for C-TCoA Factior€hina and Hong Kong
China Hong Kong
Effect
size
C-TCoA Conceptions & Cronbach’s Cronbach (Cohen
Factors k M SD Alpha M SD ’'sAlpha ’sd)
Improvement 11 3.39 0.95 .89 3.68 0.73 .87 -35
F1 Student development 5 3.17 1.13 .86 330 084 8 .7 -13
F5 Help learning 3 401 111 73 4.65 0.89 .82 -.65
F7 Accuracy 3 311 113 .78 3.73 0.94 77 -.60
F2 Irrelevance 5 265 0.90 .64 2.28 0.76 71 44
Accountability 15 3.13 0.83 .84 3.40 0.83 85 -.36
F3 Examinations 8 3.04 0.97 .83 3.50 0.80 .83 -.53
F4 Error 2 423 1.26 .68 415 1.01 .64 .07
F6 Teacher & school
control 5 285 0.99 74 2.95 0.88 .82 =11

Note:k=number of items; negative values for Cohahisdicate HK is higher, positive values
that China is higher. China898; HKn=1014
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Note. Values shown are based on Model 4 constragat/alent model.
Figure 1. Hierarchical 7 Factor Model of Chinesadheer Conceptions of Assessment
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Appendix A. Construct definitions

School accountability:
Assessment holds teachers, schools, and systemsndable for achieving societal goals
and expectations. This is usually done using stugerformance on external, high-
stakes examinations or tests. Assessment reseltssad to demonstrate publicly that
teachers and schools are doing a good job. Schadlseachers are rewarded (e.g., pay
bonuses) or punished (e.g., dismissal) for excgealimot reaching required standards.

Student accountability:
Assessment holds students accountable for leawtiag was expected of them by
society. This is usually done using performancexaminations or tests. This requires
grading, scoring, or evaluating student performagaanst standards, objectives, targets,
or expectations. Students experience positiveegative consequences (e.g., placement
into classes or groups, selection for special @nmgr, or awarding of certificates)
depending on their performance.

I mprovement:
Assessment is a means of improving the qualityotii Istudents’ learning and teachers’
instruction. A variety of assessment techniquesuaed to identify the content and
processes of student learning, as well as thetguslinstruction. The goal is answering
accurately two key questions: “who has learned Wéradl “who needs to be taught what
next”.

Developmental:
Assessment cultivates positive moral and ethicaliges and values in students which
contribute to their lifelong and life-wide learniagd good citizenship. A wide variety of
valued personal and social skills appropriate Hoplarticipation in society are developed.
The goal is to help students develop positive $a@ciaduct, moral character, and
appropriate personal potential and qualities.

Control:
Assessment controls student behavior and actiotisibb@nd out of class. Assessment is
used managerially to control schools or classroofige assessments are not necessarily
scored or recorded, rather they lead to betterglise. Assessment is used to enhance
and maintain the control of the teacher and (thmidance of teacher’s opinions over
those of the student.

Irrelevance:
Assessment serves no legitimate role within tearhimd learning. While assessments
may be administratively required, teachers' knogiedf students based on long
relationship and their understanding of curriculana pedagogy precludes the need for
assessment. Externally-mandated assessments égative effects on teacher autonomy
and professionalism, and distract from the reappse of teaching (i.e. student learning).
Since accurate and precisely correct measuremerssessment is difficult, teachers may
have legitimate grounds to ignore assessment.
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Appendix B. C-TCoA items by Factor organised by MEactor

Meta Factor, Factors, and Iltems

Improvement
F1Student Development
9. Assessment helps students succeed in autheniticfoeld experiences.
SHEE R A EAE 5 / SRR AEE -
17. Assessment fosters students’ character.
S B -
10. Assessment is used to provoke students to be stéeren learning.
Sl AR B 22 A A 22 B -
13. Assessment stimulates students to think.
SRR
11. Assessment cultivates students’ positive attitudesrds life.
PR R A TR A48 -
F5 Help Learning
1. Assessment helps students improve their learning.
SHEE A EEE -
2. Assessment determines if students meet qualificatiandards.
aHETEE A RS -
3. Assessment information modifies ongoing teacleifstudents.
SHEHVE R B RN B CE S -
F7 Accuracy
29. Assessment results are trustworthy.
BALEEE SELIER:OE
8. Assessment results can be depended on.
BTG SE SRR AT (S HERY -
4. Assessment results are sufficiently accurate.
ST 4 SRR LL R -
Irrelevance
12. Assessment results are filed & ignored.
S &S R AR B 2 AE -
18. Assessment interferes with teaching.
S TR -
15. Assessment is an imprecise process.
STl —(EA AR TR SR -
7. Assessment has little impact on teaching.
aHE B A T BN R -
27 Assessment forces teachers to teach in a waysidh@ir beliefs.
s EERETAE B CEQIITERE: -
Accountability
F3 Examinations
23. Assessment helps students gain good scores inmea@Eons.
SR A AR B S 7 8
31. Assessment familiarizes students with examinatométs.
SRR A A B -
19. Assessment teaches examination-taking techniques.
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Meta Factor, Factors, and Items

STl AR B BT -
22.Assessment sets the schedule or timetable foredass
Sl FERE LR -
5. Assessment prepares students for examinations.
SALEER A R BT Bl F R -
26. Assessment helps students avoid failures on exdioirs.
St EER A o B A -
14. Assessment is assigning a grade or level to studerkt
St e A HERSE R B PANR -
24. Assessment selects students for future educatiemployment opportunities.
SR B AR R M2 B AP R -
F4 Error
21.Teachers should take into account error and ingicgcin all assessment.
HEMIERZ S [ AL Y R A TR R -
28. Assessment results should be treated cautiousbuise of measurement error.
SHESEFIEFIHEN - RERADE -
F6 Teacher & School Control
25. Assessment results contribute to teachers’ agisais
WA BT RS TS BIRVES SR A B SHE AR -
20. Assessment indicates how good a teacher is.
HER A A TR P 2RV R AT U 22 SR -
30. Assessment is an accurate indicator of a schqobdity.
S R RUREAE R AR R -
16. Assessment measures the worth or quality of sshool
P E S ERHVEEEE -
6. Assessment is used by school leaders to police tehehers do.

S MR Y = Gl 1N GOE S
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