
  

 

 L’évaluation en éducation online 
 La Revue LEeE 

 
 

Page 1 

 

To cite this article: Edwards, F. (2022). Novice teachers developing capabilities in the constructive use 
of summative assessment. La Revue LEeE, 6. https://doi.org/10.48325/rleee.006.03  

 

NOVICE TEACHERS DEVELOPING CAPABILITIES IN 

THE CONSTRUCTIVE USE OF SUMMATIVE 

ASSESSMENT 
 
 

Frances EDWARDS 

 

Publication version: June 2022 
Open and collaborative peer review 

Reviewers: Gavin BROWN, Andrew COOMBS 

Abstract 
Preservice and beginner teachers need to build and develop summative assessment 
knowledge and skills in order to best gauge and measure student learning, as required 
by the education system. It is also beneficial if they can use the information they collect 
through summative assessment and grading to inform pedagogical decision making. 
The focus of this paper is the nature and development of novice teachers’ capabilities to 
use summative assessment constructively. This paper reports on a study that tracked 
eight teachers over an 18-month period as they completed an initial teacher education 
program and then started working as qualified teachers. Findings describe the features 
of teacher beliefs and capabilities as they moved to being able to use summative 
assessment and grades to inform adjustments to their teaching programs in constructive 
ways for the benefit of their students. Fundamental beliefs about assessment, as well as 
careful reflection, particularly during their early teaching experiences notably influenced 
their approach to using summative assessment constructively.  
 
Keywords: constructive assessment, summative assessment, preservice teacher, novice 
teacher  
 

Résumé 
Les enseignant·es en formation initiale et débutant·es doivent acquérir et développer 
des connaissances et des compétences en matière d'évaluation sommative afin 
d'évaluer au mieux l'apprentissage des élèves. Ils doivent également être en mesure 
d'utiliser les informations qu'ils recueillent par le biais de l'évaluation sommative et de la 
notation pour éclairer la prise de décisions pédagogiques. Le présent article porte sur la 
nature et le développement des capacités des enseignant·es novices à utiliser 
l'évaluation sommative de manière constructive. Cet article rend compte d'une étude 
qui a suivi huit enseignant·es sur une période de 18 mois alors qu'ils terminaient un 
programme de formation initiale et commençaient à travailler comme enseignant·es 
diplômé·es. Les résultats décrivent les caractéristiques de leurs croyances et capacités 
alors qu'ils passaient d'une compréhension élémentaire et naïve de l'évaluation 
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sommative à la capacité d'utiliser l'évaluation et les notes pour informer les ajustements 
de leurs programmes d'enseignement de manière constructive, au service des 
apprentissages des élèves. Les croyances fondamentales sur l'évaluation, ainsi qu'une 
réflexion approfondie, en particulier au cours de leurs premières expériences 
d'enseignement, ont notamment influencé leur approche de l'utilisation constructive de 
l'évaluation sommative.  
  
Mots-clés : évaluation constructive, évaluation sommative, enseignant∙e en formation, 
enseignant·e novice  

1. Introduction 

In this paper I focus on summative assessment, conceptualised by Scriven (1967, 2015) as 
a role played by evaluation in order to achieve evaluative conclusions. In this sense 
summative assessment has been likened by Stake (2003) to a guest tasting their soup when 
it reaches the table, whereas formative assessment is the process of the cook tasting the 
soup in the kitchen. This means that the difference in summative and formative assessment 
type is a matter of timing not of format, in that summative assessment occurs at the end of 
a learning process. For example, such assessment occurs at the end of a teaching unit in 
which students were learning about the carbon cycle, in order for student knowledge/skill 
and competence to be judged against success criteria designed to match the learning 
outcomes of that block of teaching. 
 
Research and reviews of evaluation and assessment policy and practice across a number of 
countries reveal common patterns and trends in the use of assessment. The Organisation 
for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) reports highlight the increasing 
focus placed by governments and education policymakers on formal assessment for a 
range of feedback and accountability purposes (OECD, 2013). This aligns with moves 
motivated by a “top-down, test-based educational accountability” (Lingard & Lewis, 2016, 
p. 387) found within education systems around the world. Alongside this focus on externally 
mandated and managed summative assessment there is an increasing focus on involving 
classroom teachers in summative assessment of learning including in school leaver 
qualifications, given that teachers are better placed to design and use a wide range of 
assessment tasks appropriate for the diversity of learners they teach. Juxtaposed to this is 
a growing awareness of the benefits of formative assessment, with accompanying 
promotion of its use. 
 
Recently, an international trend has emerged to involve teachers in national assessment 
that contributes to qualifications, giving them some control over and more responsibility in 
the assessment and grading process. In many countries where such assessment was 
historically managed by external assessment boards (e.g., Scotland, Wales, Northern 
Ireland, England, New Zealand, Australia) there has been a shift to more assessment and 
grading being completed by classroom teachers (Crooks, 2011; Gardner et al., 2010; 
Panizzon & Pegg, 2008). This does not mean that standardized or external testing has 
disappeared entirely from any of these countries’ assessment landscapes, particularly for 
exit qualifications, but it does mean that a wider range of assessment tasks and practices 
are now considered as valid and reliable options. Such assessment practice enables more 
agency on the part of the teacher and a more robust assessment of students’ learning 
(Assessment Reform Group, 2006; Harlen, 2005; Mansell et al., 2009), at least in terms of 
validity. However it also allows for an increasing range of innovative summative assessment 
strategies to be used; for example, the incorporation of digital technologies into 
assessment (Darling-Hammond et al., 2013; Katz & Gorin, 2016; Otrel-Cass et al., 2009; 
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Venville et al., 2008), the use of novel assessment such as vignettes with assessment, 
problem based assessment, viva voce, e-portfolios, collaborative assessment (Struyven & 
Devesa, 2016), computer based tests, simulation-based assessment and games based 
assessment (Drasgow, 2016). The professional judgment of teachers is relied upon in these 
contexts, usually with systems set in place for quality assurance (Flockton, 2012; Wyatt-
Smith et al., 2010), although issues exist around reliable consistent marking and scoring 
(Locke, 2007; Ogino, 2011; Tewkesbury, 2017). It is argued that an advantage of internal 
assessment is that it allows demonstration or performance of learning which is not possible 
in written examination format (e.g., a dance performance). Learning outcomes that relate 
to such learning can be observed directly, increasing validity of the assessment. 
Additionally, teachers are potentially better placed to make informed judgements because 
of their greater knowledge of students, and so the validity and reliability of results is 
enhanced (Black, 2013).  
 
Another important trend internationally is the increasing prioritization in policy for the use 
of formative assessment, otherwise known as assessment for learning, by classroom 
teachers because of its capacity to support learners and raise student achievement (Black 
& Wiliam, 1998a; Cowie, 2013; National Research Council, 2010; OECD, 2013). A number 
of jurisdictions around the world now demand that classroom teachers assess students 
formatively and use the information they gather to better inform their ongoing planning 
and teaching. A recent review of international standards and measures for teacher 
assessment literacy standards (DeLuca et al., 2016) found that in early documents (1990–
1999) summative assessment was the primary focus, whereas central foci on assessment 
purposes, assessment processes, communication of results and fairness were evident in 
standards for assessment literacy from the 1990s until the present time. From 2000 onwards 
explicit emphasis on formative assessment became evident in a number of countries’ 
assessment standards for teachers.  
 
For teachers, a professional knowledge of assessment and an understanding of its various 
purposes and practices is essential in this complex context. There are a number of agendas 
at work in the educational assessment policy arena in the current international environment 
that contribute to teacher practice, and additional to this there are the effects of teachers’ 
own perceptions about assessment, which, as Bonner (2016) outlines in her review, vary 
between countries. On one hand, political pressures place a heavy accountability burden 
on schools and teachers to demonstrate impact, and lead to calls for standardization of 
assessment tools to allow for easy comparison between students, teachers and schools, for 
example in the US, the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) and Rise to the top (RttT) policies 
(Nichols & Harris, 2016; OECD, 2013). Countering this pressing force is the growing body 
of research evidence pointing to the benefits of teachers being more centrally involved in 
assessment, and the pivotal role of formative assessment (Black et al, 2011; Dolin et al., 
2018; Moss, 2013). Internationally a number of countries are responding by developing 
standards for teachers that promote support and to account for teacher learning, and that 
involve the use of both formative and summative assessment by teachers; Ministry of 
Education policy in Turkey (Büyükkarcı, 2014) and New Zealand (Absolum et al, 2009; Hill 
& Eyres, 2016) are just two examples.  
 
There have been calls to make better use of the information gained through summative 
assessment and grading practices (Allal, 2011; Carless, 2011; Laveault & Allal, 2016; 
Pasquini, 2021). A number of these authors argue that much formal and summative 
assessment information can be used to provide opportunities for student feedback, with 
the caveat that this depends on the educational environment and its constraints. The 
constructive use of summative assessment enables better informed support of further 



Edwards – Novice teachers developing capabilities in the constructive use of summative assessment 

 

Page 4  La Revue LEeE 

 

learning for students as teachers make decisions with a greater range of information 
(Pasquini, 2021). Their reflections, judgements, decisions and actions are related to the 
nature of the tasks and learning cycles (Laveault, 2013) and the assessment culture of the 
school in which they are working (Birenbaum, 2016). Investigation into how teachers can 
use summative assessment constructively in a range of jurisdictions is a potentially rich area 
for research, as it has the potential to lead to better understandings of what is possible.  

2. Developing teacher assessment practice 

Teacher assessment practice and the development of teacher knowledge and skills have 
been the focus of considerable research over the past 20 years. Studies have documented 
teachers’ development in assessment literacy through initial teacher education (ITE) and 
subsequent teaching experience (DeLuca & Klinger, 2010; Edwards, 2017; Edwards & 
Cooper, 2012; Eyers, 2014; Graham, 2005; Lyon, 2013; Smith & Lev-Ari, 2005; Smith et al., 
2014; Volante & Fazio, 2007). The development of assessment capability is affected by 
more than the amalgam of knowledge bases they garner throughout ITE. It has been found 
that teachers hold beliefs and perceptions of assessment and its uses that affect their 
decision making and practice (Brown, 2008, 2011; Edwards, 2020). The models of learning 
that teachers hold have been found to influence their assessment task design, practice and 
use in other contexts (Abell & Siegel 2011; Pelligrino et al., 2001; Penuel & Shepard, 2017; 
Shepard, 2000). Personal factors such as emotion have also been shown to influence 
teachers’ development of assessment literacy over time (Edwards, 2020). 
 
Tsui (2009) considered the reasons why some teachers become experts and others do not, 
and found that engagement and experimentation in teaching and learning as well as 
disposition to engage with tasks that stretch their skill set allowed teachers to extend their 
competence. The development of expert knowledge through conscious deliberation and 
reflection has been described as “theorizing practical knowledge and practicalizing 
theoretical knowledge” (Tsui, 2009, p. 429). This allows for the development of a more 
flexible and responsive application of professional knowledge, in this case the use of 
summative assessment for constructive purposes. 
 
Over time preservice teachers have been found to develop increased awareness and 
understanding of their assessment capability, as well as of the requisite skills of designing 
and utilizing assessment (Edwards, 2017; Eyers, 2014). In Edwards’ (2017) study, 
development of summative assessment literacy in New Zealand secondary teachers was 
evident and measurable across time in ten dimensions, summarized within the following 
three categories: knowledge of assessment, understanding the context of assessment, and 
recognizing the impact of assessment. In work which focused on assessment literacy for 
New Zealand primary preservice teachers, teachers were found to demonstrate a shift in 
beliefs and understandings as well as an increase in their confidence from entry to exit from 
ITE programmes (Hill et al., 2013), although their understandings about giving children 
agency in this process was still emergent.  
 
Research that focuses on how and why preservice teachers learn about assessment over 
time identifies key factors that influence a shift towards teachers becoming more 
assessment capable (Edwards, 2020; Hill & Eyers, 2016; Hill et al., 2017). Key influences in 
helping preservice teachers develop assessment capabilities were firstly, university courses 
and course assignments (DeLuca & Klinger, 2010; Edwards, 2017; Eyers, 2014; Hill et al., 
2017). Secondly, practicum was found to be a critical element within ITE that can lead to a 
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better developed confident and knowledgeable teacher or a less confident teacher, 
depending on the experience (Edwards, 2017; Smith & Jang, 2011; Smith & Lev-Ari, 2005; 
Taber et al., 2011; Winterbottom et al., 2008). Through reflecting on their experiences to 
see links to theory, in much the same way as described by Tsui (2009), preservice teachers 
are able to develop their assessment capabilities. Edwards (2017) demonstrated, through 
the use of the SALRubric, that growth in teachers’ summative assessment literacy was seen 
to be particularly evident over practicum placements. Preservice teachers observe their 
mentors (whose influence is particularly powerful), gain assessment-related feedback, and 
reflect on their own practice (Edwards, 2020; Edwards & Edwards, 2016; Graham, 2005; Hill 
& Eyers, 2016). A third influence is the preservice teachers’ experiences of being assessed 
themselves, as this was found to cause reflection and development of ideas (Edwards, 
2017; Hill et al., 2017).  
 
Other personal and contextual influences found to influence development include beliefs 
and conceptions, including cultural beliefs (Edwards & Edwards, 2016), affective factors 
such as emotion (Edwards, 2021; Shoffner, 2009), the sociocultural context reflected in 
school priorities, embedded practices and so on (Edwards, 2020) and specific relationships 
with colleagues and lecturers. The importance of the teacher-learner relationship has been 
acknowledged in all sectors of education including ITE (Giles, 2010; Korthagen, 2010; 
Loughran, 2013; Shoffner, 2009). Giles (2010) explains the need for teacher educators to 
be attuned to the “play” of the interactions and relationships they have with student 
teachers showing phronesis in the way they relate. Overall, these influences can speed up, 
slow down or direct development in particular ways, causing unpredictable and 
idiosyncratic implications (Edwards, 2020). 
 
Teachers are often unskilled in the use and analysis of aggregated data (Datnow et al., 
2007; Earl & Katz, 2006; Mandinach & Gummer, 2016; Pierce & Chick, 2010; Schildkamp & 
Kuiper, 2010). Given that expectations are increasing that teachers are data literate, this 
aspect of their learning and development is also argued to be important (Pierce & Chick, 
2011; Schildkamp & Poortman, 2015). Studies have shown that this is an area which requires 
explicit and ongoing professional development as teachers face challenges to use data to 
inform their instructional decision making (Brown & Harris, 2009; Edwards & Ogle, 2021; 
Mandinach & Gummer, 2013; Schildkamp et al., 2013; Unger, 2013).  

3. New Zealand context 

This study was based in New Zealand, a country in which the education policy framework is 
distinctive in that the majority of decision making is devolved to self-managing schools. 
Because of the nature of New Zealand’s self-managed schools, there are a number of 
standardized assessment tools available for teachers to use but no nationally mandated 
specific assessments, tests or examinations in primary or secondary education. This allows 
schools to tailor assessment regimes and design specific assessment tasks that suit their 
students (Brown et al., 2014). Primary and middle schools in New Zealand range from 
schools with very integrated formative assessment policies to schools that run formal 
summative assessments at the end of learning units and end of year. However no whole 
cohorts of students in New Zealand are subject to achievement tests nationally (Crooks, 
2010).  
 
New Zealand’s assessment approach has been characterized by a high level of trust in 
schools and teachers’ professionalism (Nusche et al., 2012). Teachers are entrusted to teach 

https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/feduc.2021.619319/full#B74
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and assess and grade in ways that best meet the needs of their students. New Zealand 
national assessment policy emphasises teachers’ use of standards based summative 
assessment and of formative assessment practices (Crooks, 2002, 2011; Nusche et al., 
2012), and considerable investment has been made into the professional development of 
teachers in both regards. Additionally initial teacher education programs provide support 
for teachers developing assessment capabilities. The National Certificates of Educational 
Achievement (NCEA) are national qualifications for senior secondary students. NCEA 
utilizes an extremely flexible system in which students can be assessed through any 
combination of internally and externally assessed standards, meaning that for some 
students most of the assessment that contributes to NCEA is teacher-designed and marked 
and for others more credit is achieved through external examinations. One further 
distinctive feature of the NCEA qualification system is its flexibility within internally assessed 
standards, to ensure fair assessment (NZQA, 2001). Teachers are charged with giving all 
students the opportunity to provide evidence of the learning, and this may at times involve 
designing unique assessment tasks that give students the best opportunities to provide 
evidence of what they know and can do. NZQA provides approval for special assessment 
conditions so that “entitled candidates can demonstrate their knowledge, skills and 
understanding, without providing unfair advantage over other candidates” (NZQA, 2016b). 
 
At the senior secondary school level students are able to complete NCEA (levels 1, 2 and 
3) qualifications that are offered usually in the final three years of students’ secondary 
schooling, and used as a school leaving credential (e.g., university entry is granted to all 
students who have achieved NCEA Level 3, plus literacy and numeracy requirements). 
NCEA is of a formal nature as it is a qualifications-oriented summative assessment. As a 
qualification NCEA utilizes standards-based summative assessment, in which subjects offer 
a number of credits bearing standards and teachers are free to choose which standards to 
assess for any given class or student. Grading for internally assessed students is completed 
by classroom teachers, and for external assessment teachers are contracted to mark 
examinations or assess portfolios. Grades are given at four levels: Achieved (A) for a 
satisfactory performance; Merit (M) for very good performance; Excellence (E) for 
outstanding performance; and Not achieved (N) if students do not meet the criteria of the 
standard. At the time of this study slightly more than half of the standards that contribute to 
NCEA were internally assessed, i.e., classroom teachers assessed and graded student work 
and a moderation system was used to assure quality and consistency in the assessment.  
 
There are formative characteristics built into NCEA, for example criteria and exemplar 
rubrics are provided, and for internally assessed standards there is some opportunity for 
limited feedback to be provided by teachers and peers. Additionally, students who fail 
individual internally assessed standards are sometimes provided the opportunity for a re-
sit. However, the purpose of the assessment tasks is summative in that they are used at the 
end of a learning sequence to judge whether evidence of learning meets the standard. 
Externally assessed standards are mostly examined formally once at the end of the year. To 
assure quality, schools each must implement an internal moderation system. Additional 
external moderation is under the control of NZQA, although it is rare that data about the 
moderation quality is published.  
 
For students in their final year of school (Year 13) NCEA is seen as high stakes as success 
opens doors to further education and career prospects. Year 11 and 12 students may or 
may not see NCEA as a high stakes assessment overall, but for many students their progress 
into higher level classes is dependent on a school-set minimum performance in Level 2 
NCEA standards; for example, most schools have minimum requirements in Level 2 
mathematics for those who want to complete Level 3 calculus. For senior secondary 
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students, non-NCEA summative assessment that occurs throughout the year includes end 
of unit tests, essays, portfolios, reports, seminars for stakeholders etc. In the junior levels of 
secondary schooling (Years 9 and 10), classroom teachers are responsible for all 
assessment and grading used in their classes. Although there are some standardized tests 
available, their use is not mandated and the results of these standardized tests are not 
necessarily used by classroom teachers to inform their teaching or for reporting (Heron et 
al., 2001). In their study of New Zealand secondary teachers, Irving, Harris, and Peterson 
(2011) found that the NCEA program dominated teacher thinking about assessment and 
that it had obvious washback effects into Years 9–10. As mentioned earlier, New Zealand 
assessment policy also encourages the ongoing use of formative assessment through all 
levels of education. All assessment is under classroom teachers’ control, therefore, in ways 
not commonly seen elsewhere in the world, New Zealand teachers play a central role in all 
assessment processes. 
 
New Zealand ITE programs are varied, given that tertiary providers develop their programs 
individually and these are then approved by the Teaching Council of Aotearoa New 
Zealand (Teaching Council of Aotearoa New Zealand, 2019). In order to gain approval there 
needs to be evidence that student teachers meet the Standards for the Teaching Profession: 
Nga Paerewa mo te umanga whakaakoranga (Teaching Council of Aotearoa New Zealand, 
2017) in a supported environment. Capabilities and understanding of assessment are an 
important feature in three of the six Standards. Research on ITE within New Zealand shows 
that beginner teachers do leave ITE programs understanding a range of assessment 
principles and processes, ready to assess students (Edwards, 2017; Eyers, 2014; Hill et al. 
2013). However, most research in New Zealand to date has focused on formative 
assessment with primary and middle school teachers (e.g., Dixon & Hawe, 2018; Eyers, 
2014; Hill et al, 2020; Hill et al. 2013; Smith et. al. 2014), with far less attention on senior 
secondary school, where summative assessment features more strongly. 
  
New Zealand’s assessment policy focus on formative assessment has been found to affect 
teacher conceptions of assessment. When comparing his studies with those from other 
scholars, Brown (2011) commented that “New Zealand teacher conceptions of assessment 
reflect the much greater emphasis in New Zealand’s educational culture for assessing 
students to improve learning, even in the secondary school qualifications system” (p. 63). 
Brown (2011) theorized that “teachers’ conceptions of assessment are ecologically rational 
in that they reflect the legal, cultural or social priorities placed on assessment for their work 
environment” (p. 65).  
 
The particular ITE program that participants in this study experienced did not have a large 
focus on assessment within its teaching content. The program was a graduate one-year one. 
Participants had a one-week focus on general assessment as part of a professional practice 
paper, and all other assessment content was provided within curriculum papers, and learnt 
while on practicum. Participants had a common understanding of summative assessment 
as that used to evaluate cumulative knowledge, completed at the end of a topic/unit or time 
point (e.g., end of year).  

4. Study description 

The evidence presented in this paper comes from previous research (Edwards, 2017) which 
investigated the development of teacher summative assessment literacy through an 
exploration of the experiences of beginner secondary teachers in New Zealand. A 
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qualitative approach underpinned by an interpretivist research paradigm was used to 
investigate summative assessment literacy development in eight beginner secondary 
teachers. The study tracked the teachers from their entrance to a graduate one-year initial 
teacher education program until they had completed six months teaching in their first 
schools. Each teacher was interviewed at five points through this approximately 18-month 
period. At each interview they were asked to present artifacts that they felt provided 
evidence of their understanding and use of summative assessment. These interviews 
helped establish the beginner teachers’ understandings of summative assessment and 
allowed them to reflect on what and how they were learning. 
 
In this paper I am examining evidence from that study as illustrations of novice teachers’ 
developing capabilities in using summative assessment for useful or beneficial purposes 
i.e., the constructive use of summative assessment. Interview transcripts and documentation 
that illustrated this teacher practice were utilized. The data and findings from the larger 
study have been reviewed and reanalyzed for this paper. In particular, I analyzed the data 
from each teacher to elucidate the nature of teachers’ constructive use of summative 
assessment. I was interested in how teachers made decisions and took action based on the 
information they gained from assessing their students. I also asked:  
 

● What are the features of the constructive use of assessment evident in novice 
teachers?  

● What elements contribute to novice teachers’ constructive use of assessment? 
 
Quotes which illustrate the findings are coded using a pseudonym for each teacher and a 
code I1 for interview one, I2 for interview two and so on. All arrangements for the conduct 
of the research was consistent with the University of Waikato’s Ethical Conduct in Human 
Research and Related Activities Regulations (2008) including participants’ rights to 
anonymity and their rights to withdraw from the research project. 

5. Findings 

The findings are presented in three sections. Firstly, there is a description of the 
participants’ views about the primary use of summative assessment. The teacher action that 
emerged because of this constructive view of summative assessment is described. 
Secondly, findings describe the use and importance of reflection in teachers’ constructive 
use of summative assessment. Thirdly, contributors to and development of the participants’ 
use of summative assessment over time are identified.  

5.1 An improvement-focused view of summative assessment 

All novice teachers in this study expressed a similar central conception regarding the use 
of formal summative assessment: that it should somehow contribute to an improvement in 
teachers’ teaching and students’ learning. They emphasized that summative assessment 
and grading were used as a final measurement for accountability purposes, but that it could 
fulfill other purposes as well. Their improvement-focused view and responsive stance 
towards summative assessment meant the teachers felt it was very important to spend time 
considering the evidence of learning and grades of their students, thinking about how they 
had taught lessons and how this could be improved, and then taking actions based on their 
reflections. The effect of this improvement-focus influenced a number of teacher 
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assessment decisions and actions. Improvement focus as it relates to teaching and learning, 
and to student readiness for assessment is further explained below. 

5.1.1 Improvement-focused on teaching and learning 

All teachers in this study believed that they should take actions to improve their teaching, 
based on their interpretations of summative assessment. Kate, for example, identified this 
as one of her underpinning beliefs early in the study, and then referred to it again at the 
end of her ITE program, highlighting the unchanging nature of this belief over the period 
of the study: 
 

It’s a way to gauge students on what they have learnt, what they know at the start, what 
they have learnt at the end, and then it can relate back to your teaching. Was my 
teaching, was I good enough? How could I do it differently? Looking at teaching as 
inquiry, was my learning … Was I teaching to the wrong learners? The right learners? 
Which ones did, and which ones didn’t? Was my classroom management correct? Et 
cetera, et cetera … formulating assessment is to know what the students know or have 
learnt, and also as a way to direct back at yourself as to what you can change and what 
you can make sure. [Kate, I1] 

It’s a way to gauge a student’s whereabouts. So it would be gained throughout the 
course, are they getting what you are saying? Is it common in the classroom…? Are the 
students all gauging at the same level? Are there are a few students not getting it, a few 
students getting it? Some getting it better than others? So it is a gauge throughout the 
teaching and learning, and then it is the final assessment ... It is also a way of reflecting 
back as teachers … If the students are all getting Question 1B wrong … Did I teach 1B 
or did I forget to? [Kate, I4] 

Similarly, Benjamin focused on endeavoring to gain a deep understanding of the students’ 
learning, in order to be able to make changes to teaching plans. 
 

…. to gain an understanding of where they’re at and how well the students are doing 
and the teachers are doing, and I guess from there you can make improvements. I guess 
that would be the overarching thing, so where to make changes to improve for the 
teacher, and how to make things improve for the students. [Benjamin, I1] 

But I would still go over it on the board with them all afterwards. But actually talking to 
them helped me know if they understood. [Benjamin, I2] 

All novice teachers related stories which demonstrated how these beliefs amplified their 
actions. They were motivated to adjust or change their program to either re-teach or re-
emphasize important content or skills where they identified areas of student 
misunderstanding, regardless of whether their schools promoted this approach. They also 
discussed their decisions to speed up or move on to next topics when they were convinced 
that their students had a good grasp of what they had taught. In these ways, they focused 
on reflecting on summative assessment to improve learning outcomes for their students, as 
illustrated in these quotes: 
 

I was actually surprised by how much you can actually learn from the test. You see it and 
you see what is consistently being got wrong by students. You see where students are 
using incorrect terms to answer things, and so in that sense, just giving an assessment 
is not the end of the story. You’ve got a bit to reflect on, and a bit to think ‘where to from 
here’? Essentially, now that we’ve got this sort of data, how do I then proceed from that? 
Rather than just ‘they’ve done that, cool, move on’… That is a good amount of data to 
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think about, to process, and try to incorporate it into the ‘why?’ for doing things. 
[Wiremu, I2] 

You have to have assessment to see how well the students are doing. … for 
qualifications, for next year and all the rest of it. But I think the main purpose is 
assessments for teachers to see where the main gaps are, where our teaching could 
improve, or where the students just need more learning. [Benjamin, I4] 

Both of these quotes were from interviews that occurred after Wiremu and Benjamin had 
been working in examination-oriented schools that encouraged very little reflection on 
summative assessment results from the final assessment at the end of a series of teaching a 
topic, when teachers were about to move on. As Wiremu alludes to with “Rather than just 
‘they’ve done that, cool, move on’…”. However, their beliefs about the importance of an 
improvement focus amplified their motivation to operate in this way. Five of the participant 
teachers discussed their need to examine their teaching approaches rather than reteach 
the topic in the same way. They felt the students’ results showed them that the way they had 
taught the topic originally was not altogether effective:  
 

So it was good to be able to say, well this is a question the students didn’t understand 
so next lesson I will be able to … Some didn’t really get it so we’ll go over it a little bit 
more … We might change their thought direction and try a different approach. [Kate, 
I2] 

So just being able to alter your teaching to direct what the content is to what their needs 
are, basically. Just finding ways to approach it from different angles. [Elisa, I4] 

The provision of feedback was discussed by most of the participant teachers. They valued 
the dialogic nature of discussion they could have with students based on the summative 
assessment evidence. Such feedback and discussion implied an active involvement from 
both teacher and student. They explained some of the strategies they used to provide this. 
This included specifically going over test questions, giving praise, showing them 
exemplars, and clarifying ideas through longer discussions. 
 

We sort of broke it down bit by bit because they were a smaller class and I actually gave 
them a lot more feedback about their results… Lots of emphasis on the positive rather 
than ‘tick this, tick this, tick this’[Benjamin, I4] 

Emma felt that providing feedback straight away was important as it reduced the number 
of misconceptions students might be holding. 
 

If it’s wrong then obviously you’re going to have to address that. And so it kind of makes 
you clarify things as you go rather than figuring out it’s wrong, way down the track. 
[Emma, I1] 

The provision of feedback to students after mock-exams was seen by many teachers as a 
very important element for student learning. 
 

I took the year 12 foundation maths class, and again they only had one practice exam 
so I spent plenty of time going over that and plenty of build-up for that, and then went 
over the grades at the end. We sort of broke it down bit by bit because they were a 
smaller class and I actually gave them a lot more feedback about their results. [Benjamin, 
I4] 
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Participant teachers also talked about using aggregated summative assessment outcomes 
(class-wide NCEA grades across different standards) to inform their actions for the following 
year, rather than for immediate actions. This was especially the case for end-of-year external 
NCEA examinations for senior students (Years 11–13), as illustrated in these quotes: 
 

I think it is something that if I was teaching I would look over the mock exams and the 
end of year exams, if you get to see them, and see where the struggles were. And then 
make that a priority next year to teach it better. Organize more personal reflection like, 
obviously that did not get taught as well as I could have, what can I change? What did 
work? What can I bring and to make it more interesting? Or more relevant for the 
students to learn? [Mary, I4] 

However, early as career teachers they had little experience of using aggregated data, and 
therefore they did appear less confident and knowledgeable about its use. 
 
The effect of teachers’ improvement-focused beliefs was evident in their approach to 
NCEA. They understood the importance of providing quality feedback for school-designed 
NCEA summative assessment tasks, as they deemed this would contribute to further 
learning for NCEA re-sits (for internally assessed standards) and for final examinations (for 
externally assessed standards). NCEA summative assessment is by nature high stakes, 
which added its own pressure. In the following quote, Elisa articulates the internal pressure 
she felt to make changes to her teaching in response to students’ NCEA assessments:  
 

So if they haven’t met the specific criteria then you have to… obviously, since you’ve 
assessed them… you have to figure out how to fix it. So what they haven’t figured out. 
So if you’ve assessed yourself and what you’ve taught you have to be able to identify 
things to change as well. [Elisa, I1] 

Another action that followed reflection on summative assessment in some cases was in 
regard to the design of the assessment tasks that were used, especially when teachers 
thought that the tasks needed improvement. Over time the teacher participants realized 
that the tasks used for assessment could help or hinder the students in providing evidence 
of their knowledge. 
 

I think for more ways to assess, mathematics has to be taught in a different way. So if I 
teach in a different way I will assess in a different way. [T2, I4] 

The freedom teachers had to implement assessment task design that made things more 
accessible for their students was seen by them all as a strength in the New Zealand 
education system, however this is potentially challenging for beginning teachers. 

5.1.2 Improvement-focus on student readiness for assessment  

Being improvement-focused meant participant teachers in this study thought carefully 
about students’ readiness for final assessments. This included their consideration of 
students’ literacy and numeracy levels, students’ understanding of the requirements of 
standards, as well as student motivation, as the teachers saw these all being factors that 
influenced final summative grades and marks. Elisa used elements of backward design 
when planning her teaching because she saw the links between gaps in students’ science 
knowledge and skills and their more general literacy and numeracy skills: 
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And so then we worked backwards from there. To work back to the very basics of stuff 
that wasn’t even in the question but they have to be able to know in order to be able to 
answer the question. [Elisa, I2] 

A number of participant teachers also talked about adding the teaching of assessment and 
examination techniques to their teaching program. Some took action and taught generic 
assessment skills in order to help students improve their future summative assessment. The 
participant teachers recounted a number of strategies they used. In particular, they 
mentioned the need to help students understand the requirements of specific achievement 
standards. To this end a number of teachers spent time showing students exemplars of 
graded work, providing revision lessons tailored to the standard including writing practice, 
explaining the literacy techniques best employed in various situations, and providing 
formative tasks that mimicked the requirements of the standards. Practice activities were 
marked and feedback was provided. One teacher talked about the need to remind students 
to memorize specific scientific facts. When talking about examination preparation the 
participant teachers explained the need to cover both content and exam-taking skills. In 
particular, some of them talked about the use of feedback to alert students to assessment-
taking skills that are useful but that were not in evidence in their work. The literacy skills of 
students were mentioned frequently. For example, vocabulary and writing was seen as a 
weakness in many students, as illustrated in the following quotes: 
 

I got them to highlight the main points of the questions, the main words. And then for 
the words they highlight, they have to write any ideas that come to mind, just write the 
word next to it just all the different words that come to mind. Then they can incorporate 
that into their answer. That was good. [Bella, I4] 

I learnt a lot more about how to prepare the students for it, especially for them achieving 
well and summative assessments is not about them just knowing the content well, but 
how to write it. So I tried to focus on how to construct a good answer, and how to plan 
your answers. [Elisa, I4] 

This sort of feedback was seen to help students with the next assessment opportunity they 
would be given. 
 
One major issue raised by all teachers was the issue of ‘teaching to the test’ or giving the 
students too much guidance. Participants identified that such behavior would mean that 
teachers could not guarantee that students were able to provide sufficient evidence of their 
learning independently. The internal assessment system used with NCEA does mean that 
the teachers are also the assessment designers, and markers, and this high trust model 
does raise issues of credibility in some circles. The teachers in this study were strongly 
opposed to teaching to the test, although a number of them did witness this practice when 
they were on practicum. They identified the negative effects of this practice: for example 
the focus moves away from learning, and students can become demotivated. Some 
practicum schools seemed assessment-driven and some participant teachers in these 
schools were scared they would “fall into this trap”. All of the teachers spoke against 
‘teaching to the test’ as they thought it was unethical and unfair. 
 

I don’t want to teach to an assessment, but I want them to know, the holistic approach I 
guess, but the stuff I cover has to relate to the assessment in a way. But I don’t want to 
be teaching to it. [Bella, I1] 

I just think you have to prepare. Not prepare them for the test but… prepare them for 
the test but not to the test.. [talking about an osmosis experiment where the classroom 
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activities were very similar to the actual summative assessment task]…. So you kind of 
do teach to it, but you don’t write the discussion for them or anything like that. You just 
give them pointers, but you can’t give too much away. [Bella, I2] 

They are given a test and it might be handed it in to be marked, and then they are almost 
like fed the answers. So they might have the working there, but I don’t think they really 
understand they’re doing at or the reasoning behind it. And that’s not really being 
assessed, because it is just on a piece of paper. [Benjamin, I2] 

Some participant teachers in this study seemed to still be struggling with knowing what was 
‘over the line’ with respect to preparing students for assessment tasks. Most were 
determined not to fall into the trap of “teaching to the test”, but were worried that they 
might do this subconsciously, given their involvement throughout the entire assessment 
cycle. 
 
It was interesting to note that all of the specific examples used when teachers talked about 
preparing students for summative assessments related to senior classes i.e., classes being 
assessed for the formal qualification NCEA. No mention was made of preparing younger 
students for assessment tasks. 

5.2 The importance of reflection  

All participant teachers in this study were highly reflective and, when applied to their 
assessment experience, this enabled them to integrate their assessment thinking with their 
pedagogical practice. They did reflect on their assessment practice, and specifically on the 
answers/evidence of learning produced by students, as well as the grades their students 
achieved. They saw this act of reflection as an important element in their growth as teachers. 
They used the assessment results of their students as a gauge to check for their 
effectiveness when teaching specific content, and to inform adjustments they needed to 
make to their teaching methods. Here we see teachers talking about what they can gain 
from this reflection. The following are quotes that illustrate the use of reflection to help 
participant teachers use summative assessment constructively: 
 

…What areas they struggled in, because that is a good reflection for my own learning 
as a teacher. [Kate, I2] 

It is also a way of reflecting back as teachers… If the students are all getting question 1B 
wrong… Did I teach 1B or did I forget to?... [Kate, I4] 

Teachers spoke of reflecting on students’ grades as a type of feedback they were able to 
use to ascertain their effectiveness as teachers and to help them become better teachers. 
 

 …And assessing how they are learning but how you are teaching yourself…. It’s just 
finding out the knowledge and how, and assessing yourself in how the students are 
actually learning, and what they’re learning. So you’re kind of assessing the students’ 
ability, but your own ability to teach that certain aspect of the topic. Cause if you’re not 
explaining it right the students just aren’t going to get it. So it’s a good way of 
understanding and learning what you are doing, and what the students are actually 
taking from your class. [Susie, I2] 
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…So I was just doing internal assessments so it is just getting grades, but it is also how 
you get feedback. It is kind of your way of getting feedback on your teaching as well. If 
multiple students aren’t answering the questions it’s probably not their fault… [Susie, I4] 

And I think it’s a way of formulating assessment is to know what the students know or 
have learnt, and also as a way to direct back at yourself as to what you can change and 
what you can make sure… [Kate, I1] 

Like okay you’re testing the kids but you’re kind of testing yourself at the same time. It’s 
quite amazing… [Susie, I2] 

Benjamin explained that he reflected on the responses his students made to assessment 
tasks, and used this to directly alter his classroom practice. 
 

Like use it to assess where students are struggling, and look at my own teaching. Was I 
teaching it right? Should I explain that again? That’s what I’d use it for… [Benjamin, I2] 

He went on to explain his strong beliefs regarding the need for teachers to also be assessed 
by students, so they can get the feedback they need to improve their practice. 
 

I think it’s all good, the teachers assessing the students, but I think that student should 
assess the teachers just as much almost…. we need feedback. [Benjamin, I2] 

Interestingly, in this study the process of reflecting on students’ summative assessment 
products and grades was done almost entirely at an individual level by participant teachers. 
Only two teachers mentioned that they reflected on the summative assessment results with 
their mentors and none with their peers. In these two cases, mentors were instrumental in 
helping the teachers have a more ‘balanced’ view as to the responsibility that teachers bear 
with respect to students’ results. Overall, the eight participant teachers were found to be 
more likely to link students’ results to their own practice after the experiences of their 
school-based practicum. 

5.3 Influences on the development of the participant teachers’ 
constructive use of summative assessment  

Participant teachers’ approaches to summative assessment showed sophistication they 
were able to explicitly discuss the source of these. A number of influences on the 
development of participant teachers’ constructive use of summative assessment were 
evident.  

5.3.1 Personal beliefs and experiences of being assessed 

Participant teachers’ beliefs influenced the development of their assessment and grading 
practices. Additionally, all participants related stories of themselves being assessed as 
students, and they talked about how their decisions were influenced by the emotion they 
remembered when being assessed. For example, Steve described his performance in 
formal examinations resulting from rote learning, and how he felt this did not lead to deep 
learning. 
  

Well, from my own personal experience, mainly exams, and as I say I hated them. I got 
stressed out, wouldn’t sleep, all that stuff. [Steve, 1] 
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As a result, Steve declared he would not use formal examinations unless it was absolutely 
necessary. He did not think students or teachers gained anything meaningful with respect 
to learning from this assessment format. The central belief of summative assessment being 
improvement-focused was obvious in Steve’s and all other teachers’ descriptions of their 
practice. When practices were mentioned that did not align to an improvement focus, 
participant teachers tended to dismiss them as not being worthwhile. 

5.3.2 Practicum and classroom experiences 

Over time in this study, and particularly after practicum experiences, teachers talked about 
their increasing confidence in constructively using summative assessment information. In 
particular, the experience of teaching blocks of work or a unit that incorporated summative 
assessment helped them see the links between curriculum, teaching and assessment. Time 
spent on practicum was identified as a key reason for their increased confidence and 
understanding the “big picture” of assessment. They started seeing assessment as a more 
natural part of teaching sequences, and the usefulness of assessment became more 
obvious to them. When talking about their developing capability the teachers tended to 
have a focus on informal assessment, as this was obviously at the forefront of their mind. 
However, their realization that diagnostic, formative and summative all linked together 
became obvious in the later interviews.  
 

If you just looked at the final assessment as a stand-alone, not thinking about what 
went on before, it could be quite daunting. It’s like if the kids fail this it will be my fault. 
But by going through the topic and throughout the lessons, by a reflecting process of 
what have I done and what to do differently to implement that in my next lesson, it’s 
not as daunting because you kind of gauge that they will be fine for it [the 
assessment], or you will delay the assessment another week because you know they 
need to do it [learning] a bit more. So it’s not really set in stone. You can adjust it. [T4, 
I2] 

The effect of their first practicum experience was obvious, as between the three and six 
month interviews (i.e., before and after their first practicum experience) there appeared to 
be a clear shift for almost all participants. They moved from being able to describe the 
constructive use summative assessment information in general terms to being able to 
describe much more precisely how they considered summative assessment evidence as an 
important source of information for teachers, for feedback on their teaching, for feed 
forward for further teaching and planning. At the end of their initial teacher education 
program the teachers were able to talk about their summative assessment capabilities and 
indicate the areas they have identified for improvement more specifically and accurately. 
Improvement in areas such as marking, strategies useful for assessing deeper learning, and 
interpreting data, were identified by participants.  

5.3.3 Teacher agency and autonomy as learning levers 

As part of their classroom experience, participant teachers designed and used assessment 
tasks, tests and examinations, and then reflected on the effectiveness of these tools for 
allowing students to best show what they knew and could do. A number of the teachers 
appreciated the freedom they had to experiment with a range of assessment strategies 
during the early stages of their teacher education. 
 

I’m glad… that you’ve got a bit of leeway as to how you want to design it. For example 
in the senior Biotech one, basically there are these two options, which one do you want 
to do? And we came up with a report supported with a poster, well it ended up being 
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just supported with diagrams because it ended up being easier that way. But actually 
having a bit more freedom [in design]… So it’s not just this.… You don’t just have to do 
this… There were more options than I was aware of. 

The agency the participating teachers experienced allowed them to try this out and learn 
from their experiences. Another strategy tried by a number of participants was the use of 
project-based tasks which allowed a range of knowledge and skills to be assessed through 
one project. Designing such tasks was motivated by the teachers’ desire that students also 
learn through completing assessment tasks. 
 
Teachers attributed their development to what they learnt from specific lecturers and 
workshops within their initial teacher education program, as well as to their careful 
reflection on their observations of students’ learning and assessment.  
 
Firstly, university lecturers from the ITE program were identified as contributors to beginner 
teachers’ summative assessment literacy as well as to their general confidence and 
willingness to take risks when teaching. However, from a large group of possible lecturers 
it was clear that three lecturers were particularly influential, as these same three lecturers 
were identified by every beginner teacher in the study. They valued the relationships that 
these three university lecturers built with them and they talked of the positive ways the 
lecturers related to them showing a genuine interest in them. Based on this relationship, 
the content that these lecturers taught and the way they modeled good pedagogy was well 
received and appeared to create real and memorable impact. These lecturers challenged 
the teachers’ beliefs and practices, and left space for students to puzzle about things, as 
illustrated here: 
 

…yes but in [lecturer’s] class he always told us about how you need to assess like you 
teach. And I don’t think you see that very often in schools. To me it almost feels like 
cheating, but I don’t know whether that’s the way it should be, or whether it’s just a way 
to get easy grades. [Mary, I2] 

Secondly, mentor teachers were influential. On practicum participant teachers highlighted 
the advice from mentors which they held in higher regard than advice and feedback from 
the visiting university lecturers. Mentor teachers were mostly found to be helpful and 
supportive. However, it was clear from the participant teachers’ comments that the levels of 
trust involved in their relationships with mentors dictated their openness and the sense of 
support they received. Some mentors closely supervised beginner teachers and gave them 
little freedom with respect to summative assessment decisions. This type of mentoring 
relationship was found to be less helpful as the teachers preferred to have the freedom to 
manage summative assessment for their own classes. 
 
Thirdly, participant teachers identified their classmates as contributors to their summative 
assessment development. During university class activities, participant teachers found it 
very fruitful to work collaboratively with their classmates, discussing their knowledge and 
understanding of summative assessment. They also appreciated learning about each 
other’s practicum experiences and sharing concerns and worries in a non-judgmental 
space. This sort of discussion and collaborative learning was an important element in their 
development. 
 
Therefore, the combination of their own beliefs about improvement, freedom to 
experiment while on practicum, combined with non-judgmental support by lecturers, other 
teachers and peers appeared to support participant teachers’ development over time. 
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Because they were driven by an improvement-focused view, they tended to look for ways 
to improve their teaching, rather than accepting that summative assessment and grading 
were primarily for accountability and judgements. These ideas are discussed in the 
following section. 

6. Discussion 

Participant teachers in this study showed an improvement focused approach to summative 
assessment from an early stage in their development as teachers. Understanding this may 
inform the support provided for teachers’ professional learning in assessment in both ITE 
and in-service professional development. 
 
Participant teachers were able to identify and talk in detail about a range of purposes for 
summative assessment with some nuance. The prominent finding from this study was that 
rather than viewing summative assessment as a final process at the end of a teaching unit, 
all participant teachers considered that summative assessment enabled teachers to gauge 
students’ learning so that they could use the information to inform their future pedagogical 
decisions. They reported that summative assessment could inform teachers about how they 
might best teach by adjusting their teaching, re-teaching topics and/or planning for future 
changes. This is consistent with other studies that have found that teachers do respond to 
student grades by considering their instruction (McMillan, 2005; Siegel & Wissehr, 2011; 
Timperley & Parr, 2005). Given the nature of education policy and practice in New Zealand, 
which has promoted formative assessment for many years, this finding is not entirely 
surprising (Brown, 2011), although it has not been widely documented.  
 
Findings show that teachers were committed to using summative assessment in 
constructive ways very early in their teacher education program, and over time they were 
able to more articulately and specifically describe what actions could be taken to help 
student learning occur in response to summative assessment and grading. Their practicum 
experiences appeared to help them develop a deeper awareness of the complexities of 
assessment, as described by Edwards (2017). Other New Zealand studies (e.g., Edwards & 
Cooper, 2012; Eyers, 2014) have also described the growing awareness of these 
complexities, particularly for formative assessment. Teachers’ understanding of the 
nuances of assessment has been found to develop over time (Lyon, 2013) and practicum 
has been identified as an Important factor in teacher growth (Smith & Lev-Ari, 2005; Smith 
et al., 2014). As has been found previously (Winterbottom et al., 2008; Taber et al., 2011), 
teachers in this study felt more able to participate in the full role of teacher, including as an 
assessor, through the knowledge and confidence they gained from teaching experiences 
as they linked theory to practice (Tsui, 2009). 
 
In their ITE program the participant teachers were exposed to a strongly constructivist 
tradition whose principles are reflected in formative assessment (Black & Wiliam, 2009) and 
to which all the beginner teachers in this study subscribed. Research does show that models 
of learning can influence teachers’ assessment practice (Abell & Siegel 2011; Pellegrino et 
al., 2001; Penuel & Shepard, 2017; Shepard, 2000). This being the case, it would be 
reasonable to expect that this could contribute to teachers being more likely to view 
summative assessment as having formative purposes as well as summative purposes. One 
aspect of this is feedback, which all preservice teachers discussed. They appreciated the 
feedback they received from lecturers, mentor teachers and colleagues. They also 
highlighted to need to provide feedback to students within a dialogic discussion, rather 
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than as a one-way process from teacher to student. This aligns with results from a national 
survey which found that New Zealand teachers focused strongly on improving learning in 
their feedback (Brown et al., 2012). 
 
Teachers’ concerns about teaching to the test did seem to play a role in their summative 
assessment practice. The teachers’ own observations as well as research evidence (Hume 
& Coll, 2010; Moeed & Hall, 2011) indicates that teaching to the test can be an issue within 
the NCEA system in New Zealand, particularly for internally assessed standards given the 
teacher control of the whole process. This was something that the teachers worked actively 
to avoid. They were committed to responding to the information gained through 
summative assessment, but were very aware of the risks that the system involved. 
 
Beginner teachers spoke of the potential of summative assessment having a learning 
purpose and observed that project-based summative assessment activities caused students 
to draw together knowledge from a number of domains and synthesize what they had 
learnt. Using summative assessment to provide students with opportunities to learn 
provides a counterpoint to the finding that it can be used to enhance teaching. Assessment 
tools used as a means of supporting learning has been a topic of interest for a considerable 
time and research shows that assessment can be used successfully in this way (Carless, 
2007; Earl, 2013; Torrance, 2007). The use of summative assessment as learning is a useful 
strategy for the New Zealand context given the extreme time pressure under which some 
teachers of NCEA classes find themselves, being beneficial for students’ learning and taking 
the focus of the assessment away from it being purely for accountability and reporting. 
 
Interestingly, the beginner teachers in this study also spoke of the formative use of 
aggregated summative assessment information, although they appeared less 
knowledgeable about this use. Their reported lack of opportunity to learn about analysis 
and the use of aggregated summative assessment data echoes findings from research 
elsewhere in which teachers struggle to make good use of aggregated summative 
assessment data (Datnow et al., 2007; Mandinach & Gummer, 2016; Pierce & Chick, 2010; 
Schildkamp & Kuiper, 2010). This need for teachers to become more able to collect and 
analyze summative assessment data could inform ITE program development, moving 
forward. 
 
Teachers in this study explained the importance and value of reflection for their own 
practice. As described by Tsui (2009) the act of linking practical and theoretical knowledge 
can lead to deeper understanding of the focus of the reflection, in this case the possible 
actions these teachers may take as a result. Their improvement focus view meant the 
preservice teachers spent time reflecting on the work and grades of their students as well 
as on their own teaching, and then taking actions to support student learning based on 
what they learnt from their reflections. Their focus on examining their own practice rather 
than reteaching the topic in the same way is in contrast to a much earlier study where New 
Zealand teachers did not take this view (Brown, 2002). If this is indicative of a change in 
teacher practice in New Zealand this would indicate a positive shift. 
 
In this study genuine personal encounters between teacher educators, mentor teachers, 
peers and their students were seen to open up learning spaces and encourage 
engagement with what was being taught. From the descriptions offered by the participant 
teachers in this study, it was evident that some lecturers and teachers were particularly 
skilled in doing this, exemplifying the importance of genuine relationships within the ITE 
space (Giles, 2010; Korthagen, 2010; Loughran, 2013). These relationships can impact the 
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affective domain for preservice teachers, which is another important aspect contributing to 
teacher development (Shoffner, 2009).  
 
In summary the teachers in this study were aware of the constructive uses that could be 
made of summative assessment and grades, firstly in a more general sense and then, as 
they gained teaching experience, in a more explicit sense. Through input from others, 
practice and reflection, they developed a growing awareness of the coherence between 
learning, curriculum and assessment, and strategies to support learners in more nuanced 
ways.  

7. Implications 

Based on the findings of this study, there are a number of implications worth considering, 
especially for those involved in the development of teachers. 
 

1. Teacher beliefs and their own early assessment experiences as learners can have a 
profound effect on their assessment practices and decision making. This being the 
case it is important that these are made explicit early in ITE programs, so that novice 
teachers can reflect and adjust their thinking. 

2. Teachers need to be able to reflect deeply, given the right conditions, and to 
respond in their planning and teaching because of reflection. For beginner teachers, 
the provision of schools for practicum that allow teachers to have agency to reflect, 
articulate and describe actions, provide effective feedback and justify decisions is 
important. 

3. Relationships with open, encouraging lecturers and mentor teachers help beginner 
teachers establish themselves authentically, building on their beliefs and knowledge 
to better support their students. Time spent building these professional 
relationships needs to be valued as it leads to deep dialogue.  

4. Teachers are able to develop more sophisticated views and skills for using 
summative assessment and grading constructively over time. Those responsible for 
the development of early career teachers need to acknowledge this and encourage 
growing reflective practice leading to action. 

8. Limitations 

It is important to consider the limitations of this study alongside the conclusions and 
implications drawn from it. This was a small qualitative study involving eight beginner 
secondary teachers who completed a one year initial teacher education program at one 
university in New Zealand. Its aim was to give rich, in-depth accounts of the constructive use 
of summative assessment for these teachers. A major issue for this sort of study is 
generalizability, as findings cannot necessarily be generalized from a qualitative study to 
apply to a whole population. Nonetheless, readers of the findings of this study who are 
interested in the development of the constructive use of summative assessment for 
beginner teachers are able to consider the findings and whether they may or may not be 
transferred to their own contexts.  
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