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Abstract: Within the Malaysian educational landscape, the grading practices and classroom-based 

assessment strategies adopted by preservice school teachers have become a crucial area of investigation 

as they may significantly impact students' academic achievements and overall learning experiences. 

The primary aim of this study is to explore the relationship between teachers' grading practices (TGP) 

and CBA practices among preservice school teachers. TGP encompasses five dimensions: Importance 

(IMPC), Student Effort (STUE), Student Ability (STUAB), Usefulness (USE), and Teachers' Grading 

Habits (TGH). A quantitative research design, specifically a survey-based approach, was employed in 

this study. The instrument was developed and validated through face and content validity, a pilot study, 

and Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA). The quantitative data were primarily analysed using Partial 
Least Square Structural Equation Modelling (PLS-SEM). A total of 338 preservice teachers from 4 

public universities in Selangor participated in the study, completing a 5-point Likert-scale 

questionnaire. Findings indicate that among the five dimensions, IMPC, STUE, and TGH significantly 

influence CBA practices, whereas STUAB and USE do not. The results suggest that preservice teachers 

prioritise student effort and well-established grading habits in their assessment strategies, reinforcing 

the importance of structured and transparent grading approaches. However, the limited impact of 

student ability and perceived usefulness on CBA implementation highlights the challenges of aligning 

grading practices with educational assessment frameworks. This study contributes to the understanding 

of grading practices in Malaysian teacher education by identifying key factors that shape assessment 

decisions. The findings highlight the need for continuous refinement of assessment strategies to ensure 

consistency and fairness in student evaluations.  
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1. Introduction 

 

The current grading practices among preservice school teachers involve a multifaceted 

approach considering academic achievement and factors such as student effort and work habits. This 

complex decision-making process, documented in several studies (Guskey, 2011; Randall & Engelhard, 

2009; Yesbeck, 2011), needs to be revised to align with the approach recommended by educational 

measurement experts. These experts argue that grading should be strictly based on academic 

achievement or mastery of learning standards, excluding confounding factors like effort and work habits 

(Dyrness & Dyrness, 2008; McMillan, 2008; Reynolds, 1989; O'Connor, 2007; Wormeli, 2006). This 

divergence is identified by Brookhart (1991, 1993) as a validity issue best framed within Messick's 

(1989) validity framework. This framework compels us to explore how preservice teachers understand 

grades, the value judgments they make when grading, how they interpret what a grade represents, their 

perspectives on the use and consequences of grades, and their significance to grades. This presents a 

substantial issue since preservice teachers' grades can significantly affect classroom-based assessment 

and student learning, engagement, and motivation. 

However, this validity problem in preservice teachers' grading practices needs to be further 
examined, particularly in the context of preservice education. Given that grades play a pivotal role in 

students' educational journey, influencing their progression, self-esteem, and future educational 

opportunities, it is crucial to delve deeper into preservice teachers' grading practices and their impact 

on classroom-based assessment. A comprehensive understanding of these practices can offer valuable 

insights to refine assessment procedures, enhance fairness, and foster an optimal learning environment 

in preservice classrooms. Furthermore, it can help bridge the gap between the actual grading practices 

and the recommended practices by the measurement community, enhancing the validity of the grading 

process. 

Despite the emerging recognition of Classroom-Based Assessment (CBA) in Malaysia, its 

implementation is often challenged by an examination-oriented assessment system still prevailing in 

the educational structure (Fadila et al., 2016). Yuh and Kenayathulla (2020) articulate that the 

dichotomy between traditional examination-based assessments and CBA creates difficulties for 

preservice teachers to integrate CBA into their daily pedagogical practices. This disparity in 

understanding and application of CBA could distort the grading process and undermine the intrinsic 

values of CBA (Panadero & Jonsson, 2013). However, Varatharaj et al. (2015) suggest ample room for 

improving grading practices within CBA, assuming that preservice teachers recalibrate their assessment 

strategies. Abd Mutalib and Ahmad (2012) highlight those challenges in CBA implementation stem 

from deficiencies in Pedagogical Content Knowledge, biased decision-making, and lesson planning 

insufficiencies. Such shortcomings can lead to underestimating students' abilities, compromising 

performance reporting accuracy. 

Although extensive studies have been conducted on School-Based Assessment (SBA) within 

schools in Malaysia (Bidin & Mahamod, 2016; Ambotang & Gobalakrishnan, 2017; Moktar et al., 2018; 

Isa & Naim, 2013; Mazlini Adnan & Noorfazelawati Abd Kadir, 2014; Che Aleha Ladin & Md Nasir 

Ibrahim, 2015; Ahmad & Mahamod, 2016), research focusing on the implementation of CBA among 

preservice teachers in local settings remains scant. Addressing this knowledge gap is paramount, 

particularly in providing a holistic understanding of assessment practices in the context of CBA and 

exploring preservice teachers' perspectives toward these practices. Thus, the principal aim of this study 

is to investigate the impact of preservice teachers' grading practices on the implementation of CBA, 

thereby offering invaluable insights to educators and policymakers for enhancing the quality and 

effectiveness of classroom-based assessments. 

 

2. Literature Review  

 

2.1 Teacher Grading Practices (TGP) 

  

The efficacy of classroom assessment and grading practices has increasingly become a pivotal 

topic of exploration in education (McMillan & Lawson, 2001; McMillan et al., 2002). Liu (2008) posits 

that classroom assessment and grading practices are inherently intertwined. As Liu (2008) explicates, 

grading represents accountability for both schools and students, with significant implications for 
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instruction and curriculum. Furthermore, grading is instrumental in assessing teaching effectiveness, 

facilitating informed decisions regarding students' progress and the efficacy of pedagogical approaches. 

Furthermore, grades can provide students with insightful feedback on their areas of strength and aspects 

that require improvement (Shepard, 2017; Rahman, 2020). 

Educators, especially those from non-traditional or alternative teaching certification programs, 

need more training in practical assessment or grading techniques, as Smith (2014) and Linton (2017) 

suggested. With alternative certification programs gaining popularity, there is an increasing need to 

examine the differences in teacher training between traditional and non-traditional certification 

programs, as noted by Redding and Smith (2016) and Abdul Razak et al. (2023). Moreover, the lack of 

pedagogical training among these teachers and their consequent use of ineffective classroom methods 

that lead to students' discouragement and disengagement has been emphasised in recent educational 

reforms, making it crucial to investigate the impact of non-traditionally trained teachers in the 

classroom, according to Brewer and deMarrais (2015) and Mohamad Marzaini et al. (2024). Previous 

research on grading has often focused on examining past trends and patterns that reinforce ineffective 

grading and assessment practices in the classroom (Mohamad Marzaini et al., 2024; McMillan et al., 

2002; O'Connor, 2007; Reeves, 2011). According to Brookhart et al. (2016), numerous studies have 
found that grades are typically influenced by factors that teachers deem essential, such as effort, ability, 

work habits, participation, attendance, and others, which can vary greatly. This lack of consistency in 

grading criteria limits the effectiveness of grades in conveying specific levels of academic mastery to 

students, parents, and other stakeholders involved in the learning process (Abdul Razak et al., 2023; 

Link, 2018). 

According to Pirzad and Abadikhah (2022), teachers are grade developers. Outside of Malaysia, 

teachers in countries such as Brazil (Zapata et al., 2015), Finland Kaplan et al. (2020), and the Czech 

Republic Vykyddal et al. (2020) produce marks or grades based on their assessments. When teachers 

are in charge of grading, they are often required to make decisions based on accomplishment variables. 

For example, Kubiszyn and Borich (2016, p.24) emphasised that grades should only reflect academic 

achievement. Brookhart and Nitko (2019) defined "grading variables" as indicators of content or 

standard performance that were addressed independently from measures that reflect effort or social 

conduct. 

Teachers utilise multiple factors when assigning grades, including student attitude, 

engagement, interest, effort, classroom behaviour, and progress (Mohamad Marzaini et al., 2024; 

Russell & Austin, 2010; Willingham et al., 2002; Randall & Engelhard, 2010; Kunnath, 2017). 

According to Green et al. (2007), most teachers and teacher candidates believe it is ethical to incorporate 

growth, effort, class participation, attendance, classroom behaviour, and work habits when determining 

grades. While teachers may be constrained by formal grading policies set by their school or district, 

they still consider various constructs when evaluating student performance. 

While various initiatives to reform grading practices have been instituted, effecting substantial 

changes in the actual grading practices of educators might pose substantial challenges due to their 

prevailing beliefs and perceptions (Mat Yusoff et al., 2025; Olsen & Buchanan, 2019). For instance, in 

the Canadian context, despite introducing standardised reporting protocols, educators remained 

predominantly supportive of improvement-based grading methodologies (Tierney et al., 2011). In 

Australian educational settings, Wyatt-Smith et al. (2010) illustrated that educators' evaluative decisions 

were often premised on the attributes and activities of the students rather than the evidential bases of 

assessment, even within a standards-based paradigm. Further, a study conducted by Olsen and 

Buchanan (2019) revealed that educators in the United States exhibited limited adherence to 

standardised grading guidelines. They frequently based their grades on non-standardized student work 

samples and relied on individualised criteria for evaluating student work. 

 

2.2 Classroom-based Assessment in Malaysia 

 

The implementation of CBA in Malaysia represents a critical shift from traditional 

examination-based evaluation towards a more holistic approach to assessing student learning. This 

change aligns with the objectives outlined in the Malaysian Education Blueprint 2013-2025, which 

emphasises fostering higher-order thinking skills and a more comprehensive understanding of students’ 

progress (Ministry of Education Malaysia, 2013). Unlike standardised tests that often rely on closed-
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ended questions and psychometric techniques, CBA employs a range of assessment methods, including 

both traditional and alternative approaches, to capture a wider array of student abilities and 

achievements. Traditional assessments, such as multiple choice or true/false questions, are 

complemented by performance-based evaluations, such as oral presentations and hands-on projects, to 

provide a more thorough evaluation of a student’s knowledge and skills (Ansori et al., 2019; Collins, 

2014). 

 Despite the potential benefits, the implementation of CBA in Malaysian primary schools faces 

several challenges. A significant barrier is the variability in teachers’ understanding and application of 

assessment strategies. Many teachers lack confidence in using alternative assessment methods and need 

more training effectively to integrate these methods into their teaching practices. This inconsistency can 

lead to variations in assessment quality and effectiveness across different schools (Mohamad Marzaini 

et al., 2024; Mansor et al., 2019; Chappuis et al., 2020). Additionally, the shift towards CBA requires a 

substantial change in the roles of teachers, who must now act as both facilitators and assessors. This 

dual role demands a deep understanding of formative assessment practices to support student learning 

while simultaneously gathering accurate data on student progress (Abdul Razak et al., 2023; Black & 

Wiliam, 1998; Stiggins et al., 2005). 
 The Malaysian Ministry of Education has attempted to address these challenges by issuing 

guidelines, such as the "Panduan Pelaksanaan Pentaksiran Bilik Darjah" (Classroom Assessment 

Implementation Guide), aimed at standardising CBA practices across schools (Kementerian Pendidikan 

Malaysia, 2019). However, ensuring consistency and fairness in assessment remains a challenge due to 

differing levels of teacher readiness and resource availability. Research suggests that more extensive 

professional development and support are needed to build teachers' capacity to implement CBA 

effectively (Mat Yusoff et al., 2025; Faizah, 2011; Narinasamy & Nordin, 2018). 

 Therefore, while the adoption of CBA in Malaysian schools is generally viewed positively for 

its potential to reduce exam pressure and provide more personalised feedback, its successful 

implementation is contingent upon overcoming challenges related to teacher training, resource 

allocation, and maintaining consistency in assessment practices. Addressing these challenges will 

require continuous policy efforts and a commitment to professional development to ensure that CBA 

can fully realise its potential to enhance student learning and development (Lewkowicz & Leung, 2020; 

Lokman, et al., 2024). 

 

2.3 Grading Practices and Classroom-based Assessment 

 

Research has also revealed that teachers who utilise effective grading methods have more 

favourable attitudes about assessment and are more likely to believe they possess the knowledge and 

abilities required to use assessment successfully (Shepard et al., 2018). Pinger et al. (2018) found that 

teachers who held more constructivist views of grading, which emphasise the use of multiple sources 

of evidence and the development of student self-assessment skills, were more likely to use formative 

assessment and provide detailed, specific feedback to students. This can be perceived that teachers who 

understand constructivist grading theories are more likely to use assessment as a tool for promoting 

student learning and development. Constructivist grading theories place a strong emphasis on the use 

of formative assessments to learn more about student understanding and development (Mat Yusoff et 

al., 2025; Shepard et al., 2018). This knowledge is then used to inform instruction and give students 

who need more specialised support (Lijie at al., 2024; Horsburgh & Ippolito, 2018). The teachers who 

see that assessment should be used to track and aid in the dynamic process of student learning also 

understand how crucial it is to give students chances to evaluate their learning and get constructive 

criticism on how they are doing (Pitt & Carless, 2022). By allowing teachers to pinpoint areas where 

students need extra assistance and modify lessons as necessary to enhance student learning and growth, 

this method can improve student outcomes. 

Preservice teachers who utilise effective grading methods often hold more favourable attitudes 

about assessment and are more likely to believe they possess the knowledge and abilities required to 

use assessment successfully (Mat Yusoff et al., 2024; Shepard et al., 2018). Pinger et al. (2018) found 

that preservice teachers who held more constructivist views of grading, which emphasise the use of 

multiple sources of evidence and the development of student self-assessment skills, were more likely 

to use formative assessment and provide detailed, specific feedback to students. This suggests that 
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preservice teachers who understand constructivist grading theories are more likely to use assessment as 

a tool for promoting student learning and development. Constructivist grading theories place a strong 

emphasis on the use of formative assessments to learn more about student understanding and 

development (Mohamad Marzaini et al., 2024; Shepard et al., 2018). This knowledge is then used to 

inform instruction and provide specialised support to students who need it (Mat Yusoff et al., 2025; 

Horsburgh & Ippolito, 2018). Preservice teachers who perceive assessment as a means to track and aid 

in the dynamic process of student learning understand the importance of giving students opportunities 

to evaluate their learning and receive constructive feedback on their progress (Pitt & Carless, 2022). By 

allowing preservice teachers to pinpoint areas where students need extra assistance and modify lessons 

as necessary to enhance student learning and growth, this method can improve student outcomes. 

Feldman (2018) illustrated that preservice teachers who held more traditional views of grading, 

which emphasised the use of standardised tests and objective measures, were more likely to use grades 

as a primary means of communicating student performance while providing less detailed feedback. This 

suggests that preservice teachers who understand traditional grading theories may be less likely to use 

assessment as a tool for promoting student learning and development. Traditional grading theories 

frequently emphasise summative assessments to evaluate student performance and assign grades, often 
administered after a unit or term to measure overall comprehension. Such models may focus less on 

formative assessments for tracking student knowledge and guiding instruction (Abdul Razak., 2023; 

Shepard, 2019; Kulasegaram & Rangachari, 2018). However, many preservice teachers use a mixture 

of formative and summative assessments, as both are crucial for assessing student understanding and 

progress (Mohamad Marzaini et al., 2024; Cizek et al., 2019). 

Additionally, research carried out by Alt (2018) has shown that preservice teachers with 

constructivist views of grading are more likely to use formative assessment and provide detailed, 

specific feedback. This highlights the importance of preservice teachers understanding constructivist 

grading theories to use assessment effectively as a tool for student learning and development. 

Constructivist grading theories emphasise formative assessments to better understand student learning 

and use that knowledge to inform teaching and provide needed support (Mohamad Marzaini et al., 2024; 

Matthewman et al., 2018). By focusing on student needs and allowing them to evaluate their progress, 

preservice teachers can adapt lessons to improve outcomes. This approach helps preservice teachers use 

assessment data to enhance student learning and development (Mat Yusoff et al., 2024; Shepard et al., 

2018). 

On the other hand, research by Gentrup et al. (2020) found that preservice teachers employing 

norm-referenced grading where students' performance is compared against their peers tend to rely 

heavily on grades to communicate progress and provide less in-depth feedback. Norm-referenced 

grading methods focus on comparing student performance to a class or grade-level average (Abdul 

Razak et al., 2023; Gaertner, 2022). While this approach is valuable for summative evaluations, it may 

not emphasise formative assessments that inform instruction or provide tailored support for students. 

Preservice teachers combining norm-referenced and criterion-referenced grading methods may still 

incorporate formative and summative assessments to balance learning support and progress evaluation. 

 

2.4 The Interplay of Usefulness and Importance in Preservice Teachers' Grading Practices    

             within Classroom-Based Assessments 

 

Preservice teachers’ perceptions of the usefulness and importance of grading are closely 

intertwined and significantly influence their assessment practices in the context of CBA. Preservice 

teachers who view grading as highly useful tend to see it as an integral tool for guiding instructional 

strategies and providing constructive feedback that promotes student learning and development. This 

perception encourages them to adopt formative assessment methods, such as ongoing feedback, which 

engage students actively in their learning journey and help them understand their progress and areas for 

improvement (Bürgermeister et al., 2021; Coombs et al., 2018). In this way, the perceived usefulness 

of grading fosters a learning environment where assessment is seen not just as a final judgment but as 

a continuous process that supports and enhances learning. 

Simultaneously, the importance of grading, as perceived by preservice teachers, plays a crucial 

role in how they implement assessment practices. Preservice teachers who consider grading to be of 

high importance often emphasise fairness and consistency, aligning their practices with clear learning 
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objectives and criteria. This alignment ensures that assessment contributes meaningfully to student 

motivation, guiding both learners and educators toward achieving set educational goals. 

In the context of CBA, this perceived importance compels preservice teachers to focus on both 

the accuracy and the impact of their grading decisions, making sure that they are not only measuring 

academic performance but also fostering a positive learning environment that encourages effort and 

improvement (Mohamad Marzaini et al., 2024; Cheng et al., 2020; Coombs et al., 2018). By integrating 

both the usefulness and importance of grading, preservice teachers can develop a balanced approach to 

assessment that combines objective measures with continuous feedback, ultimately enhancing the 

learning experience for students and ensuring that grading practices serve as an effective tool for 

educational development (Coombs, Ge, & DeLuca, 2021; Cheng et al., 2020). 

 

H1: Importance has a significant and positive influence on CBA 

H2: Usefulness has a significant and positive influence on CBA 

 

2.5 The Impact of Student Effort, Ability, and Teacher Habits on Grading Practices in  

             Classroom-Based Assessments 

 

Preservice teachers' grading practices within CBA frameworks are shaped by their perceptions 

of student effort, ability, and their grading habits, each playing a significant role in how assessments 

are conducted and interpreted. Student effort is often a critical consideration, as preservice teachers may 

view it as an indicator of a student’s commitment and determination to learn (Getenet et al., 2024). By 

factoring effort into grading, preservice teachers aim to reward persistence and encourage a positive 

attitude toward learning. However, the inclusion of effort can introduce a level of subjectivity into the 

grading process, as the assessment of effort may vary significantly among preservice teachers, 

potentially impacting the fairness and reliability of grades. This subjectivity can lead to inconsistencies 

in how grades are awarded, as what one preservice teacher perceives as sufficient effort may differ from 

another’s interpretation (Cheng, DeLuca, Braund, & Yan, 2018; McMillan, 2020; Getenet et al., 2024). 

Student ability is another factor influencing grading practices where preservice teachers may 

modify grades based on their perception of a student’s inherent or demonstrated abilities. Within CBA, 

preservice teachers may differentiate their grading to promote equity, ensuring that all students are 

encouraged to improve and achieve growth (Mahalingappa, 2024). While this approach can support a 

growth mindset and accommodate diverse learning needs, it can also lead to unintended consequences 

such as grade inflation or lower academic expectations for certain students. This practice may 

inadvertently undermine the goal of fair and objective assessment, highlighting the need for clearer 

guidelines, rubrics, and professional development to ensure consistency and maintain rigorous 

standards across different contexts (Alam & Mohanty, 2023; Brookhart, 2017). 

Additionally, preservice teachers' grading habits, shaped by their beliefs, experiences, and 

contextual influences, play a crucial role in how they implement grading practices. Preservice teachers 

may develop habitual patterns, such as a tendency towards leniency or strictness, which can persist over 

time and affect the objectivity and fairness of assessments (Mahalingappa, 2024). These habits may be 

deeply rooted and resistant to change, even in the face of new educational policies or reforms aimed at 

improving assessment practices. For instance, preservice teachers who have become accustomed to 

particular grading methods may find it challenging to adapt to new guidelines that require more 

objective and standardised assessment criteria (Mat Yusoff et al., 2025; Urhahne & Wijnia, 2020; 

Guskey, 2019). This resistance underscores the importance of reflective practices that encourage 

preservice teachers to critically evaluate their grading habits and align them with contemporary 

educational objectives that promote fairness, transparency, and student development (Tai et al., 2023). 

 

H3: Student Effort has a significant and positive influence on CBA 

H4: Student Ability has a significant and positive influence on CBA 

H5: Teachers’ Grading Habits have a significant and positive influence on CBA 
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3. Methodology  

 

3.1 Research Design  

 

The primary aim of this quantitative study, employing a survey research design, is to evaluate 

teachers' grading practices and their classroom-based assessment practices. A quantitative approach was 

adopted to systematically examine the educational context, with a specific focus on teachers' 

perceptions, beliefs, and behaviours. Survey research, a widely recognised method in the social 

sciences, is particularly effective for systematically capturing information on human perceptions, 

beliefs, and behaviours (Singleton & Straits, 2009). This methodological choice aligns with the study’s 

objectives, enabling the collection of data that can comprehensively address the research questions. 

The quantitative approach facilitates the precise measurement of variables and the identification 

of relationships and patterns among them, thus providing a nuanced understanding of the factors 

influencing grading practices and classroom-based assessment practices. Through the utilisation of a 

survey research design, this study aims to uncover critical insights into the complexities of teachers' 

grading practices and assessment methodologies within the educational landscape. These insights have 
the potential to inform the design of effective teacher training programs and strategic interventions. 

 

3.2 Sample 

 

In this study, a simple random sampling method was employed to ensure a representative 

sample of preservice teachers from January 2024 to April 2024. The researchers ensured ethical 

standards by obtaining permission letters for distributing the instrument and obtaining approval from 

the University Malaya Research Ethics Committee (Non-medical) with an approval letter number 

UM.TNC 2/UMREC. Also, written consent was obtained from all the participants before they answered 

the questionnaire. As a widely used probability sampling technique, this sampling technique allows 

each member of the target population an equal chance of being selected, reducing selection bias and 

ensuring the generalizability of research findings to the larger population (Creswell, 2014; Miles & 

Huberman, 1994). The sample was drawn from 4 public universities in Selangor, comprising 338 

preservice teachers, with a gender distribution of 73 males and 265 females. The participants' 

demographic information is detailed in Table 1. This diverse sample allows for a thorough investigation 

of grading strategies employed by preservice teachers with varying backgrounds and experiences. 

 

Table 1 

 

Demographic Information of the Participants 

 

Gender Frequency 

Male  73 

Female 265 

Total 338 

University  

University A 77 

University B 89 

University C 94 

University D 78 

Total 338 

 

3.3 Instrumentation 

 

In this study, a single survey instrument was utilised to collect data, focusing on classroom-

based assessment (CBA) practices. The survey was adapted from Goggin (2018) with specific reference 

to classroom-based assessment practices, while the Teachers’ Grading Practices (TGP) construct was 

derived from Link (2018). The development of the survey instrument was guided by "Classroom 
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Assessment for Student Learning" by Chappuis et al. (2020).  To ensure face validity, consultations 

were held with five experts possessing extensive experience in classroom-based assessment. For content 

validity, the survey was disseminated to 20 additional experts in the field via email, ResearchGate, and 

social media platforms, including WhatsApp, Telegram, and Facebook Messenger. The selection of 

these experts was based on their research expertise, educational qualifications, and prior 

accomplishments in relevant research domains (Lynn, 1986). Out of the 20 experts approached, 10 

agreed to participate, 2 declined due to time constraints, and the remaining did not respond.  As 

recommended by Hong et al. (2019), incorporating input from experts with specialised knowledge in 

the research area enhances the content validity of the instrument and mitigates potential biases. The 

participating experts evaluated the instrument's relevance, clarity, and simplicity through a structured 

questionnaire. This rigorous validation process ensured that the survey instrument was both reliable and 

valid, thereby strengthening the methodological robustness and credibility of the research findings. 

 

3.4 Data Analysis  

 

The researchers systematically conducted screening procedures in SPSS to address potential 
issues related to missing values, straightlining, and outliers. Missing values were assessed using the 

count blank method to ensure data completeness. To detect straightlining, the researchers adhered to 

the guideline of ensuring a non-zero standard deviation value, as outlined by Hair et al. (2017). 

Additionally, an outlier analysis was performed using the Mahalanobis Distance test. Upon completing 

these initial screening steps, the researchers proceeded with a descriptive analysis. 

For further analysis, the researchers employed Partial Least Squares Structural Equation 

Modelling (PLS-SEM) using SmartPLS software. This approach was selected for its ability to maximise 

the explained variance of exogenous variables on endogenous variables, prioritising predictive accuracy 

(Hair et al., 2017; Rigdon et al., 2017). PLS-SEM was particularly suited for the study’s exploratory 

theoretical framework, as it is effective for testing additive causal models supported by theory, as 

recommended by Chin (1998) and Haenlein and Kaplan (2004). In contrast, Covariance-Based SEM 

(CB-SEM) focuses on assessing the alignment between a theoretical model and observed data, making 

it more applicable to confirmatory models (Ramayah et al., 2018). Originally developed by Wold 

(1974), SEM was further refined by his disciples Lohmöller and Jöreskog (1989), with Lohmöller 

(2013) adapting it into PLS-SEM and developing it into CB-SEM. 

Before hypothesis testing, the researchers verified internal consistency, convergent validity, 

and discriminant validity. Internal consistency was assessed to ensure the interrelation among items, 

following Sekaran and Bougie (2016). A composite reliability value of at least 0.7 was required for 

successful implementation (Hair et al., 2017; Sekaran & Bougie, 2016). Convergent validity was 

examined through factor loadings and average variance extracted (AVE), which indicate the degree to 

which indicators of a construct share a substantial proportion of variance (Hair et al., 2017). Convergent 

validity was deemed satisfactory when factor loadings were at least 0.5 and the AVE score exceeded 

0.5 (Byrne, 2013). Discriminant validity was confirmed to ensure the distinctiveness of each latent 

variable, indicating construct uniqueness (Hair et al., 2017; Ramayah et al., 2018). This was assessed 

using the heterotrait-monotrait ratio of correlations (HTMT), applying a threshold value of 0.9 as 

proposed by Henseler et al. (2015) and Franke and Sarstedt (2019). Furthermore, a lateral collinearity 

assessment was performed using a cut-off value of 3.3 to mitigate the risk of misleading results, as 

recommended by Diamantopoulos and Sigauw (2006). Following these rigorous validation procedures, 

the researchers proceeded with hypothesis testing using structural modelling techniques. This 

comprehensive methodological approach ensured the robustness and reliability of the study’s findings. 

 

4. Results 

 

4.1 The Measurement Model 

 

The structural equation modeling (SEM) technique, which establishes the relationships between 

measurement items and their corresponding latent variables, requires the development of a robust 

measurement model. This study lays the theoretical groundwork and employs statistical analyses to 
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ensure the validity and reliability of the measurement model. The analysis was conducted using the R 

programming language, leveraging the **lavaan** package for SEM analysis (Rosseel, 2012). 

 

4.2 Operationalisation of Latent Variable 

 

The conceptual model comprises four latent variables, which are inherently complex and cannot 

be measured by a single observed variable. To capture each latent variable within the conceptual model, 

the researchers employed multiple observed items. The first five exogenous variables pertain to 

teachers' grading practices (TGP). Measurement scales for TGP were developed based on the study by 

Link (2018).  Under the domain of teachers’ grading practices, 28 items were distributed across five 

dimensions: IMPC (Importance), USE (Usefulness), STUE (Student Effort), STUAB (Student Ability), 

and TGH (Teachers’ Grading Habits). These items were adopted from prior literature to ensure 

robustness and relevance. For the measurement of Classroom-Based Assessment (CBA) practices, the 

researchers referred to foundational work by Chappuis et al. (2012) and adopted items from Goggin 

(2018). This multi-dimensional approach facilitated a comprehensive evaluation of the latent constructs 

in the study. 
 

4.3 Normality Check 

 

The researchers conducted both univariate and multivariate normality tests to assess whether 

the measurement items adhered to normal distribution before proceeding with the confirmatory factor 

analysis (CFA) model. The estimation method employed in CFA (and SEM) is contingent on the 

normality of the data, making it essential to ensure that the dataset meets this requirement. The results 

of the Shapiro-Wilk test (all p-values < 0.05) for all measurement items rejected the null hypothesis of 

univariate normality. Similarly, the Mardia test (p-value < 0.05) rejected the null hypothesis of 

multivariate normality. Given these findings, the researchers opted to use the maximum likelihood 

robust (MLR) estimator, also known as the Satorra-Bentler rescaling approach, for estimating the 

measurement model (Rosseel, 2012). This approach accommodates non-normal data, ensuring the 

robustness and reliability of the analysis. 

 

Table 2 

 

Measurement items and their reliability 
 

Constructs and items   Factor loadings  

Importance (IMPC, alpha: .882, CR: .894)  

1. IMPC1 0.736 

2. IMPC2 0.844 

3. IMPC3 0.741 

4. IMPC4 0.861 

5. IMPC5 0.832 

6. IMPC6 0.729 

Student Ability (STUAB, alpha: .892, CR: .894)  

1. STUAB1  0.644 

2. STUAB2  0.713 

3. STUAB3  0.780 

4. STUAB4  0.800 

5. STUAB5  0.770 

6. STUAB6  0.849 

7. STUAB7  0.846 
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Constructs and items   Factor loadings  

Student Effort (STUE, alpha: .793, CR: .920)  

1. STUE1  0.634 

2. STUE2  0.799 

3. STUE3  0.694 

4. STUE4  0.82 

5. STUE5  0.607 

Teacher Grading Practice (TGH, aplha: .807, CR: .821)  

1. TGH1 0.790 

2. TGH2 Dropped 

3. TGH3  0.601 

4. TGH4  0.812 

5. TGH5  0.748 

6. TGH6  0.769 

Usefulness (USE, alpha: .906, CR: .916)  

1. USE1  0.753 

2. USE10 0.606 

3. USE2  0.718 

4. USE3  0.673 

5. USE4 0.813 

6. USE5  0.763 

7. USE6 0.803 

8. USE7  0.673 

9. USE8 0.771 

10. USE9  0.773 

Classroom-based Assessment (CBA, alpha: .938, CR: .950)  

1. CBA1 0.635 

2. CBA2 0.638 

3. CBA3 0.828 

4. CBA4 0.816 

5. CBA5 0.738 

6. CBA6 0.738 

7. CBA7 0.641 

8. CBA8 0.730 

9. CBA9 0.760 

10. CBA10 0.782 

11. CBA11 0.792 

12. CBA12 0.791 

13. CBA13 0.716 

14. CBA14 0.792 
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4.4 Reliability and Validity 

 

The high outer loading values of the constructs demonstrate indicator reliability, suggesting a 

strong shared variance among the indicators. According to Hair et al. (2019), outer loading values 

should ideally be ≥ .708; however, values as low as .700 are considered acceptable (Hair et al., 2017). 

Notably, in social science research, particularly when dealing with newly developed scales, weaker 

outer loading values (e.g., below .700) are not uncommon (Hulland, 1999). It is recommended to 

carefully evaluate the impacts on Composite Reliability (CR) and Average Variance Extracted (AVE) 

before excluding indicators with weaker outer loadings (Hair et al., 2017). In this study, only one 

indicator (TGH2) with the lowest loading value (.588) was removed, with consideration given to the 

resulting changes in AVE and CR. If the AVE value is ≥ .500 and the CR value > .700, the researchers 

retained indicators even when their loading values were below .700. The decision to retain constructs 

aligns with Pallant's (2013) assertion that achieving high Cronbach’s alpha values is challenging when 

the number of items in a construct is fewer than ten, making values > .05 acceptable.  Furthermore, high 

composite reliability, high AVE, and moderate-to-high Cronbach’s alpha indicate a well-specified 

measurement model in partial least squares structural equation modeling (PLS-SEM) (Hair et al., 2018; 
Hair et al., 2013). In this context, the researchers opted not to delete additional items. Thus, the 

reliability of the measurement model was confirmed. 

 

Table 3 

 

Divergent validity analysis 

 

  CBA IMPC STUAB STUE TGH USE 

CBA       

IMPC 0.372      

STUAB 0.287 0.522     

STUE 0.324 0.488 0.869    

TGH 0.372 0.524 0.910 0.875   

USE 0.335 0.772 0.748 0.761 0.773  

AVE 0.556 0.628 0.600 0.513 0.559 0.544 

 

Divergent or discriminant validity (DV) is established when constructs that are theoretically 

unrelated are statistically uncorrelated. DV can be confirmed by comparing the average variance 

extracted (AVE) with the squared correlations of all latent variables in a matrix, as demonstrated in 

Table 4. Following the guidelines of Hair et al. (2010), discriminant validity is indicated when the 

squared correlations below the diagonal are less than the AVE of each latent variable. Table 4 confirms 

that all constructs meet these criteria, establishing the discriminant validity of the latent variables. 
Furthermore, additional evidence for the accuracy and goodness-of-fit of the measurement model is 

provided by the Root Mean Square Error Approximation (RMSEA) and Standardized Root Mean 

Square Residual (SRMR), both of which are below the cut-off value of 0.08, as well as the Comparative 

Fit Index (CFI) and Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI), which exceed the recommended threshold of 0.90 (Hair 

et al., 2010). These results are presented in Table 2 and affirm the robustness of the measurement model. 

Following the establishment of the measurement model, the descriptive statistics are presented in Table 

5. 
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Table 4 

 

Descriptive statistics and association among latent variables 
 

Latent 

Variables Mean SD IMPC USE STUE STUAB TGH CBA 

IMPC 4.0247 0.49964 1.00      

USE 3.9917 0.53705 0.54 1.00     

STUE 3.7775 0.63130 0.60 0.61 1.00    

STUAB 3.8673 0.60900 0.64 0.62 0.67 1.00   

TGH 3.7288 0.59832 0.60 0.56 0.67 0.69 1.00  

CBA 3.8094 0.58957 0.64 0.54 0.66 0.67 0.71 1.00 

 

It should be noted that the mean and standard deviation (SD) values are determined by taking 

the arithmetic mean of the item scores that measure the respective latent variables. Based on factor 

values that were retrieved by confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), the correlation matrix shows a 

correlation between the latent variables. 

 

4.5 Assess the Structural Model for Collinearity Issue 

 

The optimal VIF values, according to contemporary theories (Hair et al., 2019), should be lower 

than three (<3). For the PLS process, this study used Hair et al.'s (2019) threshold of VIF values of less 

than three to prevent collinearity and common method bias. Knock (2015, p. 7) posits that a VIF 

exceeding 3.3 signifies excessive collinearity, potentially indicating the presence of common method 

bias within the model. Consequently, if all VIFs derived from a thorough collinearity assessment are at 

or below 3.3, the model can be deemed devoid of common method bias. The SmartPLS specifically 

generated the order of predictors to evaluate the collinearity. IMPC, STUAB, STUE, TGH, and USE 

are predictors of CBA. The researchers assessed all VIF values; however, two indicators, STUAB 

(3.145) and USE (3.300, had values greater than 3. While the rest were assessed with the VIF values 

(<3): IMPC (2.032), STUE (2.908, and TGH (2.892). After considering the VIF values below, the 

researcher considered the work from Ringle et al. (2015) that concur collinearity issues are performed 

when the VIF value is equal to or greater than five. Therefore, VIF values >3.3 and <5 was accepted in 

this study. According to the results of all VIF values (Table 3), it can be noted that collinearity is not an 

issue in this study. 

 

Table 5 

 

VIF Values 

 

  IMPC STUAB STUE TGH USE CBA 

CBA       

IMPC      2.032 

STUAB      3.145 

STUE      2.908 

TGH      2.892 

USE           3.300 
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Figure 1 

 

The structural equation model that was estimated 
                         

 
                                               

Table 6 

 

Summary of hypothesis testing 
 

Hypothesis Standardized Coefficient Remark 

H1: IMPC -> CBA .000 supported 

H2: STUAB -> CBA .173 Not supported 

H3: STUE -> CBA .004 supported 

H4: TGH -> CBA .002 supported 

H5: USE -> CBA .126 Not supported 

Standard parenthesis error. ***p < 0.001, **p < 0.01, *p < 0.05, +p < 0.10. 
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4.6 Common Method Bias 

 

Common method bias refers to measurement inaccuracies resulting from methodological issues 

in a study. An example of this bias is when the same measurement scale, such as a 5-point Likert scale, 

is used for all survey questions. In the present study, the researchers address common method bias by 

employing Harman's single-factor test, a widely used approach outlined by Podsakoff, et al. (2003). 

This test involves conducting an unrotated exploratory factor analysis on the 46 items loading on a 

single latent factor. The results indicate that only 39% of the average variance is explained by this single 

factor, significantly below the recommended cutoff point of 50%. Thus, based on these findings, 

common method bias is not a concern in this study. 

 

4.7 Assess the Level of R2 

 

The percentage of variance in the dependent variable explained by the model's independent 

variables is measured by the coefficient of determination (R2). An R2 score of 0.8 or above is regarded 

as an adequate fit of the model to the data in Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modelling (PLS-
SEM), but an R2 value of less than 0.5 indicates a poor match. The coefficient determination (R2) 

computation is shown in Table 7. The Classroom-Based Assessment (CBA) was found to have an R2 

coefficient of determination of 0.212, which indicates a reasonable level of explained variance of the 

dependent variable by the model. This shows a decent fit of the model to the data and a moderate level 

of prediction accuracy. 

 

Table 7. Results of R2 of the integrated model 

 

 R2 Consideration 

CBA .212 Moderate 

 

4.8 Assessing the Predictive Relevance, Q2 

              

The researchers evaluated the predictive significance of the model by using Blindfolded 

Techniques in SmartPLS 4 (Hair et al., 2019) to determine the Q2 value. The Q2 value assesses the 

model's ability to predict the dependent variable based on a latent variable. A high Q2 value indicates 

robust predictive capacity for the hidden variable in forecasting the dependent variable, while a low Q2 

value suggests limited predictive ability. Table 8 presents the results of the predictive relevance 

evaluation, and it shows that the Q2 value for CBA is above 0 (.175), confirming the predictive validity 

of the model's endogenous construct. 

 

Table 8 

 

Results of Q2 of the integrated model 
 

 Q2 Predictive relevance 

CBA .175 Moderate 

 

5.  Discussion 

               

Grading practices and classroom-based assessment practices are inextricably linked because 

grades are frequently based on assessments given in the classroom. In determining CBA practices as 

the main objective of this part, this study reports that only three hypothesised variables (IMPC, STUE, 

and TGH) are statistically significant in predicting CBA practices. The other two factors (STUAB and 

USE) are not statistically significant in predicting CBA practices. In detail, Table 6 above presents the 

three hypotheses, their coefficients and t-values, and the decision over the matters for Grading Practices 

towards CBA practices (H1–H5). 
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In predicting preservice teachers' CBA practices during teaching and learning sessions, 

importance (IMPC), which refers to a specific aspect or component that preservice teachers consider 

significant in grading practices, was reported to be substantial in predicting classroom-based assessment 

practices. Specifically, it indicates the factors or elements preservice teachers prioritise or attach 

particular importance to when evaluating students' performance and assigning grades. A similar result 

was found by Guskey and Link (2019) and Karlen et al. (2024), where they observed an association 

between Importance and assessment practice. The possible explanation for this finding is that preservice 

teachers may view specific criteria or skills as crucial for achieving the learning objectives of their 

courses. As a result, they prioritise assessing and grading students' performance based on these critical 

dimensions that directly relate to the intended outcomes (Mat Yusoff et al., 2023). 

Not only that, Student Effort (STUE), which refers to students' level of engagement, motivation, 

and hard work in their learning, was reported to be the most decisive factor in the Grading Practices 

variable, followed by Teachers’ Grading Habits (TGH). This finding could be interpreted based on the 

assumption that when students participate in meaningful and relevant assessments, they are much more 

likely to put in the effort necessary to learn the material (Mohamad Marzaini et al., 2024). This is 

because preservice teachers believe that their students understand the importance and relevance of the 
assessments to their learning and long-term goals. Furthermore, well-designed assessments aligned with 

learning goals offer students reasonable expectations and a sense of meaning (Andrade & Brookhart, 

2020). The findings from this study align with prior investigations that indicate a significant correlation 

between STUE and CBA practices (Lee & Jeon, 2024; Andrade & Brookhart, 2020; Andersson & Palm, 

2017). 

Additionally, the outcomes of this study disclosed that Teachers' Grading Habits (TGH)—the 

specific strategies and methods preservice teachers employ for evaluating and assigning grades to 

students' work—influence CBA practices. Similar findings were presented by Hung and Wu (2024), 

Guskey and Link (2019), Knight and Cooper (2019), and Chen and Bonner (2017). According to Swan 

Sein et al. (2021), preservice teachers with well-established grading habits are much more likely to use 

assessments associated with learning objectives and provide precise and equitable evaluations of student 

learning. Thus, they are also more inclined to use clear and uniform criteria for assessing and providing 

feedback on student work, which can assist students in comprehending their weaknesses and strengths 

and enhance their learning. Besides, Mat Yusoff et al., (2025) and Chamberlin et al. (2018) illustrated 

that preservice teachers' grading habits can influence student engagement and motivation in the 

classroom. Therefore, preservice teachers who use meaningful and relevant assessments and provide 

regular and meaningful feedback are prone to captivate students and encourage them to put in more 

effort (Mat Yusoff et al., 2024; Swan Sein et al., 2021). Furthermore, these preservice teachers may 

believe that their grading habits impact how they provide feedback to students and communicate the 

value of student effort. For example, if a preservice teacher has a habit of providing lots of feedback 

and encouragement, this can result in more student motivation and engagement. 

On the contrary, Student Ability (STUAB) and Usefulness (USE) were found to be not 

significant in predicting CBA practices during teaching and learning sessions. While USE is an 

important consideration for preservice teachers when designing assessments, they might have little 

influence on the types of assessments employed or the methods employed to assess student learning 

(Mat Yusoff et al., 2023; Schildkamp et al., 2017). A preservice teacher may believe it is vital to assess 

a specific skill, but they may not have the resources or time to do so during a particular teaching and 

learning session. Furthermore, while a preservice teacher may find a specific assessment beneficial for 

student learning, it might not suit particular learning objectives or student needs (Radović et al., 2024; 

Guskey & Link, 2019). 

Second, STUAB is also found to be insignificant in predicting CBA practices. This is because 

student ability is not the only factor influencing student performance; other aspects, including student 

effort, learning strategies, and motivation, could also play a role (Mat Yusoff et al., 2023; Sharma & 

Sharma, 2018). This could also be assumed by preservice teachers, who may believe that a motivated 

student will be more engaged in the learning process and more likely to put in the effort required to 

succeed. Even if a student's ability is limited, if they are motivated to learn, they are seen to succeed 

more than a student with more remarkable ability but low motivation. Furthermore, while student ability 

is unquestionably essential, it is not a static trait and can be modified and developed over time (Abdul 

Razak et al., 2023; Guskey & Link, 2019). Preservice teachers can use different assessments and 
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strategies to enable students to develop their abilities, including providing opportunities for practice, 

feedback, and revision, which can help students enhance their skills over time (Mat Yusoff et al., 2024; 

Knight & Cooper, 2019). 

The Grading Practices factor is not significant in predicting classroom-based assessment 

practice in the Malaysian context because Malaysia's education system adheres to a centralised 

curriculum and assessment policy, which governs the types of assessments used, the criteria for 

assessing student work, and the techniques employed to provide pupils with feedback (Abdul Razak et 

al., 2023). Preservice teachers' ability to use their grading practices is limited, and it may be challenging 

to align their grading practices with their CBA practices. Also, Malaysia's education system places a 

high value on high-stakes tests like the UPSR, PT3, and SPM, which are used to ascertain students' 

qualifications for further education (Mohamad Marzaini et al., 2024). As a result, preservice teachers 

have shifted their focus to preparing students for these tests instead of employing various assessment 

techniques that correspond to learning goals in addition to providing accurate and fair evaluations of 

student learning. 

 

6. Conclusion 

 

This study explored the relationship between preservice teachers' grading practices (TGP) and 

classroom-based assessment (CBA) practices among preservice teachers in Selangor, Malaysia. The 

findings provided valuable insights into the factors that significantly influence the implementation of 

CBA and highlighted areas requiring improvement in grading practices. The results of the study 

indicated that among the five dimensions of TGP, three were found to be significant predictors of CBA 

practices: Importance (IMPC), Student Effort (STUE), and Teachers' Grading Habits (TGH). These 

dimensions highlighted the key factors preservice teachers prioritise when evaluating students' 

performance and assigning grades. Preservice teachers placed particular importance on specific criteria 

or skills that directly relate to the intended learning outcomes, emphasising the need for assessments 

aligned with these critical dimensions. 

Student Effort (STUE) emerged as a crucial factor influencing CBA practices. Preservice 

teachers recognised that students' engagement, motivation, and hard work played a significant role in 

their learning. When assessments were meaningful and relevant, students were likelier to put in the 

effort necessary to succeed. Moreover, Teachers' Grading Habits (TGH) impacted CBA practices, 

indicating that well-established grading habits, including clear and uniform criteria for assessment and 

providing regular and meaningful feedback, contributed to enhanced student engagement and 

motivation. On the other hand, the dimensions of Student Ability (STUAB) and Usefulness (USE) were 

not significant predictors of CBA practices. This suggests that while these factors are important 

considerations, they may have less influence on the types of assessments employed or the methods used 

to assess student learning. Additionally, Malaysia's centralised curriculum and assessment policy may 

limit preservice teachers' flexibility in implementing their grading practices, particularly concerning 

CBA. 

The findings of this study contribute to the existing knowledge on grading practices and CBA, 

specifically within the context of Malaysian preservice teachers. By identifying the significant factors 

influencing CBA practices, this research provides valuable insights for educators and policymakers in 

refining assessment procedures, enhancing fairness, and fostering an optimal learning environment. It 

underscores the importance of aligning assessments with intended learning outcomes, emphasising 

student effort and engagement, and cultivating effective grading habits. 

To bridge the gap between recommended grading practices and actual implementation, targeted 

interventions and professional development programs can be designed to support preservice teachers in 

enhancing their assessment strategies and aligning them with CBA goals. These initiatives can focus on 

developing preservice teachers' pedagogical content knowledge, promoting unbiased decision-making, 

and improving lesson planning to ensure accurate reporting of student performance. Overall, this study 

contributes to the knowledge of grading practices and CBA, providing a basis for future research and 

improvement in the Malaysian educational landscape. By addressing the validity issues in grading 

practices and promoting the effective implementation of CBA, educators can enhance student learning 

experiences, engagement, and motivation, ultimately leading to improved academic achievements and 

educational opportunities. 
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