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Abstract
Even though teachers has positive attitude towards formative assessment, their perceptions on factors influence
the adoption of formative assessment is crucial to implement various assessment strategies effectively. Therefore,
survey conducted on perceptions of primary school teachers in Riyadh province of Saudi Arabia regarding 14
selected factors. By stratified random sampling, data is gathered from the teachers of 15 schools located in the
Riyadh province of Saudi Arabia. 210 fully completed questionnaires are received. Interrelated factors also
discussed with a sample of 25 teachers. Teachers slightly agreed on all the given factors. However, significant
perceptional differences between teachers groups are intervened that mainly attributed to male and female
teachers, teachers who attended training and not attended, younger and elder teachers, less tenured and more
tenured teachers, and the teachers of different subjects. This study results is noteworthy for understanding the
perceptions of teachers on factors influence adoption of formative assessment in primary schools. Factors
deliberated in this study are useful to the school management to address the challenges of teachers in formative
assessment that would help to minimize the barriers for effective implementation of formative assessment.
Keywords: assessment strategies, constructive feedback, formative assessment, learning goals, pedagogy,
self-learning
1. Introduction
Formative assessment would encourage self-learning and provide constructive feedback on students’
performances (Bennett, 2011; Dix, 2017). Teachers believe that formative assessment has a profound impact on
student motivation and achievement (Cauley & McMillan, 2010). Even though teachers has positive attitude
towards formative assessment practices (Young & Jackman, 2014) they are less confident to implement
formative assessment strategies (Leahy et al., 2005; Marshall & Jane Drummond, 2006). The reason is some
constraints of educational reforms, learning culture, curriculum changes, collaborative environment,
accountability, stakeholders’ perceptions, and the context of school environment that would influence teachers to
adopt and implement the assessment strategies (Adamson, 2011; Verger et al., 2013; Hui et al., 2017).
However, these constraints would affect teachers from various domains namely external domain i.e. teachers’
external sources of information and stimulus; personal domain i.e. teachers’ attitude, beliefs, and knowledge;
practice domain i.e. experimentation in profession; and consequences domain i.e. teaching outcomes (Komba,
2007). Thus, by review such domains, educational research has been established some possible factors that
would influence teachers to adopt formative assessment. These factors are such as internal factors,
resource-related factors, contextual factors, and other external factors like educational policies etc. (Antoniou &
James, 2014; Izci, 2016). Meanwhile, educators emphasize that these factors would cause a gap between theories
and practice of formative assessment (Yeh, 2010).
In this context, teachers’ perceptions on these factors is imperative (Alotaibi, 2016; Kyaruzi et al., 2018) not only
to reduce the gap between the theories and practice but also to overcome the barriers in adopting formative
assessment (Frunza, 2014). Different from earlier research, this paper focused on perceptions of primary school
teachers in Riyadh province of Saudi Arabia and discussed their perceptional differences on given factors by
socio-demographic profile.
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1.1 Why Formative Assessment?
Indeed, any type of assessment would reflect formative assessment that would help students to progress in
lifelong learning as independent of teachers (Bell & Cowie, 2001). However, Harlen and James (1997) made a
distinction that summative assessment is for the overall learning achievements of students and formative
assessment is on-going activities to advance the students’ learning abilities. Though, the assessment information
in both the cases has harmonious relationship and complementary (Black & Wiliam, 1998), good summative
continuous assessment would indicate students’ grading that commonly denote as ‘assessment of learning’, on
the other side good formative assessment support the judgment of teachers to progress the students’ attainment
levels in self-learning (Vaden-Goad, 2009).
Thus, formative assessment in literature denotes ‘assessment for learning’ (Black & Wiliam, 2009) and aim to
test the students’ abilities, skills, and knowledge for achieving desired learning outcomes ((Dwyer, 2013; Clark,
2015). In fact, conception of assessment for learning makes learning process explicit by promoting learners’
autonomy and control the assessment processes (Warwick et al., 2014). Whereas, formative assessment upsurge
the students’ motivation as well as self-regulation and compliment the new strategies in assessment practices
(Missett et al., 2014). Therefore, formative assessment allow the teachers for deeper understanding of cognitive
gaps in students learning and enable them to find new methods for effective teaching and minimize the learning
gaps (Looney et al., 2017).
2. Literature Review
Yan and Cheng (2015) reveal that teachers’ instrumental attitude, subjective norm, and self-efficacy would
influence their intentions to conduct formative assessment, whereas their affective attitude and controllability
will not influence them. Meanwhile, contextual factors has significant role in examining the formative
assessment practices. However, Tan and Tan (2012) delimit that teachers’ adoption of tasks in formative
assessment would influence by students’ abilities, students’ motivation levels, course contents, teachers’
involvement, assessment resources availability, manageability of assessment practices, and learning outcomes of
the programmes. Ni Chroinin and Cosgrave (2012) unfold the challenges of teachers for the inclusion of
formative assessment and outline the constraints such as the insufficient amount of time for planning formative
assessment practices, difficulties in choosing the assessment strategies suitable for various students’ abilities.
Some studies in different countries contextualized the factors that detain teachers in the adoption of formative
assessment. For instance, Poole (2016) research on bilingual schools in Shanghai, China delineates the factors
that restrain teachers to implement formative assessment. These factors are; resistance from teachers as well as
students to implement innovative methods of formative assessment; notions of face among teachers as well as
students about formative assessment methods; assessment materials emphasis on transmission of knowledge but
not focused to improve skills and learning abilities of students. Martos-Garcia et al. (2017) inquiry at the schools
of Basque and Valencia in Europe and find that students disapproved some assessments that would claim greater
efforts to fulfill various standards in formative assessment.
However, Deneen and Brown (2016) disclose that teachers would influence by timely changes in the methods of
formative assessment. In spite of this, Beatty et al. (2006) explain, teachers would succeed by adopting several
methods and tactics to carryout formative assessment effectively. Subsequently, teachers would improve the
classroom response system and achieve the different learning goals. Finally, teachers would frame new methods
in formative assessment and collect the relevant feedback to have an insight on students’ abilities (Wested.org,
2018). Despite, Minstrell et al. (2011) assert that teachers would influence the assessment practices of their
colleagues and in this process; they follow formative assessment in a judicious manner and evade the
misconceptions that largely based on lack of understanding of formative assessment practices. However, those
teachers also confronted practical difficulties to design the assessment tools based on learners’ thinking abilities.
Further, Yin et al. (2008) find that teachers who follow the informal practices in assessments would witness the
less positive results of formative assessment.
Likewise, Lai (2009) delineate that teachers’ interim assessment during formative assessment would influence
by factors such as assessment characteristics that did not encompass the detailed information for diagnosis of
students’ learning, and instructional practices that embarrass by unwillingness of using feedback results to find
alternative pedagogies for improving students’ learning. Some other factors are lack of subjectivity in the rubrics,
relevant instructional methods to recover the students’ learning outcomes. However, Safari and Rashidi (2015)
signify that trainee as well as in-service teachers has impediments, concerns, and constraints to adopt formative
assessment because of ideological, political, cultural transformations in the learning process. Clark (2011) also
describe that teachers would have an impact of pedagogy that focused on cultural development of student and
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encapsulate by formative assessment techniques to evaluate the students’ feedback within the cultural context.
Inclusively, the teachers’ views on intervention of formative assessment (Meusen-Beekman et al., 2016) reveal
that teachers declare formative assessment would increase their workload but not to the degree of perceive it as
the burden or problem (Lopez-Pastor et al., 2013). However, others recognize that teachers’ perceptions on
formative assessment is most crucial for the effective implementation of formative assessment but not the
excessive teaching workloads, size of the class, and policy decisions and reforms in education (Toh et al., 2006;
Chin & Wong, 2013). Some teachers expressed that lack of professional training on assessment would make
them to compromise the inquiry based learning in formative assessment (Jaecheon, 2014; Polizzi et al., 2015).
3. Problem Statement
Formative assessment introduced at primary schools in Saudi Arabia since 1998 (Al Sadaawi, 2010; Alotabi,
2014). In the recent education reforms (Alnahdi, 2013; Hashmi et al., 2014), the Ministry of Education in Saudi
Arabia has been insisted to implement formative assessment effectively at all levels of education. However, the
resilience of teachers in the effective implementation of formative assessment is found (Gu & Day, 2011) due to
lack of time and more workload that clogged the teachers to put their attention on formative assessment practices
(Al-Wassia et al., 2015). Other factors impeded teachers to adopt formative assessment mentioned by Alotaibi
(2011) as following: larger class sizes, anxiety among students to get higher grades rather than improving their
performances, mixed abilities in classroom, ambiguity at the guidelines. In this context, this study intends to
discuss the perceptions of teachers in the primary schools in Saudi Arabia on likely factors that would inhibit the
adoption of formative assessment.
4. Methodology
The aim of this study is to explore perceptions of teachers on factors influence to adopt formative assessment
and to discuss the perceptional differences among teacher groups by socio-demographic profile. For the purpose,
by review literature, 14 such factors selected as shown in table 9. To cover these factors, questionnaire was
prepared. Responses collected on a five point Likert’s scale from ‘strongly agree’ (5) to the ‘strongly disagree’
(1). Before the statements, the questionnaire has the details of socio-demographic profile of teachers i.e., gender,
training status, age, teaching tenure, and subject of teaching.
Prior to start the main survey, a pilot study conducted with 54 teachers and the statements in the questionnaire
finalized accordingly to elicit the exact responses of teachers. Finally, survey conducted by stratified random
sampling method and 300 questionnaires circulated in 15 schools located in the Riyadh province. On an average,
20 teachers in each school received the questionnaire and total 210 returned as fully completed. The response
rate was 70%. The internal consistency of factors was 82%.
Qualitative data also collected from 25 participants i.e. 11.90% of total sample. Interviews conducted with
participants who agreed to discuss the interrelated factors that might influence the adoption of formative
assessment. Excerpts of the interviews discussed in this paper.
However, to analyze the differences in perceptions, teachers segregated into groups. 61.2% male, 38.8% female;
23.8% in the age between 20-29 years, 30.9% in 30-39 years, 39.5% in 40-49 years, and 5.8% in 50-59 years. By
teaching tenure, 33.8% completed16 years, 27.6% completed 11-15 years, 24.8% completed 6-10 years, and
13.8% completed 1-5 years of teaching. The distribution of the teachers by the subject they teach revealed that,
49.0% of them teach science, 20.5% teach biology, and 11.2% equally teach chemistry and general subjects, the
remaining 8.1% teach physics. Of the total, 67.1% was attended training on formative assessment and the
remaining i.e. 32.9% did not attended any training programmes.
Perceptional differences between teacher groups were analyzed by mean values, descriptive statistics, t-test, and
ANOVA (one-way) F-test. Post hoc test conducted to identify the significant difference between teacher groups
by age, teaching tenure, and subject in teaching.
5. Study Results and Findings
In table 1, the mean value of study indicate that teachers slightly agreed on the given factors (µ=48.68, 69.54%,
σ=4.52). This mean value of study (µ) further compared with mean value of each group of study sample type
(µ1).
Table 1. Mean value and standard deviation of the study
N
210

min
14

max
70

Mean (µ)
48.68

76

Mean (%)
69.54

SD
4.52
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As show in table 2, female teachers slightly more receptive to the factors (µ1=49.99, σ =4.52) than male teachers
(µ1=48.01, σ =4.39). While compared with study mean value (µ=48.68, table 1), male teachers was less agreed
on the factors (µ1<µ of table 1) than female teachers (µ1<µ of table 1). The perceptional differences between
male and female teachers was statistically significant (t=3.05; p<.001).
Additionally, in table 2, teachers attended training on formative assessment practices was further agreed on
factors (µ1=49.99, σ =4.08) in comparison to teachers did not attend training on formative assessment (µ1=46.00,
σ =4.20). Statistically, significant difference was found between these two groups of teachers (t=6.60; p<.001).
While compared with overall perceptions (µ=48.68, table 1), teachers did not attend training was less agreed
upon factors (µ1=46.00).
Table 2. Descriptive statistics by gender and training status
Sample type
Gender
Training on formative assessment

Respondents
Male
Female
Attended
Not attended

n
139
71
141
69

Mean (µ1)
48.01
49.99
49.99
46.00

SD
4.39
4.52
4.08
4.20

t-value

p-value

3.05**

0.000

6.60**

0.000

**α=0.01.

In table 3, teachers of age group 50-59 years was slightly agreed more (µ1=51.00) in comparison to other age
groups. Evidently, teachers of age 20-29 years was less agreed (µ1=46.08) in comparison to overall perceptions
of teachers (µ=48.68, table 1). However, significant differences in the perceptions was acknowledged between
the age groups of teachers (F=9.43, p<.001). While compared with overall perceptions, younger teachers agreed
less (µ1=46.08 in 20-29 years) than elder teachers (µ1=48.77 in 30-39 years; µ1=49.84 in 40-49 years; µ1=51.00
in 50-59 years). Proportionately, increase in the age of teachers resulted in more agreeability towards the factors.
Table 3. ANOVA results of age groups
Age (yrs.)
20-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
**α=0.01.

n
50
65
83
12

Mean (µ1)
46.08
48.77
49.84
51.00

Groups
between groups
within groups
Total

Sum of Squares
515.44
3754.18
4269.62

df
3
206
209

Mean Square
171.81
18.22

F-value

p-value

9.43**

0.000

Table 4 shows the post hoc test results between age groups of teachers such as 20-29 years, 30-39 years, 40-49
years, and 50-59 years. Considerable difference in the perceptions of teacher age groups was ensued mainly
because of significant differences between 20-29 years with 30-39 years (d=2.69, p<0.01), 40-49 years (d=3.76,
p<0.01), and 50-59 years (d=4.92, p<0.01). Clearly, great difference was seen between 20-29 years and 50-59
years. However, no significant difference was intervened because of elderly age groups (30 years and above).
This would imply that teachers of elder ages fitted together in their views while agreed upon the given factors.
Table 4. Post hoc test results of age groups
(I) Age (yrs.)
20-29
20-29
20-29
30-39
30-39
40-49

(J) Age (yrs.)
30-39
40-49
50-59
40-49
50-59
50-59

Mean Difference (d) (I-J)
-2.69
-3.76
-4.92
-1.07
-2.23
-1.16

Std. Error
0.80
0.76
1.37
0.71
1.34
1.32

Sig.
0.00**
0.00**
0.00**
0.51
0.43
0.86

**α=0.01.

In table 5, while compared with the overall perceptions (µ=48.68, table 1), less tenured teachers was less agreed
(1-5 years, µ1=46.66; 6-10 years, µ1=47.94), whereas more tenured teachers was more slightly agreed (11-15
years, µ1=48.72; 16 & above years, µ1=50.01). However, the agreement levels of teachers increased
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proportionately to the increased work tenure and these perceptional differences between the work tenure groups
of teachers was statistically significant (F=4.70, p<.001).
Table 5. ANOVA results of work tenure groups
Work tenure (yrs.)
1-5
6-10
11-15
16 & above
**α=0.01.

n
29
52
58
71

Mean (µ1)
46.66
47.94
48.72
50.01

Groups
between groups
within groups
Total

Sum of Squares
273.67
3995.95
4269.62

df
3
206
209

Mean Square
91.22
19.40

F-value

p-value

4.70**

0.000

As show in table 6, the substantial perceptional differences was prevalent among the teacher work tenure groups,
because of significant contrast in the perceptions between less tenured and more tenured teacher groups i.e. 1-5
years and 16 & above years (d=3.36, p<0.05). Despite, the proximity in perceptions was resulted because of
highly consistent views between 6-10 years and 11-15 years (d=0.78, p>0.05). However, between other tenure
groups also the views were coexisted regarding the given factors except between 1-5 years and 16 & above
years.
Table 6. Post hoc test results of work tenure groups
(I) Tenure (yrs.)
1-5
1-5
1-5
6-10
6-10
11-15

(J) Tenure (yrs.)
6-10
11-15
16 & above
11-15 years
16 & above
16 & above

Mean Difference (d) (I-J)
-1.29
-2.07
-3.36
-0.78
-2.07
-1.29

Std. Error
1.02
1.00
0.97
0.84
0.80
0.78

Sig.
0.66
0.24
0.01*
0.83
0.09
0.44

*α=0.05.

As shows in table 7, the perceptions of teachers in different subjects were as follows. Biology (µ1=45.51) and
chemistry teachers (µ1=46.79) was little pessimistic in their slight agreement levels in comparison to overall
perceptions of teachers (µ=48.68, table 1). However, in the order of more agreement levels among the teachers
of other subjects, general subject teachers was slightly more agreed (µ1=50.96) followed by science teachers
(µ1=49.81) and physics teachers (µ1=49.38). These variations in perceptions among the different subject groups
of teachers was statistically significant (F=11.46, p<.001).
Table 7. Variance in perceptions by subject taught
Subject in teaching
Biology
Chemistry
Physics
Science
General
**α=0.01.

n
43
24
16
103
24

Mean (µ1)
45.51
46.79
49.38
49.81
50.96

Groups
Between groups
Within groups
Total

Sum of Squares
780.10
3489.53
4269.62

df
4
205
209

Mean Square
195.02
17.02

F-value

p-value

11.46**

0.000

Table 8 shows the immersion of great differences by subject groups that caused significant difference among the
teachers. Out of ten different combinations of teacher subject groups, significant differences captivated between
five combinations. Mainly, major dissimilarity immersed because of biology and general subject teachers
(d=5.45, p<0.01), and biology and science teachers (d=4.29, p<0.01). In addition, these interpolations in
perceptions was added with significant differences between chemistry and general subject teachers (d=4.17,
p<0.05), biology and physics (d=3.86, p<0.05), and chemistry and science teachers (d=3.01, p<0.04).
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Table 8. Post hoc test results of subject groups
(I) Subject in teaching
Biology
Biology
Biology
Biology
Chemistry
Chemistry
Chemistry
Physics
Physics
Science
**α=0.0, *α=0.05.

(J) Subject-taught
Chemistry
Physics
Science
General
Physics
Science
General
Science
general
General

Mean Difference (d) (I-J)
-1.28
-3.86
-4.29
-5.45
-2.58
-3.01
-4.17
-0.43
-1.58
-1.15

Std. Error
1.05
1.21
0.75
1.05
1.33
0.94
1.19
1.11
1.33
0.94

Sig.
0.83
0.04*
0.00**
0.00**
0.44
0.04*
0.02*
1.00
0.84
0.82

The perceptional sensitivities of respondents in each given factor shows in table 9. Teachers was positive and
slightly agreed on all factors (Mean>3.00). This looked like they were consistent to respond on given factors.
However, factor no.7 (Mean=3.69±1.27min, rank 1) was set in the top rank as the major reason of the teachers to
slightly agree. Factor no. 6 (mean=3.33±1.38min, rank 14) was engaged with the least rank to become minor
reason of teachers to slightly agree. Factor no.10 (mean=3.49±1.37min, rank 7) and factor no. 1
(mean=3.50±1.35min, rank 6) was the midst factors as the perfect moderate reasons of the teachers to slightly
agree. Overall, this study confine that teachers were familiar to the factors deliberated in this study that
associated with adoption of formative assessment.
Table 9. Ranks of factors by mean values (N=210)
Rank
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14

Factors influencing teachers in adoption of formative assessment.
Does teachers’ role and practices in formative assessment influence by the educational reforms of local and
national governments.
Does teachers’ implementation of formative assessment influence by the policies and support of school
management.
Does teachers’ importance to formative assessment influence by differences in students’ abilities and
attitudes.
Does teachers’ strategies in formative assessment influence by their professional experience and
participation in professional development programmes.
Does teachers’ practices in formative assessment influence by the motivations from principals and peer
groups.
Does teachers’ implementation of formative assessment influence by the curriculum materials such as
source books and syllabuses.
Does teachers’ perceptions towards formative assessment practices influence by the curriculum and changes
in the curriculum.
Does teachers’ effectiveness in formative assessment influence by the school working conditions (class
size, workload) and availability of assessment materials.
Does teachers’ pedagogical knowledge in formative assessment influence by the students’ strengths and
weaknesses.
Does teachers’ attitude in formative assessment influence by the prevailing traditional learning and
assessment practices.
Does teachers’ effectiveness in execution of formative assessment influence by learning culture in the
schools because of societal pressures from parents and school administration.
Does teachers’ engagement of students in formative assessment influence by the beliefs or notions about
formative assessment in the society.
Does teachers’ tolerance in formative assessment influence by the nature of flexibility or uncertainty in
assessment practices of formative assessment.
Does teachers’ ideas or conceptions in formative assessment influence by the tensions of external
examinations and accountability.

Mean

SD

Factor no.

3.69

1.27

7

3.65

1.24

2

3.63

1.42

5

3.58

1.23

11

3.56

1.24

13

3.50

1.35

1

3.49

1.37

10

3.45

1.40

14

3.40

1.31

3

3.39

1.45

12

3.39

1.37

9

3.37

1.41

4

3.35

1.38

8

3.33

1.38

6

5.1 Results of Qualitative Data
Teachers stated the interrelated factors that might influence adoption of formative assessment. Excerpts from
interviews with 25 teachers are as follows. Teachers mentioned that they use formative assessment merely as the
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tool to measure the students’ learning abilities and skills but not to achieve the intended learning outcomes. They
opine that they generally treat formative assessment as counterproductive to grading systems and habituated to
implement formative assessment as group activity but not to make the personalized intervention for achieving
the learning goals of each individual student in the class. Teachers also stated that they have the customary of
traditional learning culture in the schools that obligate them to follow the prevailing pedagogy and outdated
assessment practices. As consequence, they told that they could not meet the requirements of rationale behind
the recent developments in assessment. Majority of teachers suggested that students as well as parents and other
stakeholders of primary education should involve during the debates on challenges of teachers in implementing
formative assessment.
In the line with these viewpoints of teachers, Stiggins and DuFour (2009) expose that teachers would influence
by the outcomes of sound decisions to implement new assessment methods. This would enable them to rely on
collective expertise to assess the students’ success in overall learning. Chen (2015), and Sezen-Barrie and Kelly
(2017) disclose that teachers agree that they have the impact of inherent assessment culture that influence them
to adopt formative assessment in a diverse work culture where teachers from different sociolinguistic
backgrounds are working in the schools. However, Wiliam (2011) specified that lack of high involvement of
teachers during the assessment practices and their lower motivation levels in milieu of teaching and feedback
sessions are the main drawback of getting positive results from formative assessment.
To overcome the challenges of formative assessment, teachers mainly suggested that training programmes on the
recent methods of assessment should conduct. This advice is in line with the argument of Yin et al. (2015) that
teachers’ self-efficacy and confidence would increase by involve them in continuous training. Moreover, Wylie
and Lyon (2015) argue that teachers’ fidelity, precision, and professional development would influence the
quality of formative assessment.
Alternative suggestion of teachers is that, advantages of formative assessment should effectively communicate to
the stakeholders of primary education in Saudi Arabia. While, some teachers expressed, Ministry of Education
should focus on review the factors that would discourage teachers to adopt formative assessment. They
emphasize that the Ministry of Education should address the concerns of teachers and school administrations to
implement formative assessment effectively. These suggestions are in line with the Kemp and Scaife (2012) who
advice that all stakeholders of primary education should realize the importance of formative assessment and they
must encourage such assessments to benefit the students learning process.
6. Discussion
Teachers participated in this study was familiar with the given factors that would influence adoption of formative
assessment. Though they slightly agreed upon given factors, as groups they had significant differences in their
positive perceptions on the given factors. Mainly, these sizable high differences among them as groups step in
because of highly expressive perceptional differences between different groups. This would imply that teachers’
socio-demographic profile would influence adoption of formative assessment.
To some extent, female teachers was little agitated upon given factors than male teachers. Additionally, teachers
attended training on formative assessment was little susceptible to given factors than teachers not attended
training. This was an intermittent result as such the teachers attended training on formative assessment were
supposed to be less prone to the factors that hinder formative assessment than teachers did not attend the
professional development programmes (Nilsson, 2013). Moreover, teachers did not attend training would
confront more difficulties in assessments in comparison to teachers attended training (Boote, 2016). However,
during the interviews with teachers, they approved that they did not feel monotony by attended rigorous trainings
on formative assessment; also, they had positive opinion on trainings conducted by the Ministry of Education on
formative assessment.
However, younger teachers were little averse to given factors in comparison to elderly teachers. Proportionately,
agreement levels among teachers increased by teachers’ age. As implied, teachers of elderly ages would perceive
more difficulties in formative assessment in comparison to younger teachers (Lampert, 2003; Furtak et al.,
2016). On the other hand, teachers with higher level of agency in formative assessment were found to be
inconsistent in their efforts to implement formative assessment due to their elderly age levels (Verberg et al.,
2016) and accordingly they identify some suitable roles, designed the tasks, and managed their assessment
practices (Wyatt & Chapman-DeSousa, 2015).
Comparatively, teachers with tenure of below 5 years were little less disposed to the given factors and those
tenured 16 years and above persuaded more about the given factors. It was obvious that the confidence levels of
teachers would increase by more work experience (Sach, 2012) and the highly tenured teachers would increase
80
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their efforts to overcome the encounters in formative assessment and would serve as potential agents to promote
formative assessment in education institutions (Cpr.indiana.edu, 2018).
Teachers of biology and chemistry subjects had fewer tendencies to agree upon given factors in comparison to
the teachers of other subjects. This would imply that teachers of subjects that linked with laboratory practical
work would have self-control over their assessment practices. Hence, teachers would regulate their efforts in
assessments and this would make them not to perceive any hurdles of formative assessment (Keeley, 2013).
However, it does not deny that, in the laboratory works of subjects like physics, teachers have several challenges
due to the typical assessment approaches required in such courses (Nivalainen et al., 2010). Further, assessment
in science laboratories was more task-oriented than fostering the laboratory learning through assessment
practices (Stefanou & Parkes, 2003). Therefore, irrespective of subjects in teaching, the general conception of
formative assessment would propagate as the process of identifying cognitive competencies of students and
assess their skills according to the underlying abilities of their thinking capacities (Ginsburg, 2009).
At the end, the study results indicate that teachers were more conscious to slightly agree in all the given factors and
this outcome was similar to the study results of Vlachou et al. (2015) which identify that teachers are more
reactive in conducting assessments rather than proactive to anticipate the challenges of assessment practices.
However, authors inform that major complexities in assessments is always acknowledged by teachers due to the
reasons of role ambiguities and confused expectations in formative assessment, and the devalued positions of
teachers by extended their assessment duties in schools.
Finally, this study settled down with the results distinctive from earlier studies. For instance, Kelly et al. (2013)
find teachers perceived the factors such as lack of enthusiasm in teachers about implementation of innovative
methods in formative assessment, lack of strategies to improve the resilience among students in formative
assessment, lack of perfection in teaching pedagogy with novel strategies of assessing learning, and lack of
interconnectedness and more complex nature of formative assessment.
7. Conclusion
Even though teachers have positive attitudes towards formative assessment practices, their knowledge, fidelity
and precision in the assessment practices would play a prominent role. This is not only to fill the gap between
theories and practice of formative assessment, but also to overcome the barriers in adopting formative
assessment practices and implement them effectively (Hondrich et al., 2015). Moreover, educational research
mention, despite the teachers’ assessment knowledge and pedagogical-content, teachers’ assessment practices
alone have positive relationship with student learning in formative assessment (Herman et al., 2015). However,
educators identify several factors that would influence the teachers to adopt and implement formative assessment.
Some of these factors reviewed and discussed in this paper. Moreover, this study contemplated that teachers’
perceptions on such factors is crucial to adopt formative assessment. Therefore, surveyed the perceptions of 210
primary school teachers on 14 selected factors as exhibited and verified whether teachers agree on such factors
or not. In addition, twenty-five teachers also interviewed to discuss the interrelated factors.
This study find teachers positively retorted to all the given factors. They are perceptible but not agreed to the
greater extent. They slightly agreed more about the influence of educational reforms on adoption of formative
assessment. This propensity to slightly agree upon other factors is similar but with a small decline in their
agreement levels.
Mainly, they slightly agreed more about the influence of policies and support of school management, students’
abilities and attitudes, professional experience and training, motivations from principals and peer groups.
However, teachers are slightly less reluctant to agree on influence of external examinations and accountability,
flexibility or uncertainty in formative assessment practices. Teachers are persistent to agree slightly about the
influence of curriculum and the changes in the curriculum, curriculum materials and source books. In addition,
their views are identical about the influence of traditional learning and assessment practices and learning culture
in the schools.
However, significant differences exist between teacher groups by gender, age, training status, work tenure, and
subjects in teaching. These ample disparities mainly arbitrated to male and female teachers; teachers attended
training and not attended training, younger and elder teachers, less tenured and more tenured teachers, and
teachers of different subjects.
During interviews, teachers revealed that they have misconceptions about formative assessment such as these
assessments would only use to measure the students’ skills, treating them as counterproductive to grading system,
practicing them as a group activity. Teachers suggested that Ministry of Education should conduct more training
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programmes to the teachers on formative assessment. They added that stakeholders of formative assessment
should participate in the debates on challenges of teachers in adaptation of formative assessment.
This study results is noteworthy for understanding the perceptions of teachers on factors influence adoption of
formative assessment in primary schools. Factors deliberated in this study are useful to the school management
to address the challenges of teachers in formative assessment that would help to minimize the barriers for
effective implementation of formative assessment. Findings of this study would elaborate the readers’
knowledge on perceptional differences among teachers on these kinds of factors by socio-demographic
perspectives. Implications of this study are to comprehend the outlook of teachers’ agreement levels towards the
factors influence the adoption of formative assessment and what kind of socio-demographic characteristics made
them considerably diverge in their views to differ significantly on such factors. Further researches could conduct
on other similar factors that produce some more useful findings on this subject.
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