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Abstract: Grading is a complex decision-making process that teachers engage in their 
daily instruction, as informed by policy. In North American contexts, the policies 
stipulate that a grade should be an indicator of students’ achievement and teachers are 
required to assign grades based on achievement only. However, less is known about 
the educational grading in East Asian contexts. This study examines the grading 
policies, through document analysis, in Mainland China, Hong Kong, South Korea, 
and Japan. The documents on grading policy were mainly collected from the official 
websites of the Ministries of Education. Twenty-nine documents were included in the 
final analysis and main themes were identified inductively. Results show that grading 
policies in East Asian contexts relied on guidelines that were not explicitly defined. 
Analysis of the policy documents demonstrated that grading policy in East Asian 
contexts emphasized the assessment of both students’ achievement and non-
achievement factors (e.g., attendance, effort) and of the learner as a whole. These 
results were in alignment with other empirical studies conducted to examine teachers’ 
practices (Liu, 2013; Sun & Cheng, 2013) and the philosophy in education in East 
Asian contexts. This study highlights the importance of understanding of the large 
learning and teaching culture where assessment and grading practices are conducted.  

 
Keywords: grading, assessment, policy, East Asia 
 
Grading is a complex decision-making process that every classroom teacher is 

required to do. Grades bear high-stakes among stakeholders, such as universities, 
employers, and funding agencies. Therefore, assigning grades requires careful 
consideration and sound justification. However, Yorke (2008) contended that teachers did 
not focus enough attention on grading. He claimed that since grading was viewed as a 
“natural activity” in education (p. 211), teachers may not understand it as well as they 
think they do. A number of research studies in teachers’ grading practices by educational 
measurement specialists and researchers have raised validity issues of grades (e.g., 
Brookhart, 2013; Guskey & Bailey, 2001). Previous studies have shown that teachers’ 
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understanding of the meaning and value of a grade could be influenced by local grading 
policies (Simon, Tierney, Forgette-Giroux, Noonan & Duncan, 2008). However, previous 
research has mostly studied grading issues on teachers’ grading practices in classrooms 
(e.g., Liu, 2013; Randall & Engelhard, 2009, 2010; Sun & Cheng, 2013), and very few 
studies have been conducted to understand government policies on grading issues. In 
light of the importance of government grading policies, this study examined the grading 
policies with the purpose of understanding the larger learning and teaching culture in 
which teachers assign grades in East Asian contexts. Specifically, this study aims to 
understand a grade’s meaning and value defined in grading policies in East Asian 
contexts. 

Grading policies in East Asian contexts are fundamentally different than the 
grading policies of teachers in the North American contexts (e.g., Brookhart, 2004; 
Guskey, 2002; Marzano, 2000; O’ Connor, 1999). The official grading policies in North 
American contexts, such as Ontario school assessment policies (Ontario Ministry of 
Education, 2010), stipulate that a grade should be an indicator of students’ achievement, 
and teachers are required to assign grades based on achievement only. That is, the grade 
should reflect how many learning objectives and goals a student has accomplished after a 
period a time (i.e., a term/semester). Teachers are also required to use standardized report 
cards to provide students’ record of growth, including achievement and non-achievement 
factors (e.g., work habits). As well, researchers and measurement specialists have been 
strongly recommending teachers to separate achievement and non-achievement factors 
(e.g., Brookhart, 2004, 2013; Guskey, 2011; Guskey & Bailey, 2001; Stanley & Baines, 2001; 
Yesbeck, 2011). However, in East Asian contexts, teachers tend to assign grades based on 
both achievement and non-achievement factors (e.g., attendance, effort, ability, progress) 
(Liu, 2013; Sun & Cheng, 2013). For example, in Mainland China, it is a prevalent practice 
that teachers assign a term grade by involving 70% or 80% of students’ test and exam 
scores and 30% or 20% of students’ daily performance which may be composed of, but not 
limited to, their attendance, progress, ability, and effort (Luo, Liu, Wang, & Liu, 2011). 
Non-achievement factors are considered to be students’ comprehensive qualities, and 
they were also believed to be important aspects of a student’s daily performance, 
comparable to exam performance. Teachers are encouraged to consider students’ daily 
performances when assigning grades, and discouraged from grading students only on 
their performance on tests and quizzes (Hou, 2007; Huang, 2011; Huang, 2008; Wu, 2008).  

Teachers and researchers tend to widely accept and value the practice of involving 
non-achievement factors in students’ final grades in East Asian contexts. While 
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stakeholders, such as employers, might be interested in knowing students’ attendance, 
progress, ability and effort, a hodgepodge approach involving all these factors in one 
grade poses challenges to interpreting these grades appropriately and may undermine the 
validity of grades if the grade is given without further contextual information. 
Conversely, admission committee members in North American universities might 
consider applicants’ grades from East Asian contexts only as their achievement in their 
classes. Given the importance of the grading issue and the difference in grading practices 
teachers employ in East Asian contexts, the current study includes a qualitative inquiry 
into the grading policies to understand the larger learning and teaching culture behind 
those grading practices. Few studies have examined the role of grading policies on 
teachers’ grading practices in Asian contexts, and the larger educational culture in which 
grades are assigned, interpreted, and used, is unknown. This study intends to fill this 
research gap by answering the following research questions:  

1) What are the government grading policies in each of Mainland China, Hong 
 Kong Special Administrative Region, South Korea and Japan? 

2) What are the similarities and differences in government grading policies across 
 Mainland China, Hong Kong Special Administrative Region, South Korea and 
 Japan? 

 

Method 
 

This study examined the grading policies in Asian contexts through document 
analysis, particularly in three countries and one region: Mainland China, Hong Kong 
Special Administrative Region (HKSAR), South Korea and Japan. These contexts were 
selected for their strong educational values and also the increasing number of students 
that use grades to apply for studies and employment in North America. The documents 
about grading policies were collected through searches of grading policies on the official 
Ministry of Education (MOE) websites of each country and region. We used 10 keywords: 
final grade, term grade, student grade, grading, classroom grading, teacher grading, 
grading standards, grading criteria, daily achievement, student achievement evaluation. 
Finally, we collected 29 documents which were related to the keywords we used. We 
found 8 documents in Mainland China, 5 in HKSAR, 11 in South Korea, and 5 in Japan 
(see Appendix A). Two of the documents in Mainland China addressed their audiences as 
the provincial educational departments and mandated policies into practice. The 
remaining documents did not explicitly address their audiences. We assume that they 
intend to speak to the public, especially schools and teachers, as they have been put on 
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the websites of Ministries of Education, and the content of the documents stipulated what 
schools and teachers should follow. 

We used a standard thematic coding process to analyze the documents (Patton, 
2002). Thematic analysis is a form of pattern recognition within the data with emerging 
themes becoming the categories for analysis (Fereday & Muir-Cochrane, 2006). First, we 
looked at the documents in each region respectively, and then we analyzed the 
similarities and differences among the three countries and one region. We performed 
coding and category construction to uncover themes pertinent to assessment and grading 
policies. Codes were inductively generated and were related to issues of classroom 
grading, assessment and evaluation of students’ learning, curriculum, and assessment 
administration. Based on code lists and frequency counts per code, themes were 
generated to represent a collection of codes. Investigator triangulation was adopted. Two 
researchers coded the data together and where data were miscoded, a consensus was 
reached among researchers through discussions on code meaning. This process was 
especially difficult because the documents included in this study were in three languages 
– Chinese, Korean and English. We had to translate the codes into English and tried to 
make them consistent through our analysis. However, due to the different languages used 
in original documents from the three countries and one region, there might be some 
inaccuracies in translation. For example, in some Chinese documents, there was a word    
“考查” which has been translated as “daily assessment” according to its use in the 
context. Its literal meaning is “to check”, and it is used to differentiate daily assessment 
from formal tests and exams. In addition, none of the researchers could read Japanese, 
and hence we limit our search within the English version Ministry of Education, Culture, 
Sports, Science & Technology in Japan website. However, we were not sure the English 
website was up-to-date as the Japanese version.  

In the preliminary data analysis, we found that there was no document which only 
addressed grading policies. Instead, the grading policies were embedded in assessment 
and evaluation sections of subject curricula. As the grading issues are closely related to 
assessment and evaluation of student achievement, we decided to include documents 
about assessment and evaluation in our analysis. We believe that grading is an important 
component of the assessment process. It is a presentation of the assessment result, and the 
grading decision can be influenced by other components in the assessment process, for 
instance, the purposes and the methods of the assessment. We conducted a first-pass 
document review, in which meaningful and relevant passages about assessment and 
evaluation of students’ learning were identified in order to separate them from those 
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which were not pertinent (Corbin & Strauss, 2008; Strauss & Corbin, 1998). Bowen 
argued: “Although documents can be a rich source of data, researchers should look at 
documents with a critical eye and be cautious in using documents in their studies” 
(Bowen, 2009, p. 33). We evaluated the meaning of the documents and their relevance and 
contribution to assessment and grading policies. As well, we determined the authenticity, 
credibility, accuracy, completeness, and representativeness of the selected documents. 

    Our analysis drew upon organizational documents and progress towards the 
identification of overarching themes that captured the culture of grading and assessment 
practices. In order to demonstrate rigor in the analysis, we engaged in a comprehensive 
process of data coding and identification of themes. In the process, we strived for 
objectivity (seeking to represent the research material fairly) and sensitivity (responding 
to even subtle cues to meaning), and to maintain balance between both (Bowen, 2009). We 
aimed to conduct a content analysis on the documents in order to “identify core 
consistencies and meanings” (Patton, 2002, p. 453). 

 

Results 
 

Our results are presented for each country and region in the order of Mainland 
China, HKSAR, South Korea and Japan. Country and region results are followed by a 
comparison of the four contexts.     

  

Mainland China 
  

Six overarching themes were drawn from the eight documents collected in 
Mainland China: (1) assessment/evaluation ideology, (2) assessment purposes, (3) 
assessment aspects, (4) assessment methods, (5) grading methods, and (6) assessment 
administration (Appendix B).  

Assessment/evaluation ideology refers to the underpinning belief which drives 
further assessment practices. In Mainland China, the prominent underpinning belief is 
that students’ comprehensive qualities should be assessed and enhanced through 
assessment. The concept of student comprehensive quality is in the center of the whole 
education blueprint. For example, the document titled “Enhancing the reform of 
evaluation on education quality in primary and secondary school” (MOE, 2013) stated 
that the overall goal of the assessment reform should reflect the center state of student 
comprehensive quality. One of the principles in the assessment reform also mentioned 
that the assessment should put the students themselves in the center, emphasizing 
assessment not only on achievement, but also on personality, character, and physical 
health as well. 
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The assessment purposes were mainly about the diagnostic and motivational 
function of assessment. The document “English curriculum of secondary schools” (MOE, 
2000), for instance, stated that assessment could be used for obtaining feedback for both 
learning and teaching. It also emphasized the motivation function of assessment. It is 
believed that assessment, through various modes such as quizzes, observation, and 
interaction between teachers and students, can motivate students’ English learning. 

The assessment aspects were generally aligned with the assessment ideology, 
which emphasized student comprehensive qualities. Apart from various comprehensive 
qualities, the most mentioned aspect was curriculum objectives. The documents 
stipulated that the assessment, especially the summative assessment, should be aligned 
with the course objectives and requirements listed in English curriculum. 

The assessment methods demonstrated various modes. Code 13, which had a 
frequency of four, presented various assessment methods mentioned in documents. As 
well, daily assessments, tests and exams were mentioned as modes of assessment in three 
documents respectively.  

It seems the grading issues were not mentioned very much in the documents 
collected. We found the documents stated the grading method was left to teachers and 
schools twice (i.e., MOE, 2005; MOE, 2007). When it came to the issue of reporting, the 
documents emphasized qualitative comments in addition to the letter grade. It was also 
noticeable that the combination of daily and final grades in reporting was stipulated in 3 
documents, indicating that the evidence teachers were supposed to use to determine 
students’ assessment results might have multiple sources. 

The assessment administration aspect the documents raised was mainly about the 
test committee establishment to ensure the quality of the tests and exams used to 
determine students’ final assessment results, though the documents also emphasized that 
the reliance on tests and exams should be reduced when determining students’ 
assessment results. 

 

Hong Kong Special Administrative Region 
 

For HKSAR, six overarching themes were drawn from the 5 documents collected: 
(1) assessment/evaluation ideology, (2) assessment purposes, (3) assessment aspects, (4) 
assessment methods, (5) assessment results reporting, and (6) assessment administration 
(Appendix C).  

Assessment/evaluation in HKSAR is conceptualized as an integral part of the 
learning and teaching cycle. The documents emphasized assessment for learning as 
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opposed to assessment of learning. This is quite the same as in North American context. 
For example, the document titled “Learning to Learn - The Way Forward in Curriculum” 
stated that “assessment is the practice of collecting evidence of student learning. It is an 
integral part of the learning and teaching cycle rather than a separate stage at the end of 
teaching” (HKEDB, 2001, p. 80). The concept of assessment for learning put the learning 
as the center of education blueprint instead of learners themselves. 

The assessment purposes were mainly for diagnosis, improvement of teaching and 
learning, selection and motivation. One document mentioned formative assessment could 
be used to promote self-access language learning strategies: “Assessment need not always 
be formal and can be fun. The following exemplar task … shows how formative 
assessment can be used as a tool to promote classroom and self-access language learning 
in an interesting way (HKEDB, 2002, p. 70)”. This purpose reflected an important 
educational culture in HKSAR, which is to establish a self-access language learning 
environment for students (Miller, Hopkins, & Tsang, 2005). 

The assessment aspects mentioned in the documents seemed to be putting an 
emphasis on alignment with objectives and goals defined in curriculum. Four out of five 
documents stated this alignment. For example, in the document “English language 
curriculum and assessment guide (Secondary 4 - 6)” (HKEDB, 2007), it stated “The 
assessment objectives are closely aligned with the curriculum framework” (p. 111), and 
“Internal assessment practices should be aligned with curriculum planning” (p. 113).  

The assessment methods put an emphasis on the various modes. Peer- and self- 
assessments were found to be valued very much in curriculum in HKSAR (HKEDB, 2007; 
2004; 2002; 2001; 1999). The reporting system was mentioned several times throughout the 
five documents collected. The findings showed that in HKSAR, exams and tests were 
used to assign marks or grades (e.g., HKEDB, 2004). Teachers were encouraged to give 
feedback in addition to grades and marks to report student achievement. The reliance on 
grades should be reduced. Scoring rules and criterion- referenced reporting systems were 
also mentioned in the documents. Based on this evidence, we can conclude that although 
the documents we included for analysis did not stipulate the specific grading practices 
teachers should employ (e.g., which factors should be considered when grading students), 
they showed significant endeavors in regulating the reporting system. 

As to the assessment administration, HKSAR’s emphasis is the tracking system of 
students’ assessment record (HKEDB, 2007; 2004; 2001). It also left some freedom to 
schools and teachers to make decisions on the baseline of student achievement and 
assessment practices (e.g., HKEDB, 2001). 
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South Korea 
 

For South Korea, four themes were drawn from the 11 documents collected: (1) 
assessment purposes, (2) assessment aspects, (3) assessment methods, and (4) assessment 
administration (Appendix D). Each theme is presented below.  

The first recurring theme among the documents was assessment purposes. It 
emphasized the importance and significance of assessment, which became a reminder to 
assessment practitioners that assessment was a meaningful task and should be taken 
seriously. Assessment helps teachers improve their teaching methods and materials, helps 
students achieve curriculum objectives, increases their interests, and develops their 
creativity and humanity.  

Several aspects of assessment aspects were identified. Generally, students’ 
knowledge, skills, and attitude should be assessed, and both the learning process and 
results were emphasized. Assessment aspects are required to be consistent with 
curriculum, learning and instruction, and assessment methods. From both the first and 
second theme, we can tell that curriculum, learning and instruction were the main basis 
for assessment. Assessment aspects should also consider each subject’s characteristics. For 
example, physical education and arts should be assessed by students’ performance.  

Assessment methods was the most frequently recurring theme, and a combination 
of various methods and tools were stressed, including diagnostic assessment, formative 
assessment, summative assessment, students’ self-assessment, and peer assessment. 
Assessment methods were mainly divided into tests and so-called performance 
assessment. Those two methods were elaborated in detail, especially performance 
assessment. It meant students’ daily performance and should be viewed as formative 
assessment. The ratio of performance assessment was suggested to increase to 20% - 40%. 
The methods to assess performance included observation, interviews, reports, discussion, 
demonstration, and presentation.  

Assessment administration is another theme that may influence grading. The 
documents elaborated that individual schools should establish assessment committees 
and grading committees to develop assessment standards with aspects based on the 
curriculum and each school’s situation. It also set up specific guidelines for test operation, 
including test proctoring and test paper safety. Test results should also be kept for at least 
one year after the tests. The documents also specified how teachers should fill in the 
required forms and report students’ final grades. 
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Japan 
 

For Japan, there were four recurring themes in the five documents. The four 
themes were the same as those that appeared in the Korean documents: (1) assessment 
purposes, (2) assessment aspects, (3) assessment methods, and (4) assessment 
administration (Appendix E). Generally, documents from Japan were vague about these 
themes. In fact, the documents did not emphasize assessment very much.  

Assessment purposes stressed its significance to teachers, students, and education. 
Assessment results could help teachers diagnose the problems, improve their teaching 
methods, help students understand their strength and weakness and motivate them. 
Overall, the quality of education would be improved. Moreover, the assessment results of 
high school students could also be used to design university entrance examinations. As 
for assessment aspects, both achievement and non-achievement factors were required to 
be incorporated into the assessment, including interest/motivation/attitude, 
thinking/judgement, skill/expression, and knowledge/understanding. Again, the 
assessment aspect should be consistent with the Japanese national curriculum, Course of 
Study. Furthermore, students’ progress and development should also be taken into 
consideration. 

As for assessment methods, the documents did not specify various methods. Only 
self-assessment was stressed. This was probably due to the fact that the Japanese 
government gave individual school boards and schools much power to develop their own 
assessment standards and conduct their own assessment. The documents emphasized the 
fact that schools should fit into the local community and take community into 
consideration when making decisions. The documents did provide guidelines for 
reporting results.  

Assessment administration was emphasized compared to assessment methods. 
Individual school boards and schools were asked to study and develop their own 
assessment criteria. They should also keep cumulative records of education. Promotions 
should be made to exchange opinions on objective assessment among schools.   

 

Comparison across Countries/Region 
 

Across Mainland China, HKSAR, South Korea, and Japan, it was found that 
assessment purposes, aspects, methods and administration were the main themes 
occurring in every country and region, although under each theme, the codes were a bit 
different from each other (Table 1).  
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Table 1  
Theme comparisons between the three countries and one region 

Themes 
Mainland 

China 
HKSAR 

South 
Korea 

Japan 

Assessment/evaluation ideology ✔ ✔   
Assessment purposes ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 
Assessment aspects ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 
Assessment methods ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 
Grading methods ✔    
Assessment administration ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 
Assessment results reporting  ✔   

 
For example, in addition to assessment purposes mentioned in every country and 

region, such as providing feedback to teaching and learning, motivation and diagnostic 
purposes, HKSAR showed its uniqueness by including promotion of self-access learning 
strategies as one of the assessment purposes. All the countries and the region are in an 
agreement as to the assessment aspects and methods. Assessment aspects include 
achievement (curriculum objectives) and non-achievement factors (e.g., attitudes, 
motivation, etc.). Assessment methods include various modes of assessment and 
students’ involvement in assessment.  

Both Mainland China and HKSAR mentioned assessment ideology and assessment 
administration. Compared to Mainland China, HKSAR’s documents provided a more 
specific reporting system. For example, it was stipulated that the criterion-referencing 
reporting system should be adopted, tests and exams could be used to assign grades, 
comments should be used with grades and marks, and reliance on grades should be 
reduced. The assessment ideology in Mainland China showed its integrated evaluation 
which emphasizes the comprehensive quality assessment, whereas in HKSAR, assessment 
for learning was emphasized, and assessment was viewed as an integral part of the 
learning and teaching cycle.  

 

Discussion 
 

The documents across the three countries and one region emphasized the 
assessment/evaluation of both students’ achievement and non-achievement aspects. This 
indicates, in the East Asian contexts studied, that the target in assessment is the learner as 
a whole, rather than learning/achievement itself only. This philosophy in education in 
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Asian contexts is not new and it derived from a Confucian heritage culture (CHC). 
Carless (2011) pointed out that CHC had led to a high value placed on students’ effort and 
discipline (as opposed to innate ability) as the key factors to academic success.  

Although HKSAR’s assessment ideology is similar to those of North American 
contexts – assessment for learning – assessment reporting systems in HKSAR still 
emphasized students’ achievement and non-achievement factors. The documents did not 
provide explicit grading criteria for teachers either, especially regarding non-achievement 
factors. While being influenced by the British learning culture as a colony of 100 years, the 
grading policies there still shared more similar characteristics with other East Asian 
countries. This is not surprising because HKSAR is deeply rooted in CHC as well (Carless, 
2011). South Korea and Japan were deeply influenced by CHC, and hence their polices 
were very similar to Mainland China and HKSAR. 

Empirical studies on teachers’ grading practices in Asian contexts also confirmed 
that teachers included a combination of achievement and non-achievement factors to 
determine a grade. For example, Liu (2013) employed a questionnaire that provided 32 
hypothetical scenarios and 214 Chinese teachers were recruited to grade the 32 students in 
the scenarios. She found that teachers valued all non-achievement factors in the scenarios, 
and especially gave attention to attendance and effort, followed by progress and ability. 
Sun and Cheng (2013) investigated the extent to which teachers considered different 
factors in assigning grades on a five-point scale. Three hundred and fifty participants 
responded to the questionnaire and the findings showed that these teachers of English 
considered both achievement and non-achievement factors in grading, placing greater 
weight on non-achievement factors such as effort, homework and study habits. 

Under the policies influenced by this culture, it is an accepted prevalent practice to 
assign grades based on both achievement and non-achievement factors. The most valued 
factor of students’ comprehensive qualities is attendance (e.g., Huang, 2011; Liu, 2013, 
Wu, 2008; Yin, 2008; Zhou, 2006). Teachers agree that attendance is a very important 
aspect they need to consider when assigning grades. Grading students with attendance 
could motivate students to develop good habits of self-discipline (Huang, 2011). A few 
scholars have put forward weighting schemes on this factor (e.g., Yin, 2008; Zhou, 2006). 
For example, in Yin (2008)’s study, he deducted 1, 2, or 5 points from students’ grades, 
depending on the reasons why they were absent from class. Among all the situations, 
students who were absent without any notice to teachers got the most deduction from 
their grades. Zhou (2006) suggested lowering students’ grades by 2 marks for each time 
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they were late for class or left class early. For students’ absence from class without any 
notice, she suggested deducting 3 marks each time from students’ final grades. 

In addition, students’ attitude in class and the completion of assignments are also 
valued in grading in Mainland China (e.g., Fu & Zhang, 2003; Hou, 2007; Wu, 2008;). 
Students’ attitude in class refers to whether students actively participate in class 
discussion (e.g., Wu, 2008; Yin, 2008; Zhou, 2006), answer questions (e.g., Yin, 2008), and 
engage in thinking (e.g., Wu, 2008). Some researchers also think students’ attitude should 
include whether they treat their own study seriously, whether they behave themselves in 
classrooms without yawning, sleeping, chatting, texting or doing unrelated activities (Fu 
& Zhang, 2003; Hou, 2007). Hou (2007) suggested the final grade should be reduced for 10 
marks out of the full mark of 100 if students showed negative attitude in classrooms. The 
completion of assignments is mainly judged by whether students submit their 
assignments on time and whether they copy the assignments from their peers (Hou, 
2007). Hou (2007) believed involving completion of assignments into grading could 
motivate students to complete their homework and hence help them master course 
contents. In addition, improvement is another significant factor influencing students’ final 
grades in Mainland China. Huang (2008) suggested that if a student achieved significant 
improvement, 6-10 marks out of 100 as the full grade should be awarded and added to the 
final grade. He also proposed to give a passing grade to a student who has made progress 
if the student was just a bit below the passing grade. 

This study investigated grading policies in three countries and one region in East 
Asian contexts through document analysis. It was found that Mainland China, HKSAR, 
South Korea, and Japan shared similar characteristics in assessment and evaluation, and 
those characteristics were rooted in CHC. HKSAR presented a similar assessment 
ideology to North American contexts, yet it still shared similar characteristics with other 
countries in East Asian contexts. Influenced by CHC, the assessment policies focus on the 
learners instead of learners’ learning. As a result, teachers tend to assign grades to 
students with consideration of their comprehensive abilities, rather than their academic 
achievement only. Hence, when stakeholders employ grades from the countries and 
region examined in this study, they should be aware of the fact that grades themselves 
include information more than students’ achievements. On the other hand, it might be 
helpful for stakeholders to interpret if transcripts and report cards from the above 
countries and region include the descriptions of compositions of grades. As CHC 
underpins and influences, to a large extent, education and schooling systems, when 
introducing certain assessment practices, we need careful consideration of their 
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appropriateness and practicality within the sociocultural context of the CHC countries 
concerned (Thanh, 2014).  
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Appendix	B:	Themes	and	codes	in	Mainland	China	(8	documents)	

Themes	and	codes	 Frequency	
Theme	1:	Assessment/evaluation	ideology	 4	
				Code	1:	Integrated	evaluation	(comprehensive	quality	assessment)	 4	
Theme	2:	Assessment	purposes	 10	
				Code	2:	Follow	students’	learning	progress	and	promote	their	growth	 4	
				Code	3:	Obtain	feedback	for	teaching	 3	
				Code	4:	Formative	assessment	can	motivate	students	to	learn	 3	
Theme	3:	Assessment	aspects	 15	
				Code	5:	Curriculum	objectives	 6	
				Code	6:	Comprehensive	qualities	(emotion,	learning	strategies,	attitude,	

								knowledge,	skill,	ability,	participation,	teamwork,	learning	behavior)	 5	

				Code	7:	Different	emphasis	according	to	different	grades	 1	
				Code	8:	Emphasis	on	skills	rather	than	knowledge	 3	
Theme	4:	Assessment	methods	 16	
				Code	9:	Achievement	tests	and	exams	 3	
				Code	10:	Daily	assessment	 3	
				Code	11:	Student	involvement	 1	
				Code	12:	Formative	and	summative	assessment	 3	
				Code	13:	Various	assessment	methods	(observation,	interaction,	
quizzes)	 4	

				Code	14:	Peer-	and	self-	assessment	 2	
Theme	5:	Grading	methods	 12	
				Code	15:	Leave	the	grading	method	to	school	 2	
				Code	16:	Abolish	percentage	grade	 2	
				Code	17:	Adopt	letter	grade	 2	
				Code	18:	Combine	daily	grades	and	final	grades	 3	
				Code	19:	Qualitative	comments	 3	
Theme	6:	Assessment	administration	 17	
				Code	20:	Keep	records	of	students’	assessment	results	 2	
				Code	21:	Reduce	the	number	of	tests	and	exams	 4	
				Code	22:	Test	item	development	committee	should	be	established	 3	
				Code	23:	Quality	assurance	of	the	test	paper/assessment	 4	
Code	24:	Reduce	the	number	of	MC	questions,	increase	the	number	of		
short-answer	questions	 2	

				Code	25:	Teachers’	professional	development	 1	
				Code	26:	Sufficient	funding	 1	
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Appendix	C:	Themes	and	codes	in	HKSAR	(5	documents)	

Themes	and	codes:	 Frequency	
Theme	1:	Assessment/evaluation	ideology	 7	
				Code	1:	Assessment	for	learning	 3	
				Code	2:	Integral	part	of	the	learning	and	teaching	cycle	 4	
Theme	2:	Assessment	purposes	 19	
				Code	3:	Identify	and	diagnose	student	learning	problems	 4	
				Code	4:	Provide	quality	feedback	for	students	on	how	to	improve	their		

									work	 4	

				Code	5:	Improve	learning	and	teaching	 5	
				Code	6:	Promote	self-access	language	learning	strategies	 1	
				Code	7:	Selection		 3	
				Code	8:	Motivation	 2	
Theme	3:	Assessment	aspects	 6	
				Code	9:	Alignment	with	curriculum	 4	
				Code	10:	Independent	learning	capabilities	and	other	learning		

									experiences	 1	

				Code	11:	Key	attitudes,	self-management,	and	moral	and	civic	qualities	 1	
Theme	4:	Assessment	methods	 23	
				Code	12:	Formative	and	summative	assessment	 5	
				Code	13:	Suitable	to	the	learning	content	 3	
				Code	14:	Various	modes	of	assessment	(projects,	observation,	
portfolios,	tests,	exams)	 5	

				Code	15:	Share	the	goals	of	learning	with	students	 1	
				Code	16:	Peer-	and	self-	assessment	 5	
				Code	17:	Student	involvement	 3	
				Code	18:	Diverse	modes	should	be	used	to	cater	to	learners	with	different		

									aptitudes	and	abilities.	 1	

Theme	5:	Assessment	results	reporting	 16	
				Code	19:	Feedback	 4	
				Code	20:	Key	attitudes,	self-management,	and	moral	and	civic	qualities		

									in	report	cards	as	part	of	student	achievement	 1	

				Code	21:	Liaise	with	the	university	sector	and	relevant	agencies	about		
									means	of	providing	information	on	student	achievement	 1	

				Code	22:	Grades	and	marks	with	comments	 3	
				Code	23:	Reducing	reliance	on	grades	 1	
				Code	24:	Teachers	should	take	into	consideration	learners’	
performance		

									in	the	different	modes	of	assessment.	
1	

				Code	25:	Tests	and	exams	are	used	to	assign	grades	 2	
				Code	26:	Teachers	should	abide	by	standardized	scoring	guides	 2	
				Code	27:	Criterion-referencing	 1	
Theme	6:	Assessment	administration	 9	
				Code	28:	Avoid	excessive	assessment	 1	
				Code	29:	Schools	can	develop	school	assessment	policy	and	practices	 2	
				Code	30:	Schools	can	develop	their	own	baseline	of	student	 2	
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achievement	
				Code	31:	Track	records	 3	
				Code	32:	Marking	schemes	are	agreed	upon	by	teachers	of	the	same	
year	level	 1	
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Appendix	D:	Themes	and	codes	in	South	Korea	(11	documents)	

Themes	and	Codes	 Frequency	
Theme	1:	Assessment	purposes	 8	
	 Code	1:	to	improve	teaching	methods	and	teaching	
materials	

5	

	 Code	2:	to	improve	assessment	tools	 2	
	 Code	3:	to	increase	students’	interest	 2	
	 Code	4:	to	help	students	achieve	curriculum	objectives	 4	
	 Code	5:	to	develop	students’	creativity	and	humanity	 1	
Theme	2:	Assessment	aspects	 11	
	 Code	6:	consistent	with	curriculum	 8	
	 Code	7:	validity,	reliability,	objectivity,	and	appropriateness	 3	
	 Code	8:	consideration	of	learning	and	instruction	 2	
	 Code	9:	knowledge,	skill,	and	attitude	 4	
	 Code	10:	emphasis	on	both	the	learning	process	and	results		 1	
	 Code	11:	consistency	among	curriculum,	learning	and	
instruction,	and	assessment	methods	

1	

	 Code	12:	consideration	of	the	characteristics	of	each	subject		 3	
Theme	3:	Assessment	methods	 11	
	 Code	13:	combination	of	various	methods	and	tools	 7	
	 Code	14:	making	test	questions	 8	
	 Code	15:	performance	assessment	 7	
	 Code	16:	results	reporting	 5	
Theme	4:	Assessment	administration	 5	
	 Code	17:	assessment	and	grading	committee	establishment	 4	
	 Code	18:	school	life	records	management	 3	
	 Code	19:	management	of	tests	and	test	result	records	 2	
	 Code	20:	grade	report	guidelines	 3	
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Appendix	E:	Themes	and	codes	in	Japan	(5	documents)	

Themes	and	Codes	 Frequency	
Theme	1:	Assessment	purposes	 4	
	 Code	1:	to	improve	teaching	methods	 4	
	 Code	2:	to	motivate	students	 1	
	 Code	3:	to	improve	the	quality	of	education	 1	
	 Code	4:	to	design	entrance	examinations	 1	
Theme	2:	Assessment	aspects	 4	
	 Code	5:	fully	incorporating	the	four	perspectives	of	
interest/motivation/attitude,	thinking/judgement,	
skill/expression,	and	knowledge/understanding	

2	

	 Code	6:	consistency	with	the	courses	of	study	 2	
	 Code	7:	students’	state	of	progress	and	development	 2	
Theme	3:	Assessment	methods	 2	
	 Code	8:	self-assessment	 1	
	 Code	9:	assessment	based	on	the	written	records	 1	
	 Code	10:	results	reporting	 1	
Theme	4:	Assessment	administration	 4	
	 Code	11:	cumulative	records	of	education		 1	
	 Code	12:	study	and	development	of	concrete	assessment	
criteria	

2	

	 Code	13:	opinions	exchange	on	objective	assessment	
among	schools	

1	

	
 


