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Abstract 

    The current study investigated teachers’ grading practices on achievement and 

non-achievement factors in the classroom of Teaching Chinese to Speakers of Other Languages 

(TCSOL). Specifically, this study investigated how teachers assigned grades in relation to 

students’ achievement and non-achievement factors, and further, whether this relationship 

between achievement and non-achievement factors and grades was different based on teachers’ 

past experiences. 

    This study was a quantitative survey study. The participants were 214 TCSOL teacher 

candidates at Master’s level in two universities in Beijing, China. The study employed a 

questionnaire made up of two sections. Section One provided 32 grading scenarios that 

illustrated 32 students with different characteristics (achievement and non-achievement factors). 

Section Two included four items on teachers’ past experiences. These items were training in 

classroom assessment and grading, perceptions about grades previously received, teaching 

experience, and grading experience. Descriptive and multiple linear regression analyses were the 

two main statistical methods used. 

Results showed that teachers involved both achievement and non-achievement factors when 

assigning grades. Generally, sixteen students with low achievement received a mean grade 

higher than their achievement, and most students with high achievement received a lower grade 

than their achievement. Further, raw grades assigned by 214 teachers to every student 

demonstrated large standard deviations, indicating teachers’ decisions on grades were quite 
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different from each other. Paired-sample t-tests found significant differences in grades among 

four students who presented extreme characteristics. Regression results further showed that while 

achievement was the main factor teachers considered when assigning grades, all of four 

non-achievement factors also contributed significantly to grades, with attendance being the most 

significant contributor, followed by effort, progress and ability. This relationship between the 

mean grades and all five factors did not change when teachers had different experiences in 

assessment training, perceptions in the grades they previously received, teaching and grading 

experiences. 

    This study expands upon the limited research evidence regarding TCSOL teachers’ grading 

practices. It confirms the hodgepodge nature of grades in this context. It also provides teacher 

educators with insights and understanding in teachers’ grading practices, and has implications for 

preparing future teachers to assign grades appropriately.  
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“Not everything that counts can be counted,  
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Chapter 1 Introduction 

Context 

Grading is a complex decision-making process that every classroom teacher engages in. 

However, Yorke (2008) contended that teachers did not focus their attention on grading. Yorke 

claimed that since grading was viewed as a “natural activity” (p. 211) in education, teachers 

thought they understood it better than they did. Since grades bear high-stakes among 

stakeholders, such as universities, employers, and funding committees, assigning grades requires 

careful consideration and sound justification. The current study investigates the grading issue 

within the context of Teaching Chinese to Speakers of Other Languages (TCSOL). 

The past two decades have witnessed a fast growing number of students who are learning 

Chinese as an additional language all over the world. Statistics predict that by the end of 2013, 

there will be about 150 million students who are learning Chinese as an additional language, and 

this will require approximately 7.5 million TCSOL teachers if the ratio between TCSOL teachers 

and students is 1:20 (“Chinese Overseas: Lacking Chinese Teachers,” 2011). Although China has 

had TCSOL teacher education programs since 1980s, it has only been in the last ten years that a 

rapid increasing number of teachers have been educated for Chinese instruction to speakers of 

other languages. As to teachers’ quality, a considerable number of researchers have been 

discussing curriculum design in TCSOL teacher education, knowledge frameworks, guidelines, 

and standards of teachers (e.g., Chen, 2005; Zhang, 2006). The Office of Chinese Language 

Council International (thereafter “Hanban”, 2007) published 10 Standards that provided an 
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overall framework for the knowledge, abilities, and skills required of teachers of Chinese to 

speakers of other languages who are learning Chinese. Particularly, the 7th Standard addresses 

requirements for language teachers in regard to assessment and evaluation. The sub-skills in this 

Standard include key concepts related to grading and scoring teachers need to understand and 

basic abilities in grading. The concepts include grading criteria, holistic scoring and analytic 

scoring. As well, teachers are expected to be capable of assigning grades to students fairly and 

objectively, and analyzing and interpreting the grades to inform teaching and learning. 	  

However, the 10 Standards failed to provide concrete grading principles for TCSOL 

teachers to follow. As a matter of fact, currently in China, no standardized grading principles 

could be found. Thus, teachers in China have a high degree of autonomy in grading. Considering 

the freedom teachers in China have in grading, carrying out an empirical research study on 

TCSOL teachers’ grading practices is of necessary educational significance.	  

Purposes 

 Expanding upon the current limited research regarding TCSOL teachers’ grading practices, 

this study aims to investigate how TCSOL teachers assign grades, what factors, achievement and 

non-achievement, they have considered when assigning grades, and further, whether teachers’ 

experiences differentiate their grading practices.  

Specially, the first purpose of this study is to understand these teachers’ decisions on 

achievement and non-achievement factors when assigning grades at the end of a study period 

(i.e., a term/semester). Previous studies showed that teachers involved both achievement and 
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non-achievement factors when assigning grades, and as a result, grades became hodgepodge or 

potpourri (e.g., Brookhart, 1991, 2011; Guskey, 2011; Randall & Engelhard, 2010; Stanley & 

Baines, 2001; Yesbeck, 2011). However, this issue has not been investigated in TCSOL context. 

Considering there are an increasing number of students who are learning Chinese are using 

grades assigned by TCSOL teachers for various purposes, and grades are of high stakes in the 

TCSOL context, it is important to understand TCSOL teachers’ grading decisions. 

The second purpose is to provide understanding about the influence of teachers’ previous 

experiences on their current grading practices in dealing with both achievement and 

non-achievement factors. Compared to previous studies that have identified contextual factors 

influencing teachers’ classroom assessment and grading practices such as class length (Yang, 

2007), class size (Cheng & Wang, 2007), grade level (Randall & Engelhard, 2008), and subject 

(McMillan, 2001), this study emphasizes the past experiences that may differentiate teachers’ 

classroom grading decisions. These factors include their training in classroom assessment in 

teacher education programs, their own perception of being graded as students previously, their 

teaching and grading experience. Furthermore, by presenting current grading practices of 

TCSOL teachers, and examining the influence of teachers’ experiences on their decisions, this 

study hopes to provide pedagogical implications that will inform TCSOL teacher education 

programs to better prepare them for future challenge in grading in classrooms. 

Rationale  

A grade should reflect a student’s actual achievement in a course during a certain study 
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period, and it is served as a reliable summative indicator of students’ achievement (e.g., 

Brookhart, 2011; Guskey & Bailey, 2011). This is a premise for using grades to communicate 

with stakeholders such as parents, employers, and school admission offices. The stakeholders are 

only able to interpret the grades which reflect students’ achievement rather than a combination of 

students’ achievement and non-achievement factors. Giving grades based on achievement only is 

one of teachers’ professional responsibilities. Brookhart (2004) and Linn and Miller (2005) 

criticized the practice of including non-achievement factors when assigning grades as 

non-achievement factors are difficult to be accurately reflected in grades. In addition, teachers 

who assign grades with both achievement and non-achievement factors were found to always 

offer a boost to students whose achievement is low, in other words, students with lower 

achievement were found to receive more marks from non-achievement factors than those with 

high achievement (Randall & Engelhard, 2010). Wendel and Anderson (1994) stated that “a 

grading system that permits a grade or mark to be one thing to one person and something else to 

another is confusing and counterproductive” (p. 80). Therefore, measurement specialists agreed 

that teachers should not involve non-achievement factors when assigning grades. However, 

teachers were found not to follow the official grading policies, instead, they assigned grades 

considering everything that referred to both achievement (e.g., tests, exams, presentations) and 

non-achievement factors (e.g., participation, effort, conduct) (e.g., Cizek, 1996; Guskey, 2002; 

Randall & Engelhard, 2010).  

During the past two decades with the fast increasing of students learning Chinese, the stakes 
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in grades in TCSOL classrooms has significantly increased. Students use grades to apply for jobs, 

admission, and scholarship. Grades are also used to communicate students’ learning achievement 

with parents and for school admission offices. It is imperative to assign grades that accurately 

reflect and communicate students’ actual achievement. However, among studies conducted by 

some Chinese scholars, a valued perspective was used in assigning grades as indicators of 

students’ comprehensive qualities (e.g., attendance, effort, progress, ability) has been found (e.g., 

Huang, 2008; Wu, 2008; Zhou, 2006). So far, few empirical studies have been conducted to 

investigate how Chinese teachers assign a grade to represent students’ comprehensive qualities. 

Therefore, it is timely to provide an insight into this issue empirically. Investigating grading 

issue in this Chinese context where comprehensive qualities are emphasized will also broaden 

the current research that focuses on the context where grades are considered, and hence make 

contributions to the whole research community. This study is designed to provide hypothetical 

scenarios to teachers and invite them to assign grades to each student in each scenario.  

This study also aims to identify whether teachers’ grading practices differ based on their 

experiences. The existing body of studies focused on in-service teachers, and factors which 

influenced teachers’ classroom assessment and grading practices have been identified in some 

research often involving contextual factors such as school policies, external exam orientations, 

class time and resource constraints (e.g., Cheng & Wang, 2007; Duncan & Noonan, 2007; Hu, 

Cheng, & Rogers, 2004; Yang, 2007). This study, from a different perspective, aims to explore 

whether and how teachers’ experiences differentiate their grading decisions on achievement and 
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non-achievement factors. Understanding teachers’ grading practices from their experiences, such 

as their experience in taking assessment training, will have implications to teacher educators in 

TCSOL programs. Teachers’ perception of grades they previously received as students is another 

factor investigated in the current study. Teaching and grading experience, as indicated in 

previous research (Tierney, Simon, & Charland, 2011), could also influence teachers’ assessment 

and grading practices. Teacher educators may need to take these factors into account when they 

prepare TCSOL teachers to assign grades appropriately in their future teaching career. 
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Chapter 2 Literature Review 

    In the current study, teachers’ grading practices on achievement and non-achievement 

factors are investigated. To provide a solid summary of previous studies on this issue, this review 

of literature begins with the meaning and purposes of grades. Then, research on teachers’ grading 

practices involving both achievement and non-achievement factors are reviewed. This is 

followed by literature regarding concerns of teachers’ grading practices. This portion of literature 

review is associated with the significance of the current study. The last section reviews research 

on factors shaping teachers’ grading practices on achievement and non-achievement factors. This 

section provides the current study with an understanding of teachers’ grading practices. 

Meaning and Purposes of Grades 

    Grading, as defined by Brookhart (1994), is “the reporting of student achievement or 

progress for a report card period or term” (p. 280). This definition differentiated the concept of 

grading from a mark on a certain assignment such as individual papers. According to Guskey and 

Bailey (2001), grades did not come onto the stage until late 19th century because of the 

implementation of compulsory attendance laws. The number of students increased rapidly, thus it 

was impossible for teachers to evaluate every student’s achievement in a narrative way. Then 

teachers began to employ percentages to indicate students’ accomplishments in a certain subject 

at the end of a grading period. This short history of grades presents the original meaning of a 

grade that is an indicator of a student’s achievement. A student’s achievement, in the current 

study, is defined as “a student’s performance of the learning goals on which their classroom 
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lessons were based” (Brookhart, 2004, p. 7). Therefore, a grade should carry the meaning of a 

student’s mastery of course contents. As a matter of fact, there is a consensus among educators 

and researchers that grades should reflect students’ actual achievement. For example, Linn and 

Miller (2005) stated clearly, in their measurement textbook, “in the final analysis, letter grades 

should reflect the extent to which students have achieved the learning outcomes specified in the 

course objectives” (p. 377). In her measurement textbook intended for classroom teachers, 

Brookhart (2004) contended that the “primary purpose for grading for both individual 

assignment grades and report card grades should be to communicate with students and parents 

about their achievement of learning goals” (p. 5). Brookhart’s argument not only indicates the 

information a grade should carry, but the purpose of assigning a grade, which is to communicate.  

There is also an agreement among researchers about the communication purpose of grades. 

Guskey (2001) collected researchers’ opinions on purposes of grading and reporting and then put 

forward that the primary goal of grading and reporting was to communicate a student’s 

achievement with all stakeholders, including parents, student themselves, and certain educational 

paths or programs. Brookhart (1994, p. 291) pointed out that the grades assigned appropriately 

“enable teachers to compare the knowledge and skills of current students, allow teachers to 

ascertain accurately the preparedness/readiness of incoming students, and provide parents and 

students with a clear picture of each child’s knowledge and understanding of course content”. 

Marzano (2000) categorized purposes for grading into five categories, including administration 

(e.g., placement, admission, retention), feedback about students’ achievement, guidance, 
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instructional planning, and motivation. All of the five purposes could only be fulfilled through 

the communication between grades and stakeholders. O’Connor (1999) also suggested that 

communicating student achievement was the primary purpose of grades. Indeed, in many 

circumstances, grades bear high stakes. For employers, Graduate Point Average (GPA) assigned 

in higher education could be an important indicator to judge on students’ achievement. For 

educational agencies and government, grades are regarded as one of the critical indicators when 

evaluating teaching quality and making policies to promote teaching and learning. For students, 

high grades would allow them to attend prestigious schools for further study, a key to a good job, 

and an asset to apply for scholarships. Students themselves could be provided with information 

conveyed in grades in order to self-regulate their study. For parents, grades could inform them 

about how their children are doing in schools. Tierney, Simon, and Charland (2011) claimed that 

grades could impose long-lasting social, emotional, and academic consequences on students. 

In China, very few researchers have discussed the original meaning and purposes of grades. 

Teachers used to simply put the final exam score as a term grade for a student to evaluate the 

student’s achievement (Huang, 2008). Later, both researchers and teachers realized that this 

practice might have neglected students’ development of comprehensive quality, for instance, 

moral characters (Huang, 2008). They criticized this practice in that it over-emphasized the 

product of learning and neglected the process of learning (Fu & Zhang, 2003). In response to this, 

last decades witnessed a growing amount of research in grading reform in China. Researchers 

and teachers suggested evaluating students not only on what they have learned, but also on what 
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characteristics they have, such as their study ability, work habits, and attendance (e.g., Fu & 

Zhang, 2003; Huang, 2011; Zhou, 2006). They further explained that the grades should include 

those characteristics as long as these characteristics could be quantified and calculated. It can be 

concluded that Chinese researchers and teachers have exerted their best to produce an all-in-one 

term grade that could reflect every aspect of a student’s development in both learning process 

and outcome. They argue that grades should be an indicator of students’ comprehensive 

characters rather than their mastery of course contents only. This is different from those studies 

conducted outside China investigating a grading system in countries other than China. Although 

there is a difference in the meaning of a grade, Chinese teachers and researchers also admit that 

grades are used for promoting students’ learning and providing teachers with students learning 

progress (Zhou, 2006). In other words, grades are used for communication as well in Chinese 

context. The problem is how a grade with many types of information could be communicated to 

different stakeholders. This problem will be unpacked later in this chapter. 

To summarize, a grade is not simply a letter or a number symbol. It takes the responsibility 

to communicate with stakeholders about a student’s learning performance. Although this 

meaning of grades is widely acknowledged by the grading system outside China, Chinese 

researchers and teachers argue grades should reflect students’ comprehensive qualities. It is 

essential for grades to carry accurate and clear information because it bears high stakes. However, 

the prevalent grading practice among Chinese teachers may have jeopardized the validity of a 

grade.  
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Achievement and Non-Achievement Factors in Grades 

As Tierney et al. (2011) put it, “at the end of 20th century, concern about grading was 

heightened because of the lack of congruence between teachers’ practices and measurement 

theory” (p. 2). Tierney et al. summarized four principles from five sources of standards 

developed for grading. One of them states that a grade should be an accurate indicator of 

achievement, so non-achievement factors should not be involved in a grade in order to allow 

stakeholders interpret a grade accurately. Teachers, however, were found not to follow this 

principle. Randall and Engelhard (2010) noticed while parents were satisfied with their 

children’s achievement at school, many educators in United States were concerned with low 

achievement of these children. They assumed that the “unexpected satisfaction” from parents 

might be explained because “parents rely primarily on teacher assigned grades when ascertaining 

the achievement of their children and often, according to these grades their children are 

achieving well” (p. 1372). However, the international and national standardized assessments 

suggested otherwise. This phenomenon implied that the grades students received from their 

classroom teachers might not be accurate indicators to judge their academic achievements. In 

fact, Brookhart (2004) found that some studies in 1920s have uncovered teachers’ uses of both 

achievement and non-achievement factors in assigning grades. Recent studies since 1980s 

investigating teachers’ grading practices have confirmed that the problem still exists in the 

classroom. The following section first reviews this body of literature, and then the situation in 

China is depicted. 
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    Throughout the literature reviewed, effort is the most mentioned non-achievement factor 

among teachers and researchers. A study by Stiggins, Frisbie, and Griswold (1989) was 

conducted among fifteen teachers. They found 87% teachers preferred their grades reflecting 

both student effort and achievement. Pilcher-Carlton and Oosterhof (1993) also found teachers 

preferred to assign higher grades to students who worked hard. Howley, Kusimo and Parrott 

(2000) compared teachers’ grading practices in troubled and less troubled schools. Troubled 

schools referred to those “with a more custodial orientation toward control” (p. 229). They found 

that teachers from troubled schools had more tendencies to grade with effort. McMillan (2001) 

used a Likert-scale survey asking 1483 secondary teachers the extent to which they considered 

effort when assigning grades. Only 8% of teachers denied the involvement of effort as a factor in 

grades. McMillan, Myran and Workman (2002) reported similar results with teachers 

considering non-achievement factors such as effort when assigning final grades. Green, Johnson, 

Kim, and Pope (2007) studied 169 teachers’ grading practices and found they put a heavy 

weighing on students’ effort. Bonner and Chen (2009) investigated 222 teacher candidates’ 

grading practices and their teaching philosophy on constructive learning. They employed a 

think-aloud task and found teachers supported grading with effort because they believed this 

practice would motivate students to put more effort. Cox (2011) confirmed the findings from 

earlier research by concluding that seven teachers out of nine in the focus group placed value on 

student effort when they assign grades. Tierney et al. (2011) conducted a survey research among 

315 teachers and found 32.5% teachers in their study admitted they considered students effort in 
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calculating grades.  

In addition to effort, other non-achievement factors have also counted for a grade, such as 

students’ learning abilities (McMillan, 2001; Stiggins et al., 1989), students’ improvement and 

growth (Bonner et al., 2009; Green et al., 2007; McMillan, 2001; McMillan et al., 2002), 

attendance (Tierney et al., 2011), assignment completion (Cox, 2011), class participation 

(McMillan et al., 2002), work habits (Duncan & Noonan, 2007), and behavior (Frary, Cross, & 

Weber, 1993; Green et al., 2007). In Cizek, Fitzgerald, and Racher’s (1995) study, researchers 

found that not only effort had been considered when 143 elementary and secondary school 

teachers determined a grade, students’ conduct and teachers’ impressions of students’ teamwork 

in class also counted. As well, their study found teachers put value on students’ attendance and 

class participation. Randall and Engelhard’s (2010) study summarized four factors teachers 

always considered when assigning grades: students’ academic achievement, student effort, 

ability, and behavior. This study was conducted among 516 American public school teachers to 

examine the factors teachers considered when assigning final grades with a focus on borderline 

cases through a survey. Borderline cases were those students whose grades were just above or 

below a cut score (e.g., 69%, 79%, 89%). They found that teachers did involve all of 

non-achievement factors in grading. They suggested that student improvement should receive 

attention in future studies. Oscarson and Apelgren (2010) conducted a two-stage empirical 

inquiry to map out secondary school language teachers’ experiences and views of classroom 

assessment and grading in Sweden. They surveyed 605	  language education teachers and 
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interviewed a sub-sample of 20 teachers. The results showed that non-language factors that 

referred to class attendance and motivation in the study were indeed variables that played a 

distinct role in grading.  

In China, 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 as opposed 

to exam performance. Teachers are encouraged to consider students’ daily performance when 

assigning grades, and it is even criticized to grade students only relying on their performance on 

tests and quizzes (Hou, 2007; Huang, 2011; Huang, 2008; Wu, 2008). This is fundamental 

different from the grading policies to teachers in the North American contexts. (e.g., Brookhart, 

2004; Guskey, 2002; Marzano, 2000; O’ Connor, 1999). Within this context, the most valued 

factor of students’ comprehensive qualities is attendance (e.g., Huang, 2011; Peng, Liao, & Chen, 

2012; Wu, 2008; Yin, 2008; Zhou, 2006). Teachers think attendance is a very important aspect 

they need to consider when assigning grades. Grading students with attendance could motivate 

students to develop good habit of self-discipline. A few scholars have put forward weighting 

scheme on this factor (e.g., Yin, 2008; Zhou, 2006). For example, in Yin (2008)’s study, he 

deducted 1, 2, 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 on their grades. Zhou (2006) suggested lowering students’ grade by 2 marks 

for each time 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. 
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Another two popular factors are students’ attitude in class and the completion of assignment 

(e.g., Fu & Zhang, 2003; Hou, 2007; Peng, Liao, & Chen, 2012; Wu, 2008;). Students’ attitude 

in class refers to whether students are active in participating class discussion (e.g., Wu, 2008; 

Yin, 2008; Zhou, 2006), answering questions (e.g., Yin, 2008), and engaging 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 100 if students 

showed negative attitude in classrooms. The completion of assignments mainly means the late 

submission of assignments and whether students copy others’ assignments or not (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 China. Huang 

(2008) suggested that if a student achieved significant improvement, 6-10 marks out of 100 as 

the full grade should be rewarded 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. 

Although a number of Chinese teachers and researchers widely accept and value the 

practice to involve non-achievement factors in students’ final grades, in recent years there have 

been a few researchers questioning the feasibility, appropriateness, and justification of this 
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grading practice (Huang, 2011; Liu, 2009; Luo, Liu, Wang, & Liu, 2011; Xu & Wang, 2005). 

For example, Huang (2011) suggested it was not realistic for teachers to keep a record of every 

student’s attendance because it was very common to have over 100 students in a class. For a 

class with over 100 students, it was also difficult for teachers to observe students’ class 

participation. However, researchers who questioned the current grading practice did not mean 

teachers were not allowed to involve non-achievement factors in grades. Instead, they tried to 

provide more feasible grading methods in order to involve those non-achievement factors in 

grades justifiably, such as grading among peers (Huang, 2011). 

In higher education in China, it is a prevalent practice that teachers assign a term grade by 

involving 70% or 80% of students’ test and exam score 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). While 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 interpret these grades appropriately, 

and may undermine the validity of grades if the grade is given without further contextual 

information. This issue will be further reviewed in the next section. 

Synthesizing the previous studies, the current study included four types of non-achievement 

factors: attendance, effort, progress, and ability. Attendance and effort are two widely accepted 

factors involved in grades in Chinese and non-Chinese contexts, respectively. According to 

Marzano (2000), effort could be demonstrated by homework completion and class participation. 
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This study has taken Marzano’s view and does not separate participation and assignment 

completion from effort factor. Each non-achievement factor is explained in the questionnaire. 

Concerns over Grading with Non-Achievement Factors 

Researchers have used different terms to describe a grade assigned with both achievement 

and non-achievement factors, such as foggy grade (Deddeh, Main, & Fulkerson, 2010), 

hodgepodge grade (McMillan, 2001), polluted grade (Stiggins & Knight, 1997), an uncertain mix 

(Cizek, 1996a), and a potpourri (Stanley & Baines, 2001). The all-in-one grades have been of 

concern among researchers.  

Validity is a basic requirement for grading (McMillan, 2009). McMillan explained that 

validity for grading referred to the extent to which inferences, interpretations, and uses of grades 

are appropriate. He indicated that validity for grades would be weak if teachers combined 

everything into a single grade, because these all-in-one grades would be difficult for stakeholders 

to interpret and make decisions accordingly. Brookhart (2004) also expressed her concern over 

validity in terms of the meaningfulness and the appropriateness of the interpretations of a grade. 

She suggested grades were supposed to communicate about student achievement of important 

learning goals, and it would be difficult to make appropriate interpretations on a grade that 

carries other irrelevant information. She contended that it was not logical that stakeholders based 

their decision on grades, assuming grades as an achievement indicator while grades actually 

involved many types of other non-achievement related information. Stanley and Baines (2001) 

argued that a grade that was more than an achievement indicator would help little to gauge a 
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students’ progress. They were concerned that “the grade is the cornerstone for communication 

among parents, students, administrators, and teachers. If the cornerstone is faulty, the entire 

structure may eventually collapse” (p. 227). Marzano (2000) indicated that the price paid for the 

current grading practices was a highly inaccurate system. He claimed that the grades were not an 

accurate representation of students’ academic achievement. The cost may be due to many 

reasons, but one of them is the involvement of many types of information other than achievement. 

Bailey and Mctighe (1996) criticized the all-in-one grading practice by pointing out that putting 

many elements into one grade might blur a grade’s meaning. Guskey and Bailey (2001) agreed 

with researchers that involving non-achievement factors such as effort “diminished our validity 

of the interpretation of the grade as a descriptor of achievement” (p. 47). However, all of the 

above studies were conducted within the North American context where grade is recommended 

to be a pure indicator of achievement alone.  

Another concern is about the consistency of teachers’ grading practices. Some studies 

suggested that teachers’ grading practices varied considerably, and were inconsistent within an 

individual teacher’s own practice (Anders & Richardson 1992; Brookhart 1993; Cross & Frary, 

1996; Howley et al., 2000). Guskey and Bailey (2001) contended that if two different teachers 

assigned the same grade independently to a certain student based on the same collection of 

evidence, then the grading process would be reliable. However, empirical studies did not support 

a high degree of reliability. Marzano (1995a, 1998a) reported only 45% to 71% students received 

the same grade from two teachers. Not only was the “interrater” reliability (Guskey & Bailey, 
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2001) found to be low, even an individual teacher was inconsistent when grading students with 

non-achievement factors. Randall and Engelhard (2010) reported that in borderline cases 

teachers would consider more non-achievement factors. A teacher in their study admitted that “I 

might give a passing grade instead of a failing one to a student who makes the effort, but I would 

not change the grade if there is no risk of failing just because of the effort” (p. 1379). Brookhart 

(1993b) found similar results that it was more common for teachers to consider effort among 

low-achieving student than high-achieving ones. Tierney (2011) found teachers would only boost 

a grade upward based on hard work but few of them would lower a grade if a student did not 

work hard. These results suggested that teachers inconsistently involved non-achievement factors 

when assigning grades. Wendal and Anderson (1994) commented that grading practices that 

permitted a grade to be one thing to one student and something else to another was “confusing 

and counterproductive” (p. 80). Cizek et al. (1995) concluded that teachers’ grading practices 

were quite individualized and unpredictable.  

One more concern is related to the accuracy of grades when involving some uncountable 

non-achievement factors. Brookhart (2004) explained that factors like attitude, effort, ability, and 

behavior were difficult constructs to measure accurately. Thus, these factors should not be 

graded, but could be assessed through other variables. Furthermore, some researchers also 

worried about the misleading implication teachers provided to students by involving 

non-achievement factors. For example, Stiggins (1997) argued factoring effort into the final 

grade would mislead students to think they would get a high grade if they tried hard, but in real 
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life only trying hard may not be enough. Students need to master the content eventually, and 

effort would be necessary to reach the goal. However, effort is not the final goal. Researchers 

also noted that students could manipulate how hard they tried, which could mislead teachers 

(Brookhart, 1993b; Stiggins, 1997). 

Teachers’ Past Experiences and Their Grading Practices 

    In North America, though a growing number of studies on standards-based grading in 

education has emphasized excluding non-achievement factors in grading (e.g., Brookhart, 2011; 

Deddeh et al, 2010; Guskey, 2009; The Joint Committee on Standards for Educational 

Evaluation, 2003), teachers were found not to follow the mandatory grading practices (e.g., 

Bonner & Chen, 2009; Brookhart, 1993; Randall & Engelhard, 2010). The situation in China is 

more serious, given that non-achievement factors are valued in grades. The question is why 

teachers value this practice, or put it in another way, where this value comes from? The 

following literature focuses on teachers’ grading practices, especially the influence of teachers’ 

experiences. The research assumption of the current study is that teachers’ different experiences 

would differentiate their grading practices when dealing with achievement and non-achievement 

factors. 

Grading is a complex decision-making process. In the field of cognitive psychology, 

researchers have been paying attention to how individuals arrive at their choices. Some cognitive 

psychologists argued that individuals’ past experience would affect their future decision making 

process to a large extent. For example, Li, Mayhew, and Kourtzi (2009) showed that learning 
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from past experience changed the circuitry in individuals’ brains, thus individuals can categorise 

what they have observed and made a decision or carried out appropriate actions. Juliusson, 

Karlsson, and Gӓrling (2005) also indicated past experience influenced the decisions individuals 

made in the future. This research indicates that when something positive results from a decision, 

individuals are more prone to decide in a similar way, given a similar situation. Otherwise, 

individuals tend to avoid repeating past mistakes (Sagi & Friedland, 2007). Following the 

perspectives from these psychologists, when teachers are making decisions in grading, it can be 

argued that there may be some influences from their past experiences related to grading. These 

experiences could be the training experience that they received when they were in teacher 

preparation programs, experiences of being graded when they were students (Guskey, 2002), and 

previous teaching and grading experience. The next section reviews these aspects one by one. 

    Guskey (2002) suggested that what teachers learned about grading in their teacher education 

programs would have an influence on their grading practices. Although the discussions about 

grading could have been restricted to a single class session in an assessment course in most 

teacher education programs, he argued that the discussions would provide teacher candidates an 

opportunity to explore more grading issues. Previous empirical studies on the relationship 

between assessment training and teachers’ assessment and grading practices, however, did not 

show strong evidence supporting that assessment training was as effective as presumed, although 

Zhang and Burry-Stock (2003) claimed a positive relationship between formal training in 

assessment and teachers’ self-perceived competencies in conducting classroom assessment. 
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Volante and Fazio (2007) found that teachers often did not think that their college or university 

courses in assessment had a strong effect on their assessment knowledge. As well, Bonner and 

Chen (2009) reported that although taking assessment courses moderated teacher candidates’ 

endorsement of nonstandard grading practices, it did not fundamentally change their grading 

practices. Teacher candidates still maintained a tendency to involve non-achievement factors in 

grading. Brookhart (1993) also investigated whether assessment instruction would make a 

difference among teachers’ responses to classroom grading scenarios. She surveyed 84 teachers, 

40 with and 44 without assessment instruction. The results showed that assessment instruction 

made very little difference in general, but it reduced the amount of self-referenced grading. 

Campbell and Evans (2000) reviewed 309 lesson plans designed by 65 teacher candidates to 

examine their classroom assessment practices after they successfully completed coursework in 

educational assessment. The results revealed these teacher candidates did not follow many of the 

assessment practices taught in their coursework. Campbell and Evans inferred the reason why 

teacher candidates did not follow what they had learned was that “perhaps the abstractness of 

reliability and validity made certain practices seem nonessential to the assessment” (p. 354). 

Therefore, although teacher candidates have completed the course successfully, it does not 

necessarily mean they understand classroom assessment very well.  

As to teachers’ teaching and grading experience, Tierney et al. (2011) found that many 

teachers gained their pedagogical knowledge about assessment and grading in their teaching 

careers. In other words, teaching experience may help build up teachers’ assessment knowledge. 
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However, when asking teachers whether they had considerable awareness and clear use of 

grading principles, Tierney et al. reported that only a small percentage of teachers gave a positive 

answer. In fact, whether the assessment knowledge and the awareness of grading principles 

would ultimately lead to appropriate grading practices is still unknown. In a study to investigate 

teachers’ classroom assessment literacy, Mertler (2005) also found that the secondary in-service 

teachers’ assessment literacy scored higher than their pre-service counterparts in terms of 

assessment and grading knowledge. Teachers in his study were provided with a survey, namely 

as Classroom Assessment Literacy Inventory (CATI), which included thirty-five scenarios 

followed with 4 choices, and only one of the choices was the best answer. Five out of thirty-five 

items were related to grading practices. Though both pre-service and in-service teachers were 

performing poor in these five items, pre-service teachers’ score was lower (M=2.06; maximum 

score=5) than their in-service counterparts (M=2.10). It has an implication on the role of teaching 

experience does play a role to increase teachers’ knowledge are in classroom assessment and 

grading. This study is criticized because of the low reliability coefficient within the in-service 

teacher group (α = .44). In sum, these two studies implied that teaching experience equipped 

teachers with more knowledge, but whether it would make a difference in teachers’ grading 

practice still needs further investigation.  

    Guskey (2002) contended that “the first and foremost” (p. 18) influence on teachers’ 

grading practices was their experiences of being graded as students. He further explained that 

teachers would do what was done to them before. He believed teachers would choose a grading 
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practice that they thought would work best. Similar results were shown in Xu and Liu’s (2009) 

study empirically. They explored teachers’ assessment practices through a narrative inquiry of a 

college English instructor in China. They examined this instructor’s account of her classroom 

assessment practices change through her own three stories. She stated how she used her 

“reward-or-punishment” strategy to assess student presentation, and admitted that this strategy 

was used to her when she was a student. This implied that teachers’ prior assessment experience 

might affect their current practices and future plans for assessment. In addition, studies in teacher 

education have stated that to facilitate learning, teacher educators might model recommended 

teaching strategies to prepare student teachers to implement such strategies with their own 

students (Lieberman, 1995; Shapson & Smith, 1999). This argument is based on contemporary 

learning theories and findings from cognitive science. If teacher candidates will do what their 

teachers implement in classrooms, then a hypothesis related to the current study is that grading 

practices of teacher educators may have an influence on teacher candidates’ grading practices.  

To summarize, there have been mixed perspectives and results on whether teachers’ training 

experience, teaching experience and experience of being graded influence their future 

decision-making process. The current study explores this area further and aims to provide 

empirical evidence on the influence from these factors. More specifically, this study investigates 

whether teachers’ grading practices would be differentiated because their different experiences in 

assessment training, teaching, grading, and being graded as students. 
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Research Questions 

1. How do TCSOL teachers assign grades in relation to students’ achievement? 

2. What is the relationship between students’ grades and achievement and non-achievement 

factors? 

3. Does the relationship between students’ grades and achievement and non-achievement 

factors differ based on TCSOL teachers’ experiences? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



	   26	  

Chapter 3 Method 

Participants 

The participants for this study are 214 TCSOL teacher candidates pursuing Master’s degree 

in two national key universities in Beijing, China. Teacher candidates are chosen as participants 

because of the following two reasons. Firstly, there have been an increasing number of TCSOL 

teacher education programs in China during the last ten years, and the population of teacher 

candidates is quite large. As of 2010, there have been nearly 300 universities, colleges, and 

institutions in China offering teachers education programs in TCSOL to these future language 

educators, and every year fifteen thousand teacher candidates get admission into these programs. 

As a result, China has become a main source of TCSOL teachers (See: 

http://edu.people.com.cn/GB/13452734.html). This study hopes to study this population and 

provide implications to current teacher education programs. Secondly, teacher candidates at 

Master’s level tend to have more educational and teaching experience than teacher candidates at 

the undergraduate level. Considering this study involves the investigation of teachers’ 

experiences, Master’s teacher candidates are more appropriate to recruit.  

The participants are majoring in two types of TCSOL Master’s programs. One is known as 

Master of Arts in Teaching Chinese as a Foreign Language (MATCFL). Established in 1980s, 

MATCFL is 3-year research-based program. The other is known as Master of Teaching Chinese 

to Speakers of Other Languages (MTCSOL) and requires two years to complete. The two year 

program was first set up in 2007 among 24 universities, then in 2010, the number increased to 63 
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universities (See: http://english.hanban.org/node_9904.htm). One of purposes of establishing 

MTCSOL was to guarantee the quantity of teachers, as it is a two-year course-based program. 

The detailed demographical information will be provided in Chapter 4, along with their 

experiences in assessment training, perceptions of grades they previously received as students, 

teaching experience, and grading experience (Table 2). 

Instrument 

    The instrument for this study is a questionnaire made up of two sections (Appendix Ⅰ). 

Section One was developed based on Randall and Engelhard’s (2010) study. Compared to 

Randall and Engelhard’s instrument, this study added new factors (i.e., attendance, progress) into 

the scenarios according to Chinese context. This section provides 32 scenarios that portrait 32 

hypothetical students with different characteristics (achievement and non-achievement factors) 

that teachers may consider when they assign grades. The participants are required to respond to 

each scenario and assign a numeric grade to each student. In order to avoid gender bias, all 

students’ names (in Chinese) are neutral so that participants could not identify their gender. 

There are five factors built into the scenarios that teachers may consider when they assign grades: 

ability, progress, attendance, effort, and achievement, with each of them having two sub-levels 

(2*2*2*2*2=32 scenarios) (Table 1). These five factors are combined in different ways to 

generate 32 hypothetical student settings using Guttman’s Mapping Sentences (Guttman, 1977). 

Each scenario describes a student’s ability, either strong or average; progress, either great or little; 

attendance, either full or partial; effort, either great or little; and achievement, which refers to the 
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percentage of learning objectives a student has mastered, either 90% or 65%. An example of 

these scenarios is provided in the questionnaire (Appendix Ⅰ & Ⅱ). It should be clarified that all 

of the five factors in the current study are dichotomous, instead of having multiple levels, 

because the number of scenarios needs to be reasonable, given participants may become fatigued 

from filling in the questionnaire. The full grade teachers could assign is 100, and 60 is the 

passing grade, according to the widely used grading system in schools and universities in China 

(See: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Academic_grading_in_China).  

Table 1 Achievement and Non-Achievement Factors and Their Sub-Levels 

                              Factors         Sub-levels 

Non-achievement 

Factors 

1 Ability   Strong  VS.  Average 

2 Progress    Great  VS.  Little 

3 Attendance     Full  VS.  Partial (without any notice) 

4 Effort    Great  VS.  Little 

Achievement factor 5 Achievement High (90%) VS.  Low (65%) 

    Section Two includes seven items and all of them are multiple-choice questions. The first 

item asks participants to provide information about their training in classroom assessment and 

grading. The second item examines participants’ perceptions about the grades assigned by their 

teachers during their own studies at the university level. The third and fourth items ask whether 

participants have teaching and grading experiences, respectively. The fifth to seventh items are 

related to teachers’ educational background and demographic information, including their gender, 
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major, and current grade level. 

    A pilot study was conducted in August 2012 among 5 teacher candidates. Feedback from 

the pilot study was gathered and two modifications were made to the questionnaire. Firstly, 

Section One was converted into a table form rather than a text form as used in Randall and 

Engelhard’s (2010) study. Teachers in the pilot study complained that reading scenarios in texts 

was not only time-consuming, but difficult to locate the differences among scenarios as well. 

They suggested a table version of scenarios would be helpful for readers. In response to this 

feedback, all the scenarios were put into a table in one page. However, an example of a scenario 

in text was provided in the direction to show participants how each scenario should be 

interpreted. Secondly, the second item about the perception of grades teachers previously 

received in Section Two was originally designed to have 3 choices (none, 50% and 100% of the 

grades they received as students reflect achievement). Participants in pilot study suggested that 

there should be more choices between “none” and “50%”, and “50%” and “100%”. Thus, two 

more choices were added. The questionnaire was administered in Chinese (Appendix Ⅱ). 

Data Collection 

I went to Beijing to distribute questionnaires in person from September to October 2012. 

Questionnaires were administered in a paper-and-pencil format. I contacted the program 

coordinators of TCSOL Master’s programs in the two universities to get approval to enter some 

classes to distribute the questionnaire. As well, I trained 3 teacher candidates in the programs and 

appointed them to help distribute more questionnaires and collect them afterwards.  
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When issuing the questionnaire, directions to fill in the questionnaire were addressed. 

Firstly, teachers were reminded that for all factors in the scenarios, it did not mean that they 

needed to consider all of them when assigning grades. They were offered freedom to assign 

grades according to their own interpretation. Secondly, the grading system defined in the current 

study was explicitly addressed prior to the scenarios. Thirdly, teachers were invited to read the 

example in the direction together and given a time to think about if there was any question prior 

to filling in the questionnaire. The data collection was completed in October 2012. In total, two 

hundred and fifty questionnaires were issued and 214 were collected. 

Data Analysis 

All the data are analyzed using SPSS (Version 20). Missing data are dealt with first. Then 

teachers’ demographical information and experiences are described.  

For the first research question on teachers’ grading practices in relation to students’ 

achievement, grades assigned by teachers in Section One are described descriptively in terms of 

mean, standard deviation, differences from students’ achievement, range, frequencies and 

extreme values. Paired sample t-tests are also conducted between four students who have 

presented some extreme characteristics to show the extent to which teachers’ grading practices 

are different when dealing with extreme cases. In Section Two, the multiple choices items are 

calculated in percentage. As well, participants’ demographic information will be listed. 

The second research question is answered with results from a multiple linear regression. A 

test of normality is conducted first. Then correlation analysis is performed, followed by 
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regression analysis to determine how much each predictor (achievement and non-achievement 

factors) explains students’ grades. 

    The third research question investigates whether teachers’ experiences influence their 

grading practices on achievement and non-achievement factors. With teachers’ four types of 

experiences (i.e., assessment training, perceptions of grades they previously received as students, 

teaching experience, and grading experience) being used as selection variables, same procedures 

as multiple linear regression analysis applied in the second research question are followed. 

Therefore, four multiple regressions are performed to answer the third research question. 
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Chapter 4 Results 

There are five sections in this chapter. First, actions taken to deal with the missing values 

are reported. Second, teachers’ past experiences and demographic information are described. The 

third, the fourth and the fifth sections report the descriptive and inferential data analysis results to 

answer the three research questions respectively. Specifically, the third section describes how 

teachers have assigned grades in relation to students’ achievement. Both descriptive and t-test 

results are presented to answer this question. The fourth section presents the results indicating 

the relationship between achievement and non-achievement factors and grades. A stepwise 

multiple regression analysis is employed to generate the results. The last section reports the 

results identifying whether the relationship between achievement and non-achievement factors 

and grades differ based on teachers’ experiences. Multiple regression analyses are used, with 

four types of teachers’ experiences being the selection variables. 

Missing Data 

In the responses to Section One of the questionnaire (N = 214), there was only one missing 

grade, and this was in Student 20 (thereafter “S20”). This missing grade has been replaced by the 

mean grade of S20 assigned by 214 teachers (M = 73.74). In Section Two, there are seven items 

asking teachers experiences and demographic information. They are teachers’ assessment 

training experience, perceptions of grades teachers previously received as students, teaching 

experience, grading experience, gender, current major, and current grade level. Out of the total 

214 responses, fourteen questionnaires have been deleted from the dataset because these 
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participants left Section Two completely blank. It might be because they overlooked Section 

Two on the third and the fourth page of the questionnaire. Then, among the rest of 200 

questionnaires, five missing values were found in current major and one in current grade level. 

These missing values were reported in the next section. It should be noted that the sample size is 

214 when conducting descriptive and regression analyses to respond to the first and second 

research questions, and when conducting data analysis to describe teachers’ demographic 

information and answer the third research question, the sample size is 200 because 14 

questionnaires have been removed from the dataset. 

Teachers’ Experiences and Demographic Information 

Teachers’ experiences and demographic information, including teachers’ assessment 

training experience, perceptions of grades teachers previously received as students, teaching 

experience, grading experience, gender, current major, and current grade level are presented in 

Table 2. Over half of teachers have never taken any assessment training. Most of them perceived 

that about 75% of the grades they had received in the past could reflect their actual achievement 

and were not affected by non-achievement factors. As well, over a half of teachers had part-time 

teaching experience (55.5%), but less than half of them had the actual experience in grading their 

students (41%). The widest distribution is the percentage of male and female teachers. Male 

teachers are 10% of the participants, which is not surprising based on the current teacher 

population in education in China (“Only One Male,” 2012). Similar portion of the participants 

are from a three-year research-based master’s program (MATCFL) (54.5%) and 43% from 
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MATCSOL - a two-year course-based master’s program. A half of the participants are in their 

first year of study, and almost 40% of them are in the second year. Only 10% of them are in the 

third year. 

Teachers’ Grading Practices in Relation to Students’ Achievement 

The thirty-two students’ grades assigned by teachers (N = 214) were examined for internal 

consistency test (Cronbach’s Alpha = .94). To understand how teachers have assigned grades in 

relation to students’ achievement, mean grades are calculated first (Table 3), then frequencies of 

raw grades for students with 90% and 65% achievement are presented (Table 4 and Table 5, 

respectively). Further, results from four paired-sample t-tests are reported to determine whether 

there are differences on how teachers have assigned grades in relation to achievement to students 

with extreme characteristics, for example, a student with high achievement and all positive 

non-achievement factors and a student with same achievement but all negative non-achievement 

factors (Table 7). 

In Table 3, out of sixteen students with 90% achievement, fourteen received a mean grade 

below their actual achievement, while all sixteen students with 65% achievement received a 

mean grade above their actual achievement. In both groups, students’ mean grades are 

decreasing in general.  
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Table 2 Teachers’ Experiences and Demographic Information 

Experiences and Demographic Information Percentages 
Assessment Training  

A course with grading 11.0% 
A course without grading 14.0% 
A workshop with grading 5.0% 
A workshop without grading 9.0% 
No training 61.0% 

Perception of grades previously received  
All reflect achievement 8.0% 
75% reflect achievement 71.5% 
50% reflect achievement 16.0% 
25% reflect achievement 3.5% 
None reflect achievement 1.0% 

Teaching Experience  
Full-time 4.5% 
Part-time 55.5% 
Both full & Part time 8.0% 
No experience 32.0% 

Grading Experience  
Have grading experience 41% 
Not have grading experience 59% 

Gender  
Male 10% 
Female 90% 

Current major  
MATCFL 54.5% 
MATCSOL 43.0% 
Missing 2.5% 

Current grade level  
First year 50.0% 
Second year 39.5% 
Third year 10.0% 
Missing .5% 

The differences between students’ achievement and mean grades are also presented in 

Figure 1 where 95% and 65% achievement students are compared. Every two students, for 
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example, S1 and S2, S3 and S4, S5 and S6, have same non-achievement factors and only 

different in achievement. Students with 65% achievement always have a positive difference 

while most students with 90% achievement have a negative difference. The largest differences 

are found in S2 and S31 in the group of students with 65% and 90% achievement respectively. 

Results from paired-sample t-tests are reported later in this section to further investigate these 

differences. It is worth noting that the largest SD is S31 (90% achievement, partial attendance, 

little effort, little progress, average ability) (SD = 10.30), indicating S31’s grades assigned by 

214 teachers are the most dispersed among all 32 students. In addition, the range is 71 in S32 and 

S30, implying a large difference in students’ minimum and maximum grade. 

Table 3 Comparison Between Students’ Achievement and Mean Grades 

Student 
No. 

Students with 90% achievement Student 
No. 

Students with 65% achievement 
M Diff. SD Range M Diff. SD Range 

S1 94.72 4.72 3.03 15.00 S2 82.64 17.64 7.86 34.00 
S3 91.28 1.28 4.84 30.00 S4 80.55 15.55 7.69 32.00 
S5 89.97 - 0.03 4.76 30.00 S6 79.25 14.25 8.11 36.00 
S7 87.31 - 2.69 6.46 45.00 S8 77.91 12.91 8.00 38.00 
S9 87.53 - 2.47 5.30 31.00 S10 75.90 10.90 8.50 35.00 
S11 85.08 - 4.92 6.37 35.00 S12 74.57 9.57 7.85 49.00 
S13 84.88 - 5.12 6.90 50.00 S14 73.95 8.95 8.07 35.00 
S15 83.86 - 6.14 7.09 40.00 S16 72.33 7.33 7.83 42.00 
S17 85.64 - 4.36 6.97 40.00 S18 74.99 9.99 8.29 45.00 
S19 84.36 - 5.64 7.02 40.00 S20 73.74 8.74 8.22 44.00 
S21 83.72 - 6.28 6.94 40.00 S22 73.09 8.09 8.09 33.00 
S23 83.00 - 7.00 7.30 40.00 S24 72.05 7.05 7.65 45.00 
S25 81.86 - 8.14 7.46 45.00 S26 70.41 5.41 7.91 50.00 
S27 80.72 - 9.28 7.98 45.00 S28 69.31 4.31 7.64 50.00 
S29 79.55 - 10.45 9.47 68.00 S30 67.64 2.64 8.89 71.00 
S31 77.43 - 12.57 10.30 70.00 S32 65.99 0.99 8.68 71.00 

Note. Diff. refers to the differences between students’ achievement (90/65) and mean grades. 
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Figure 1 Differences Between Mean Grades and Students’ Achievement 

 

As SDs in Table 3 have shown the dispersed raw grades assigned by teachers, frequencies 

are further calculated and presented in Table 4 and Table 5 to illustrate the distribution of raw 

grades assigned to students with 90% and 65% achievement respectively. Minimum and 

maximum grades show the lowest and highest grades teachers have assigned. 

In Table 4, all students have achieved 90% of the course objectives. Over three quarters of 

teachers have assigned a grade higher than achievement to S1 who also have all positive 

non-achievement factors, while the same number of teachers assigned a grade lower than 

achievement to S31 who have all negative non-achievement factors, and four teachers failed S31. 

Except for S1, S3, S5, over one half of teachers assigned a grade below achievement to the rest 

of students. Particularly, more teachers assigned a grade below 80 when a student presented 

more negative non-achievement factors. Accordingly, fewer teachers assigned a grade higher 

than students’ achievement when more negative non-achievement factors came out in the 

scenarios. In addition, there are a few teachers who have assigned a grade equivalent to students’ 

-‐15	  

-‐10	  

-‐5	  

0	  

5	  

10	  

15	  

20	  

S1
	  S
2	  

S3
	  S
4	  

S5
	  S
6	  

S7
	  S
8	  

S9
	  S
10
	  

S1
1	  
S1
2	  

S1
3	  
S1
4	  

S1
5	  
S1
6	  

S1
7	  
S1
8	  

S1
9	  
S2
0	  

S2
1	  
S2
2	  

S2
3	  
S2
4	  

S2
5	  
S2
6	  

S2
7	  
S2
8	  

S2
9	  
S3
0	  

S3
1	  
S3
2	  D
iff
er
en
ce
s 

Students 

Students	  with	  90%	  
achievement	  

Students	  with	  65%	  
achievement	  



	   38	  

achievement. For example, sixty-one teachers have assigned S5 90, while only twenty-three 

teachers assigned 90 to S31. 

Table 4 Frequencies of Grades Assigned to Students with 90% Achievement 

No. 
Frequencies Min. 

Grade 

Max. 

Grade ≤59 60-64 65-69 70-74 75-79 80-84 85-89 90-94 95-100 (90) 

S1       3 58 153 34 85.00 100.00 

S3    1 2 10 34 102 65 54 70.00 100.00 

S5    1 2 16 52 96 47 61 70.00 100.00 

S7 1  2 3 9 36 59 73 31 47 55.00 100.00 

S9   1 1 12 25 74 83 18 58 69.00 100.00 

S11   1 15 15 44 70 59 10 39 65.00 100.00 

S13 1  5 10 12 46 72 59 9 38 50.00 100.00 

S15  2 5 15 17 51 63 56 5 34 60.00 100.00 

S17  1 3 10 19 31 70 63 17 42 60.00 100.00 

S19  2 6 12 18 47 65 57 7 40 60.00 100.00 

S21  1 8 12 16 59 65 47 6 30 60.00 100.00 

S23  2 7 19 17 53 71 39 6 28 60.00 100.00 

S25 1 1 9 21 23 59 61 34 5 27 55.00 100.00 

S27 1 4 16 21 26 61 50 31 4 27 55.00 100.00 

S29 2 10 18 25 26 53 43 33 4 25 32.00 100.00 

S31 4 19 25 24 21 50 44 25 2 23 30.00 100.00 

Note. N=214. The frequencies of (90) are already included in 90-94. However, considering 90 is students’ 
achievement, the frequencies of 90 are also presented separately in another column to show grades assigned 

equivalent to students’ achievement. 

In Table 5, all students have achieved 65% of the course objectives. Almost all teachers 

except one have assigned a grade equivalent to or higher than achievement to S2 who have all 
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positive non-achievement factors. S4, who has average ability, great effort, full attendance, great 

progress, received all 214 grades equivalent to or higher than achievement from 214 teachers.  

Table 5 Frequencies of Grades Assigned to Students with 65% Achievement 

No. 
Frequencies Min. 

Grade 

Max. 

Grade ≤59 60-64 65-69 70-74 75-79 80-84 85-89 90-94 95-100 (65) 

S2  1 11 22 20 40 70 37 13 6 63.00 97.00 

S4   17 26 25 67 51 18 10 11 65.00 97.00 

S6  5 21 29 29 60 44 22 4 13 60.00 96.00 

S8  6 22 37 39 62 31 12 5 13 60.00 98.00 

S10 1 11 39 36 30 57 26 14  27 59.00  94.00 

S12 2 9 42 42 41 56 15 7  26 45.00 94.00 

S14 1 17 44 44 40 38 23 7  32 59.00 94.00 

S16 3 20 54 42 45 34 11 5  36 50.00 92.00 

S18 2 12 41 38 41 49 21 9 1 25 50.00 95.00 

S20 2 19 45 38 50 34 20 6  26 50.00 94.00 

S22  25 45 45 44 32 17 6  31 60.00 93.00 

S24 2 23 54 51 35 35 12 1 1 29 50.00 95.00 

S26 5 31 60 51 34 19 12 2  40 40.00 90.00 

S28 4 47 62 42 32 19 7 1  37 40.00 90.00 

S30 16 55 56 39 24 15 6 3  35 20.00 91.00 

S32 20 73 45 34 23 16 2 1  38 20.00 91.00 

Note. N=214. The frequencies of (65) are already included in 65-69. However, considering 65 is students’ 
achievement, the frequencies of 65 are also presented separately in another column to show grades assigned 

equivalent to students’ achievement. 

Although more negative non-achievement factors are shown in the following scenarios from 

S6 to S32, most teachers assigned a grade higher than students’ achievement, or at least, 
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equivalent to the achievement (Table 5). A few teachers have assigned a grade between 60-64 

and the frequencies are increasing when students have more negative non-achievement factors, 

however, more than half of the teachers did not lower the grade. For example, S32 who has all 

negative non-achievement factors, one hundred and twenty-one teachers out of 214 have 

assigned a grade not lower than the achievement. It seems most of the teachers are reluctant to 

decrease a grade based on students’ achievement (65%) even if students have demonstrated some 

negative characteristics. Looking at the frequencies of grades equivalent to students’ 

achievement, it can be concluded that over three quarters of teachers do not agree assigning 65 to 

those students with 65% achievement. In other words, most of them have assigned a grade either 

higher or lower than students’ achievement. 

As has been described, when students have the same percentage of achievement, their mean 

grades are different, for example, S1 and S31, S2 and S32 (Table 3). As well, when two students 

have the same characteristics and a different percentage of achievement, the differences between 

students’ achievement and mean grades are different, for example, S1 and S2, S3 and S4, … S31 

and S32 (Figure 1). Therefore, to further investigate whether there is a statistical difference in 

these two situations, paired-sample t-tests are conducted. Four cases, S1, S2, S31, S32, were 

selected because they present extreme characteristics. Table 6 summarized the characteristics of 

these four cases. 
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Table 6 Characteristics of S1, S2, S31, S32 

No. Non-achievement factors Achievement 

S1 All positive (Strong ability, great progress, full attendance, great effort) 90% 

S2 All positive (Strong ability, great progress, full attendance, great effort) 65% 

S31 All negative (Average ability, little progress, partial attendance, little effort) 90% 

S32 All negative (Average ability, little progress, partial attendance, little effort) 65% 

Two paired-sample t-tests are conducted between S1 and S31, S2 and S32 to respond to the 

first situation, and two other tests are conducted between S1 and S2, S31 and S32 to respond to 

the second situation. Results are presented in Table 7. In each pair, there is a significant 

difference in the marks added or deducted by 214 teachers based on students’ achievement, 

indicating students with same percentage of achievement could receive different grades, and two 

students who have same non-achievement factors could have different marks added or lowered 

based on their achievement, depending on how much a student has achieved. 
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Table 7 Paired-Sample T-Tests Between Four Selected Cases 

  t df Sig. (2-tailed) 

Pair 1 S1_difference 22.627 213 <	  .000 

 S31_difference    

Pair 2 S2_difference 25.407 213 <	  .000 

 S32_difference    

Pair 3 S1_difference -25.749 213 <	  .000 

 S2_difference    

Pair 4 S31_difference -22.052 213 <	  .000 

 S32_difference    

Note. N = 214. S1_difference refers to the differences between students’ achievement and 214 raw grades assigned 

by 214 teachers. 

To summarize the results for the first question, firstly, the mean grades and the differences 

between mean grades and students achievement show that teachers assigned most grades below 

90 to students with 90% achievement, and all grades above 65 to students with 65% achievement. 

Secondly, raw grades for each student assigned by 214 teachers present a wide distribution. For 

most of the students with 90% achievement, at least a half of raw grades are lower than 90, while 

for all students with 65% achievement, more than a half of raw grades are higher than, or 

equivalent to 65. Thirdly, when students have same percentage of achievement, there could be a 

significant difference in the grades assigned to them, depending on what non-achievement 

factors they have (i.e., a set of all positive non-achievement factors including strong ability, great 

progress, full attendance, great effort, or a set of all negative non-achievement factors including 

average ability, little progress, partial attendance, little effort). When students have same 
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non-achievement factors, there could also be a significant difference in the marks increased or 

lowered based on their achievement, depending on how much they achieved (90% or 65%). 

Although not all of pairs, such as S3 and S4, S5 and S6, S7 and S8, were put into paired-sample 

t-tests, one conclusion can still be drawn that teachers’ grading practices in dealing with 

non-achievement factors could be significantly different when students have different 

achievement. To further determine the relationship between achievement and each one of the 

non-achievement factors and students’ mean grades, a regression analysis was performed. 

Relationship Between Achievement and Non-Achievement Factors and Grades 

To investigate the extent to which achievement and non-achievement factors explained 

students’ grades, a stepwise multiple regression analysis was conducted. Stepwise regression was 

employed because in Chinese context there was no strong theory or empirical evidence that 

could decide the order of the variables entered into the equation. The mean grade was used as the 

dependent variable and students’ achievement, attendance, effort, progress, and ability the 

independent variables. A test of normality was first applied to the mean grade to check if it is 

appropriate to employ regression analysis. The test results showed that the mean grade was 

normally distributed with skewness and kurtosis values close to zero (Skewness = .04, Kurtosis = 

-.62). Collinearity among achievement and non-achievement factors were checked. Both the 

tolerance value and variance inflation factor were 1.00, indicating all the variables were 

independent from each other.  

Correlation analysis was first conducted among five independent variables and the 
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dependent variable “mean_grade”. The highest correlation coefficient is achievement (r = .79), 

followed by attendance (r = .44), effort (r = .37), progress (r = .18) and ability (r = .12).  

The regression results are presented in Table 8. All achievement and non-achievement 

factors are significant positive predictors of the grades. The unstandardized coefficients are 

reported because they present the actual mark variance in the mean grades, and in this study, the 

units of measurement of all five independent variables are the same. For example, the 

unstandardized coefficients illustrate that when other variables are the same, achievement factor 

contributes a variance of 11.04 marks in the mean grades. In other words, students with 90% 

achievement received 11.04 more marks than students with 65% achievement, if they have the 

same attendance, effort, progress, and ability. Similarly, attendance, effort, progress, and ability 

contribute different amounts of variance in the mean grades respectively, with attendance being 

the most significant non-achievement factor, contributing a variance of 6.14 marks. As well, as 

can be seen in beta weights, the four non-achievement factors made their relative contributions in 

the following order from the most to the least: attendance, effort, progress, and ability. The R 

square change of model 2 is .19, following .62 in model 1, also indicating attendance, as a 

non-achievement factor, being the second strongest predictor of mean grades in addition to 

achievement. The R square changes presented the explained variance of grades when effort (ΔR2 

= .14), progress (ΔR2 = .03) and ability (ΔR2 = .01) were added respectively. 
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Table 8 Multiple Regression of Achievement and Non-Achievement Factors and Grades 

Factors B β t Adj. R2 ΔR2 95.0% CI 

Constant 119.44  143.06   [117.73,121.16] 

Achievement 11.04*** .79 44.83 .60 .62 [11.54, 10.53] 

Attendance 6.14*** .44 24.93 .79 .19 [6.64, 5.63] 

Effort 5.20*** .37 21.12 .94 .14 [5.71, 4.69] 

Progress 2.59*** .18 10.50 .98 .03 [3.09, 2.08] 

Ability 1.64*** .12 6.66 .99 .01 [2.15, 1.13] 

Note. *** p < .001; Dependent variable: Mean_grade 

To summarize, all of the achievement and non-achievement factors are strong predictors to 

the mean grades. Achievement is the most significant factor, followed by attendance, effort, 

progress, and ability.  

Teachers’ Experiences and the Relationship Between Factors and Grades 

To determine whether the relationship between achievement and non-achievement factors 

and grades differ based on teachers’ experiences, including teachers’ assessment training 

experience, perceptions of grades teachers previously received as students, teaching experience, 

grading experience, four regressions are conducted, using teachers’ experiences as selection 

variables. Prior to the regression analyses, teachers were regrouped according to their 

experiences. In each type of experience, there are two groups. These groups were created to 

make sure that there was a similar portion of teachers in both groups. Four selection variables 
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were recoded into: having and not having taken assessment training, perceiving 75% or more and 

50% or less of grades received so far to be the achievement indicator, having and not having 

teaching experience, having and not having grading experience. The missing values were 

handled by excluding cases listwise. Table 9 to Table 12 present the results.  

Table 9 Comparison of Regression Between Teachers Without/With Assessment Training 

 Teachers without assessment training Teachers with assessment training 

Factors B Adj. R2 ΔR2 B Adj. R2 ΔR2 

Achievement 11.53*** .61 .62 10.59*** .62 .63 

Attendance 5.98*** .78 .17 6.06*** .82 .21 

Effort 5.61*** .93 .15 4.60*** .95 .12 

Progress 2.84*** .97 .04 2.14*** .98 .03 

Ability 1.71*** .99 .01 1.54*** .99 .01 

Note. *** p < .001; Dependent variable: Mean_grade 
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Table 10 Comparison of Regression Between Teachers Perceiving Their Grades Differently 

 Teachers perceiving 50% or less of 

their grades reflecting their 

achievement 

Teachers perceiving 75% or more of 

their grades reflecting their 

achievement 

Factors B Adj. R2 ΔR2 B Adj. R2 ΔR2 

Achievement 10.37*** .66 .67 11.36*** .60 .62 

Attendance 5.15*** .83 .17 6.24*** .79 .19 

Effort 4.33*** .95 .12 5.45*** .94 .14 

Progress 1.76*** .97 .02 2.78*** .98 .04 

Ability 1.33*** .98 .01 1.73*** .99 .01 

Note. *** p < .001; Dependent variable: Mean_grade 
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Table 11 Comparison of Regression Between Teachers Without/With Teaching Experience 

 Teachers without teaching experience Teachers with teaching experience 

Factors B Adj. R2 ΔR2 B Adj. R2 ΔR2 

Achievement 9.77*** .52 .54 11.81*** .65 .66 

Attendance 5.89*** .72 .20 6.07*** .83 .18 

Effort 5.68*** .91 .18 5.00*** .95 .12 

Progress 2.96*** .96 .05 2.39*** .98 .03 

Ability 1.60*** .98 .01 1.66*** .99 .01 

Note. *** p < .001; Dependent variable: Mean_grade 
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Table 12 Comparison of Regression Between Teachers Without/With Grading Experience 

 Teachers without grading experience Teachers with grading experience 

Factors B Adj. R2 ΔR2 B Adj. R2 ΔR2 

Achievement 11.23*** .59 .60 10.93*** .66 .67 

Attendance 6.25*** .77 .19 5.54*** .84 .17 

Effort 5.71*** .93 .15 4.39*** .95 .11 

Progress 2.93*** .98 .04 1.91*** .97 .02 

Ability 1.54*** .99 .01 1.66*** .99 .02 

Note. *** p < .001; Dependent variable: Mean_grade 

There is no significant difference found in the relationship between achievement and 

non-achievement factors and grades based on all four sets of teachers’ experiences. Regardless of 

teachers’ different experiences, achievement is the most significant predictor to the mean grades, 

followed by attendance, effort, progress and ability.  
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Chapter 5 Discussion and Conclusion 

This study investigated CSOL teacher candidates’ grading decisions of their practices on 

achievement and non-achievement factors. It also examined the influences teachers’ experiences 

had on their grading practices. A grade is supposed to reflect students’ achievement, and this 

indicator of achievement is used to communicate students’ achievement with stakeholders (e.g., 

Brookhart, 2004; Guskey, 2009; Guskey & Bailey, 2001; Marzano, 2000; O’Connor, 1999). The 

information a grade carries should be accurate and interpretable. Previous empirical studies have 

shown that, in spite of the official grading policies which required teachers to assign grades with 

only achievement factors, teachers still involved non-achievement factors in grades (e.g., 

participation, assignment completion, and effort) (e.g., Brookhart, 1993; Cox, 2011; Cross & 

Frary, 1999, McMillan et al., 2002; Randall & Engelhard, 2010). Following this line of research, 

the present study expanded previous research by adding additional non-achievement factors (i.e., 

attendance, progress) in the context of CSOL where no concrete grading policy has been found, 

and grading with non-achievement factors was a valued practice in China (e.g., Hou, 2007; 

Huang, 2008). In addition, previous research has indicated that teachers’ classroom assessment 

and grading practices were differentiated by contextual factors, such as students’ grade level 

(Randall & Engelhard, 2008), subject teachers teach (Duncan & Noonan, 2007) and school 

learning environment (Howley et al., 2000). The present study also extended these factors to 

teachers’ experiential factors, which are assessment training, teachers’ perception of being 

graded previously as students, teaching experience, and grading experience. Instead of the 
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general classroom assessment practices as a research focus in the previous studies, this study 

examined one aspect of them, that is, classroom grading practice on achievement and 

non-achievement factors.  

The findings of the present study were consistent with the previous studies in general. 

Within the Chinese context, teachers also involved both achievement and non-achievement 

factors in grading. Nevertheless, the findings from the present study are also of their own 

uniqueness. For example, the factor that was the most mentioned one - ability - in the previous 

studies is the least significant one in the present study (e.g., McMillan, 2001; Randall & 

Engelhard, 2010). The attendance factor, which has been neglected in the previous empirical 

studies, appeared to be the most important non-achievement factor in grading considered by 

these CSOL teachers. While effort factor was considered as the most popular factor in North 

America (e.g., Cox, 2011; McMillan et al., 2002; Tierney et al., 2011), it is the second significant 

factor in the current study. In addition, teachers’ experiential factors that were considered to have 

influence on teachers’ assessment and grading practices in previous literature, yet, have made no 

differences in CSOL teachers’ grading practices. Each of these findings is discussed below 

accompanied with a detailed interpretation in relation to the three research questions. This is 

followed by the limitations of the current study along with future research suggestions, and 

conclusions.  

Teachers’ Grading Practices in Relation to Students’ Achievement 

    The first research question deals with how teachers assigned grades in relation to students’ 
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achievement (90% or 65%).  Students’ mean grades, raw grade frequencies, and paired-sample 

t-tests results answered this question from different angles and presented different implications. 

The thirty-two students’ mean grades are not equivalent to their achievement, implying that 

CSOL teachers’ grading decisions were influenced by the non-achievement factors described in 

each scenario. These teachers either increased some marks based on achievement because of one 

or some positive non-achievement factor(s) they valued, or decreased some marks because of 

one or some negative non-achievement factor(s). This confirms the previous studies’ findings 

that teachers, within the North American context, increased or decreased grades because of 

non-achievement factors (e.g., Brookhart, 1993; Cox, 2011; Cross & Frary, 1999, McMillan et 

al., 2002; Randall & Engelhard, 2010; Zoeckler, 2007). For example, Randall and Engelhard 

(2010) reported that teachers considered several non-achievement factors especially when 

dealing with borderline students, making students’ grades either higher or lower than their 

achievement. Cox (2011) also found that teachers would involve non-achievement factors to 

increase a grade. In addition, this finding is consistent with previous research conducted by 

Chinese researchers (e.g., Fu & Zhang, 2003; Huang, 2011; Zhou, 2006). For example, Fu and 

Zhang (2003) argued that teachers should consider a pool of non-achievement factors (e.g., 

attendance, assignment completion) that should take up to 30% in the final grade. Huang (2011) 

also agreed that teachers should include a set of non-achievement factors by 30% into the final 

term grade. These researchers as well as teachers within Chinese context had a teaching 

philosophy of valuing these non-achievement aspects of a student’s learning because they 
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believed that grades should reflect students’ comprehensive learning quality (e.g., students’ 

attendance, effort, class participation, assignment completion) rather than achievement only (e.g., 

Hou, 2007; Zhou, 2006). Hou (2007) suggested that students should receive a bonus if they had 

some positive characteristics, and a punishment if they presented negative characteristics in order 

to warn them. With these values and beliefs, it is not surprising that CSOL teachers involved 

non-achievement factors in grades, as pointed out by Tomlinson (2001), teachers’ grading 

practices could be affected by their philosophy of teaching and learning. Apart from the 

influences of teachers’ personal teaching values and beliefs, two more accounts for this practice 

need to be mentioned. First, there is no official grading policies in Chinese context at present (Xu 

& Wang, 2005), which leaves all the grading decisions to teachers. Under this circumstance, it is 

not surprising that teachers’ grading practices seem subjective. They do not have official grading 

policies to refer to and hence eventually, they turn to their own interpretation about grading. 

Second, Brookhart (1991) argued that even if teachers were aware of the basic grading principles, 

they still struggled with actual implementation of those principles. Truly, Grading is a time 

consuming and anxiety-provoking process (Thorndike, 2005), thus teachers may find it difficult 

to spare themselves from being influenced by non-achievement factors. For example, a student 

with low achievement but making great effort may “distress them [teachers] on both a 

professional and personal level” (Randall and Engelhard, 2010, p. 1379).  

The practice of grading with both achievement and non-achievement factors leads to the 

hodgepodge nature of a grade, and declines the pure meaning of a grade as an achievement 
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indicator (O'Connor, 2002). These grades are not reflection of students’ actual achievement, 

since they have involved a set of non-achievement factors. Therefore, these all-in-one grades are 

difficult to be interpreted by stakeholders. Further, these grades are not accurate in nature 

because some immeasurable factors are included (e.g., effort, ability) (Brookhart, 2004; Linn & 

Miller, 2005).  

A closer examination into differences between students’ mean grades in relation to their 

achievement found certain patterns. The present study classified students into two groups by 

their achievement, i.e., students with high (90%) and low (65%) achievement. Teachers 

increased all of the grades when students have low achievement (65%), and decreased most of 

the grades when students have high achievement (90%), which indicates teachers always apt to 

show their “success bias” (Bonner & Chen, 2009, p. 73), more or less, to students with low 

achievement even when these students had one or more negative non-achievement factor(s). 

Teachers appeared to be trying their best to grade for students’ own good and success, thus they 

increased low achievement students’ grades. This finding is well supported by previous research 

(e.g., Brookhart, 1993; McMillan & Nash, 2000; Tierney et al., 2011). McMillan and Nash (2000) 

found that how teachers graded students depended on what was the best for students’ success. In 

contrast, teachers were strict with those students with high achievement and in most cases, they 

decreased their grades because of one or more negative characteristics of those students. For 

example, both S1 and S2 have all positive non-achievement factors (i.e., strong ability, great 

progress, full attendance, great effort), when S1 achieved 90%, teachers only increased 4.72 
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marks as an incentive, but when S2 achieved 65%, teachers increased 17.64 marks as a great 

bonus. Similarly, both S31 and S32 have all negative non-achievement factors (i.e., average 

ability, little progress, partial attendance, little effort), when S31 achieved 90%, teachers 

decreased 12.57 marks as punishment, but when S32 achieved 65%, teachers still increased .99 

marks, probably as encouragement.  

Therefore, one conclusion could be drawn, within the context of the current study, that 

teachers lowered students’ grades when they presented negative non-achievement factors. This 

finding is not supported by previous studies conducted in North America. Tierney et al. (2011) 

found that grading was an additive process when teachers considered effort factor in grades. 

They explained that teachers would boost a student’s grade because of great effort, but not lower 

a student’s grade because of little effort. Brookhart (1993) and Randall and Engelhard (2010) 

reported similar findings. This is probably because measurement specialists in North America 

have been suggesting that grades should be of some value as rewards, but not punishment (e.g., 

Guskey & Bailey, 2001). However, although teachers did not decrease grades in Tierney et al.’s 

(2011) study, teachers expressed their opinions that there should be a consequence for some 

negative characteristics (i.e., late submission of work), otherwise, there would be long-term 

impact on students’ development. However, the consequence does not have to be lowering their 

term grades. In the Chinese context, researchers agree to punish students by lowering their 

grades if they had negative characteristics, for instance, being absent from classes without any 

reason (e.g., Hou, 2007; Huang, 2008). Therefore, it is not surprising to find these CSOL 
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teachers lowered grades, especially when students had a high achievement in the current context. 

Nevertheless, CSOL teachers’ grading practices are not completely arbitrary. They did notice 

that some students had more negative characteristics than others. Therefore, the sixteen mean 

grades in each group (high and low achievement groups) presented a decreasing trend (Table 3) 

in general.  

This study also found that each teacher’s perspective on every individual student was quite 

different by examining the SD of each student’s raw score assigned by the teachers. The most 

controversial student was S31 with the largest SD (10.30) who had 90% achievement, partial 

attendance, little effort, little progress, and average ability. The largest SD indicates that some 

teachers might have assigned a high grade because of high achievement and ignored the negative 

characteristics, while others have lowered this student’s grade to a large extent. This suggested 

teachers’ grading decision varied from each other. The calculation of frequencies further 

confirmed this finding. In both groups, students with high and low achievement, teachers’ 

grading decisions were dispersed. This finding added to the body of evidence that teachers’ 

perspectives on what grade they should assign diverged from each other. Reeve (2008) 

mentioned his experiment conducted with thousands of teachers and administrators in the United 

States, Canada, and Argentina. He asked teachers to grade the same student who presented both 

achievement and non-achievement factors (i.e., missing assignment). Teachers’ decision “ranged 

from A to F and included everything in between” (p. 85). Guskey and Bailey (2001) and 

Marzano (1995, 1998) reported similar results. McMillan et al. (2002) assumed that if teachers 
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assigned grades solely based on academic performance, there would be much more consistency. 

In the Chinese context, since there is no consensus on how to grade students, and researchers are 

in disagreement about how many marks should be weighted to each factor (e.g., Hou, 2007; 

Huang, 2008; Luo et al., 2011). Teachers might have graded students based on their own 

teaching and assessment beliefs. 

Further, differences among the four students who presented extreme characteristics were 

examined. First, differences between two students who were completely different in 

non-achievement factors but were same in achievement, either high or low, were examined. It 

was found that there was a significant difference, indicating teachers would assign very different 

grades to the two students even when they have the same achievement. This finding implied 

teachers put heavy value on those non-achievement factors - positive and negative. It is in line 

with the previous studies where researchers have found non-achievement factors significantly 

affected students’ grades, even when these two students had the same achievement (Randall & 

Engelhard, 2010). The consequence is that the more value teachers put on non-achievement 

factors, the less accurate indicators of achievement the grades would be. Second, differences 

between the two students who had all positive or negative non-achievement factors but were 

different in achievement were examined. Results showed significant differences as well. It 

indicated that how teachers weighted non-achievement factors could be very different, depending 

on how much students have achieved. This finding suggested teachers might have applied 

different grading principles or standards to different students, which could be subjective. Wendel 
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and Anderson (1994) pointed out that applying different grading principles to different students 

could be confusing. For example, the student with 65% achievement but all positive 

non-achievement factors had a great boost in the final grade, while the student with 90% 

achievement only had a very limited boost in the final grade. It might provide misleading 

information with students that it does not matter one’s achievement is low, as long as a student 

has full attendance, works hard, has progress and presents strong ability, he/she could still get a 

decent grade. It may make the student with high achievement feel that teachers are not fair 

(Reeve, 2008). Indeed, researchers have noticed this inconsistency in applying grading principles 

(e.g., Brookhart, 2011; Randall & Engelhard, 2010). However, research in the Chinese context 

did not show their concern over this inconsistency. As can be seen in the current study, students 

in Chinese context might have been applied with different grading systems, but when students 

use grades for different purposes, all the stakeholders would assume that the grades are reliable 

achievement indicators. This mismatch will lead to serious consequences to students, such as 

inappropriate decisions on their study, funding, or job application. 

Relationship Between Achievement and Non-Achievement Factors and Grades 

When investigating the relationship between achievement and non-achievement factors and 

mean grades, teachers were found to have involved all five factors in grades: achievement was 

the most influential (the mean grades teachers assigned), followed by four non-achievement 

factors which were attendance, effort, progress, and ability. It suggested that CSOL teachers 

agreed that what mattered in students’ grades most was how many course objectives they had 
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mastered, even if there were no formal grading policies for teachers to follow (Xu & Wang, 

2005). This is to say, although teachers involved non-achievement factors in grades, they put the 

primary emphasis on how much students have learned when assigning grades. Previous studies 

conducted both in Chinese and North America contexts showed strong support for this practice. 

In North America, researchers and measurement specialists recommended standard-based 

grading practice, which meant students’ achievement should be the primary and only factor 

teachers should consider when assigning grades (e.g., Brookhart, 2011; Marzano, 2000; 

O’Connor, 1999). Empirical studies also showed although teachers sometimes include 

non-achievement factors in grades, achievement was the most significant factor teachers 

considered (e.g., Cox, 2011, McMillan, 2001; McMillan et al., 2002; Randall & Engelhard, 

2010), which is consistently with the current study. For example, McMillan et al. (2002) 

investigated 901 mathematics and language arts elementary teachers, asking them to respond to a 

questionnaire containing 6-point Likert-scale items. These items included all the factors teacher 

might consider when assigning grades. Both mathematics and language arts teachers showed the 

greatest value on “academic performance” (Mmaths = 4.40, Mlanguage arts = 4.37) (p. 207) and 

“specific learning objectives mastered” (Mmaths = 4.53, Mlanguage arts = 4.50) (p. 207). In the 

Chinese context, quite a few researchers favored the grading practice that involved 70% of the 

achievement factor and 30% of the non-achievement factors (e.g., Luo et al., 2011; Tian, 2005). 

At the same time, CSOL teachers valued students’ attendance and effort to a very large 

extent. Whether students had attended all classes or not had a great impact on their grades. 
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Averagely, students with full attendance record received 6.14 marks more than students with 

partial attendance record. Teachers also offered more marks, 5.20, to students who worked hard 

than students who did not work hard. Effort has been considered to have a great value in grading 

process in previous studies. In North America, for example, Randall and Engelhard (2010) 

reported that teachers admitted they would reward for effort in class. McMillan (2001) also 

reported that approximately 38% of the teachers would consider effort as “quite a bit” 

“extensively” or “completely” (p. 25) important when grading. McMillan et al. (2002) found 

teachers put at least 3.21 out of 6-point scale to indicate the extent they involved effort factor in 

grades. In China, researchers believed effort could be demonstrated by, but not limited to, 

completion of assignment, class participation, and students’ attitude towards learning (Huang, 

2008). Wu (2008) suggested teachers boosting 10-13 marks more to students who could actively 

take part in the class discussion and take clear learning notes. Hou (2007) indicated teachers 

should give students 3-5 marks if students have actively raised their hands and answered teachers’ 

questions in class correctly. Attendance factor has not been investigated empirically in previous 

studies. Probably many researchers regarded attendance as part of effort. However, the 

collinearity test in the current study proved they are separated factors within this research context. 

Attendance is different from “participation” that has been mentioned in previous literature 

(McMillan, 2001). Participation is more related to students’ involvement in classroom discussion, 

while attendance refers to whether students have come to attend the class in person. In addition, 

attendance is the most frequently mentioned factor in grading issues among Chinese teachers and 
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researchers (e.g., Hou, 2007; Huang, 2011; Wu, 2008; Yin, 2008; Zhou, 2006). Hou (2007) 

suggested lowering students’ grades when they were absent from classes, especially without any 

reason, by 10-20 marks. Zhou (2006) argued 2-3 marks should be deducted from students’ 

grades for every time they missed class. As has been expected, attendance factor turned out to be 

the most valued non-achievement factor among CSOL teachers in this study. This is not 

surprising in the Chinese educational context as students who do not attend classes without an 

excuse could be considered as a serious behavioral problem (e.g., Wen & Xie, 2011; Yang, 

2006). Teachers would consider such a student did not develop a good learning habit and were 

indifferent about their own study (e.g., Fu & Zhang, 2003; Yin, 2008). Teachers believed 

involving attendance factor in students’ final grades could motivate students to attend classes, 

and ultimately promote their learning (Fu & Zhang, 2003). 

Progress and ability are two other significant factors influencing grades in the current study. 

Progress, sometimes interchangeably used with improvement in previous studies, was considered 

as an important variable influencing grades both in empirical studies (e.g., Bonner & Chen, 2009; 

Frary et al., 1993; McMillan, 2001; McMillan et al., 2002) and non-empirical studies (e.g., 

Huang, 2008; Tomlinson, 2001). McMillan et al. (2002) reported that in their study investigating 

the factors counted in grades, “improvement of performance” (p. 207) contributed “some” to 

“quite a bit” (p. 208) on average. Bonner and Chen (2009) also found teachers in their study 

considered improvement factor quite a bit because teachers believed this practice could motivate 

students. In China, Huang (2008) has put forward the idea to reward students by increasing their 
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grades if they made progress. As well, this study presents the ability factor as the least significant 

factor among all four non-achievement factors. Research studies conducted in North America 

have demonstrated that ability is the most frequently reported non-achievement factors 

considered by teachers (e.g., Cizek et al., 1995; McMillan, 2001; McMillan et al., 2002; Randall 

& Engelhard, 2010). Cizek et al. (1995) claimed 51.5% of the teachers considered ability factor 

in their grades. McMillan et al. (2002) found that teachers’ responses to ability factor varied. 

They reported that 23% of the teachers indicated they did not consider ability factor, while 47% 

of them responded “quite a bit, extensively, or completely” (p. 208). Randall and Engelhard 

(2010) also identified that ability was one of the significant factors considered by teachers when 

assigning grades. The current study, while confirming the previous studies’ findings, indicated 

that CSOL teachers might not think ability a typical non-achievement factor they would consider, 

as there was only a small variance in students’ mean grades when they have different level of 

ability. In other words, CSOL teachers involved ability factor in grading, but they probably 

agreed that there were many other factors more important than ability. As well, less research in 

the Chinese context showed that ability was a valued factor in grading. 

It should be noted that when the questionnaires were issued to teachers, teachers were 

reminded that they could decide which factors to be included or excluded. Results show that they 

chose to involve all factors. They seemed to be trying to put as much information as possible into 

a grade. They might intend to employ this practice to reward, punish, and motivate students, and 

ultimately enhance learning. However, it is highly doubtful whether this practice could enhance 



	   63	  

learning. For example, a student, in order to obtain a high grade, could attend all of the classes 

without paying any attention to what teachers have addressed. 

The reason why teachers put the least emphasis on ability factor could be inferred as 

follows. Attendance, effort, and progress factors can be ‘manipulated’, which means if teachers 

involve these factors in grades, students would try their best to have a full attendance record, 

work hard, and make progress. However, students’ ability could not be well manipulated. 

Teachers may think ability is students’ innate characteristics. Students’ ability would not 

increase effectively as attendance if teachers involve it in grading.  

These all-in-one grades might motivate students as teachers expected, because students 

would try their best to gain a high grade. However, a grade, containing so many types of 

information, is hard to be interpreted appropriately unless communicated to the stakeholders 

according, thus undermining its validity. It will not be able to effectively communicate students’ 

achievement with stakeholders. Then a serious problem is how stakeholders could make 

decisions, such as admission, placement, funding allocation, based on these un-interpretable 

grades. For example, when students from China use these grades to apply for further study 

abroad, potential admission committees would have no way to know how well students get 

prepared for the coming study when referring to their grades, because students’ achievement 

could have been either inflated or underestimated because of non-achievement factors. Therefore, 

studies of this nature help potential stakeholders understand the compounding nature of a grade: 

A grade does not necessarily present how much a student has achieved in their academic work, 



	   64	  

and it could include many types of information. 

Teachers’ Experiences and the Relationship Between Factors and Grades 

The third research question examined whether teachers’ experiences, including teachers’ 

assessment training experience, perceptions of grades they previously received as students, and 

their teaching and grading experiences, would make a difference in their grading practices in 

dealing with achievement and non-achievement factors. The results did not show any significant 

differences. No matter what kind of experiences teachers had, they involved all achievement and 

non-achievement factors in grades and put the greatest value on achievement, then attendance, 

and then effort, followed by progress and ability. Previous studies have shown mixed findings 

regarding the influences of teachers’ experiences on their assessment and grading practices. 

In the current study, teachers with and without assessment training had the same grading 

practice. It is unknown what CSOL teachers have learned in the assessment courses or 

workshops they indicated, which could be an area of future research. The possible reasons why 

teachers had an agreement on grading practices could be inferred as follows. First, CSOL teacher 

education programs have taught teachers to grade students with non-achievement factors. As has 

been mentioned, in China it is a prevalent and widely accepted practice among researchers and 

teachers to involve non-achievement factors in grades. Second, the CSOL teacher education 

program did teach teachers how to deal with achievement and non-achievement factors 

appropriately, however, teachers did not follow these instructions. This possibility is supported 

by previous studies. For example, Bonner and Chen (2009) reported the weak influence of 
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assessment courses on teachers’ grading practices. Campbell and Evans (2000) also found that 

teachers did not implement assessment practices that were taught in the assessment courses. 

These reasons are assumptions, and need further investigation in CSOL teacher education 

program curriculum and teacher educators. At this time, what can be concluded is that these 

CSOL teachers who had attended assessment courses and workshops involved non-achievement 

factors in grades in the way that is same as those who had not taken any assessment courses and 

workshops. Campbell	  and	  Evans	  commented	  that	  teachers	  might	  not	  understand	  the	  

abstract	  assessment	  concepts	  such	  as	  validity	  and	  reliability	  very	  well,	  and	  hence	  they	  did	  

not	  think	  following	  what	  they	  had	  learned	  in	  assessment	  courses	  was	  essential. 

In addition, teachers’ different perceptions on the grades they received as students did not 

make much difference in their grading practices. Teachers who perceived that 75% or more of 

grades they received could reflect their actual achievement and those who perceived 50% or less 

had the similar grading practices on involving achievement and non-achievement factors. It 

indicates that although teachers perceived most of their grades were achievement indicators, they 

would assign grades to their students with both achievement and non-achievement factors. This 

is opposed to what Guskey (2002) suggested, “they [teachers] do what was done to them” (p. 16). 

As well, this finding is not in line with what Xu and Liu (2009) found in their study conducted in 

the Chinese context. Through a case study, Xu and Liu found that the teacher had referred to her 

prior experience of being assessed in classroom when implementing assessment practices in her 

own classroom. 
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Further, teachers with and without teaching and grading experience implemented the same 

grading practices. In other words, teaching and grading experience did not play a role in these 

teachers’ grading practice within the context of this study. All teachers involved 

non-achievement factors in grades. Previous studies provided evidence to support that teaching 

and grading experiences would add to teachers’ pedagogical knowledge in assessment and 

grading in the North American context (e.g., Mertler, 2005; Tierney et al., 2011). The 

insignificant results in the current study might be due to the lack of actual classroom teaching 

experience of TCSOL teacher candidates at the time of the study. Although over 50% of them 

had part-time teaching experience, this experience could include many types of informal 

teaching such as small group and one-to-one tutoring rather than actual regular day-to-day 

classroom teaching. The informal teaching might be less effective to provide teachers with 

deeper understanding in classroom assessment and grading and help them develop proper 

grading practices. 

Limitations and Future Research 

It is important to note that there are limitations to the present study. First, only four 

non-achievement factors were selected for investigation. There are certainly more 

non-achievement factors (i.e., participation, assignment completion) considered by teachers 

when assigning grades. However, if more factors were selected, there would be more scenarios, 

which will require participants to spend more time and energy to grade each student and ended 

up with a longer questionnaire. Considering most of the questionnaires were administered when 
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CSOL teacher candidate were having classes, this study limited the number of factors and 

employed Guttman’s Mapping Sentences (Guttman, 1977). To achieve this, this study also 

included some non-achievement factors (e.g. assignment completion) in effort. Future research 

could separate these factors into individual ones and employ a different research instrument to 

examine the effects of other factors (i.e., Likert-scale). As well, in order to reduce the total 

number of scenarios, the current study divided each factor into only two levels, but in the real 

classroom setting, students’ characteristics are probably too complicated to be described simply 

in this dichotomous way. If there could be more levels, then scenarios would look more real.  

Second, although each factor has been described in the questionnaire, it is still difficult to 

make sure that participants interpreted each of them in a same way. For example, when 

participants read “partial attendance” which was designed to mean that students had shown class 

absence record, some of them might assume students had missed one class, while others might 

think three classes or more. Similarly, they might also have different interpretations on, for 

example, great/little effort, strong/average ability and great/little progress. 

Third, researchers have argued that students’ aptitude, such as ability and effort, are hard to 

be separated from their achievement because both are dependent on student’s learning (Linn & 

Miller, 2005). Therefore, in real life situations, teachers may not view achievement and 

non-achievement factors entirely separately when grading as they were requested in the current 

study.  

Fourth, this study employed quantitative method alone to investigate whether teachers’ 
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experiences would differentiate their grading practices. Four proposed selection variables did not 

generate any statistical significant differences. However, it is not true in the current study that 

teachers had completely the same grading decisions. Then, if teachers’ grading practices are 

varied (i.e., they involve non-achievement factors to a different degree), then it is worth further 

examining what makes these differences. Qualitative method can be used in future studies to 

examine this issue, because qualitative method, such as interviews with teachers, may elicit 

direct opinions and perspectives on reasons why teachers adopt certain grading practices. 

Fifth, this study did not specify the grade level of students in the scenarios. It might cause 

confusion. As previous studies pointed out that teachers would have different grading practices 

on achievement and non-achievement factors to students at different grade levels (Randall & 

Engelhard, 2008). However, this should not be a serious problem in the current context, because 

as there were very few students at primary and secondary school studying Chinese as a second 

language in China, the CSOL teacher candidates, especially those who are still in their Master’s 

studies as in this current study, were very likely to assume the students in scenarios were adults 

learning Chinese at the post-secondary level. In the future studies, researchers should specify 

grade level to avoid unnecessary confusions. 

Sixth, as Randall and Engelhard (2010) pointed out in their study, the scenarios provided to 

the participants were just slightly different from each other. Teachers would get exhausted to 

distinguish the differences. Due to the limited time period given to the teachers when 

questionnaire were issued, they had to respond to each scenario quickly and keep highly 
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concentrated. These might affect their answers to some extent. Furthermore, they would easily 

recognize the pattern of the scenarios, and very likely their answers have been influenced by this 

pattern. Despite of this constraint, the questionnaire responses have a high reliability. 

Conclusions 

Guskey (2009, p. 2) pointed out: “No challenge has been thornier or more vexing than 

grading and reporting”. Indeed, assigning grades could be a struggling experience as grades have 

high stakes among stakeholders. This study demonstrated the completely different opinions on 

grading with achievement and non-achievement factors between researchers in the Chinese 

context and those in contexts other than China (e.g., North America). While researchers in North 

America have been making efforts to implement standards-based grading which eliminates 

non-achievement factors in grades (e.g., Guskey, 2009, Brookhart, 2011), teachers in the Chinese 

context emphasize on involving non-achievement factors in grades to motivate students (e.g., 

Hou, 2007, Huang, 2008).  

The results showed CSOL teachers assigned more marks to students with low achievement 

because of non-achievement factors, compare to those with high achievement. Their opinions on 

grading decisions were quite dispersed. Their grading practices were also inconsistent when 

dealing with different students. Among four non-achievement factors, they put the greatest value 

on attendance, and then effort, followed by progress and ability. Teachers’ past experiences, 

including their assessment training, perceptions on grades they previously received, teaching and 

grading experiences, could not differentiate their grading practices within the context of the 
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study. 

CSOL teacher education programs should be responsible for preparing teachers to face the 

challenges of classroom grading. Teachers should be informed that grading is not a natural 

process, and requires careful consideration and training. It is recommended that CSOL teacher 

education programs include grading topic into their assessment courses, especially the meaning 

of achievement and non-achievement factors and how the inclusion of all the factors into one 

grade would undermine a grade’ validity unless a specified rubrics is provided to teachers and 

students as well as other stakeholders. It would be impossible for teachers to implement proper 

assessment and grading practices in classrooms unless they were well educated in classroom 

assessment and grading. 

Grading might have been considered as a small part in classroom assessment, however, 

grades matter very much to a student’s success. To make sure that a grade is an effective 

communication tool, teachers need to understand what could, and should count for a grade. 

Perhaps, Albert Einstein, a great physicist in 20th century, could provide Chinese teachers, 

researchers, and educators with a friendly reminder: Not everything that counts can be counted, 

and not everything that can be counted counts. 
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Appendix Ⅰ: Questionnaire (English) 

Questionnaire of TCSOL Student Teachers’ Classroom Grading Practices 

     The questionnaire aims to investigate teachers’ grading practices in classrooms. It consists 

of two sections. It will take you 15 minutes to fill in the questionnaire. Please fill in all the 

information according to your interpretation and situation. Your answer would be valuable in 

providing implications to TCSOL teacher education. Thank you very much. 

Section One. Your Grading Practices 

Instruction: Below are 32 scenarios that ask you to make decisions about your grading practices. 

For each one, certain variables have been manipulated. Please read each one carefully as if it is 

referring to your own class and respond with a numerical grade accordingly. There are five 

factors you MAY consider when you make decisions:  

 

 
Factors Levels Description 

 

1 Ability Strong/average 
refers to student’s ability that can ensure his/her mastery 
and use of Chinese language, such as the abilities to 
imitate, memorize, observe, think and imagine, etc. 

2 Progress Great/little 
refers to the progress that a student has made since the 
last semester. 

3 Attendance 
Full/partial 

without notice 
refers to a student’s attendance record. 

4 Effort Great/little 
refers to a student’s attitude in learning, classroom 
participation and assignment completion. 

5 Achievement 90%/65% 
refers to the amount of learning objectives mastered 
during the current semester. 
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Suppose you are the Chinese language teacher of the following 32 students, Please read 

each one carefully as if it is referring to your own class and respond with a numerical grade 

accordingly. The full grade is 100 and 60 is the pass grade. 90-100: excellent; 80-89 good, 70-79 

fair, 60-69 pass. 

Example: The following paragraph describes the characteristics of the first student Jingyu: 

Jingyu has strong ability. Jingyu has made great progress since last semester. 

Jingyu has full class attendance record. Jingyu works hard. Based on project, test and 

quiz scores, you know that Jingyu has mastered 90% of the course objectives. 

Now please carefully consider Jingyu’s situation, and assign a grade. Please fill it in the 

column below “Grades”. 

ATTENTION: You can decide which factor(s) to be considered, and the extent to which 

you consider factor(s). 

No. 
Student 

name 

Factors that you may consider 
Grades 

Ability Progress Attendance Effort Achievement 

1 Jingyu Strong Great Full Great 90%  

2 Wenjia Strong Great Full Great 65%  

3 Ningrui Average Great Full Great 90%  

4 Jiale Average Great Full Great 65%  
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5 Qixuan Strong Little Full Great 90%  

6 Wenqing Strong Little Full Great 65%  

7 Xiaoyu Average Little Full Great 90%  

8 Yuze Average Little Full Great 65%  

9 Enxi Strong Great Full Little 90%  

10 Yichen Strong Great Full Little 65%  

11 Ruiyang Average Great Full Little 90%  

12 Zilin Average Great Full Little 65%  

13 Yifan Strong Little Full Little 90%  

14 Xiaoxu Strong Little Full Little 65%  

15 Xiaoyi Average Little Full Little 90%  

16 Chenfeng Average Little Full Little 65%  

17 Wudi Strong Great Partial Great 90%  

18 Wenyu Strong Great Partial Great 65%  

19 Wangyu Average Great Partial Great 90%  

20 Shuqi Average Great Partial Great 65%  

21 Qinglan Strong Little Partial Great 90%  

22 Qiuli Strong Little Partial Great 65%  

23 Liyu Average Little Partial Great 90%  
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24 Zhiping Average Little Partial Great 65%  

25 Minghui Strong Great Partial Little 90%  

26 Yuqi Strong Great Partial Little 65%  

27 Dexian Average Great Partial Little 90%  

28 Yongshan Average Great Partial Little 65%  

29 Sulei Strong Little Partial Little 90%  

30 Jiangyi Strong Little Partial Little 65%  

31 Songen Average Little Partial Little 90%  

32 Yifei Average Little Partial Little 65%  
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Section Two. Your Past Experiences and Yourself 

1. Have you completed a full course in assessment, a course in which classroom grading 

was one of the topics, or a formal workshop on classroom grading? (Please check (√) all 

that apply).  

a. Yes, I have completed an educational assessment course in which classroom grading was one 

of the topics. 

b. Yes, I have completed an educational assessment course in which the topic of classroom 

grading was not covered. 

c. Yes, I have completed a workshop in educational assessment in which classroom grading was 

one of the topics. 

d. Yes, I have completed a workshop in educational assessment in which the topic of classroom 

grading was not covered. 

d. No, I have attended no courses or workshops on educational assessment and classroom grading 

before. 
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2. a) During your undergraduate studies, how do you perceive the final grades your 

teachers assigned to you? 

a. I feel all of my grades could reflect my achievement, and they were not influenced by other factors 

(i.e., ability, progress, attendance, effort). 

b. I feel 75% of my grades could reflect my achievement, and the rest of them might be influenced by 

other factors (i.e., ability, progress, attendance, effort). 

c. I feel 50% of my grades could reflect my achievement, and the rest of them might be influenced by 

other factors (i.e., ability, progress, attendance, effort). 

d. I feel 25% of my grades could reflect my achievement, and the rest of them might be influenced by 

other factors (i.e., ability, progress, attendance, effort). 

e. I feel none of my grades could reflect my achievement, and all them might be influenced by other 

factors (i.e., ability, progress, attendance, effort). 

 

3. a) Do you have full and part time classroom experience?   

a. Yes, I have been a full time teacher. 

b. Yes, I have been a part time teacher. 

c. Yes, I have been both full- and part time teacher. 

d. No, I have never been a teacher. 

   b) Have you ever graded students? 

a. Yes.       b. No. 
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4. Please provide some information about you and your educational background. 

Sex A. male B. female    

Which program are you in now? A. MA in TCFL B. MTCSOL C. MEd in TCFL 

 Others, please specify: __________________________ 

Which year are you in now? A. 1st year B. 2nd years C. 3rd year 

 

THE END OF QUESTIONNAIRE. THANK YOU VERY MUCH! 
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Appendix Ⅱ: Questionnaire (Chinese) 

对外汉语教师课堂成绩评定操作方法调查问卷  

本问卷将调查对外汉语教师如何评定学生期末成绩。问卷包括两部分，共需时约 15

分钟。请根据您的实际情况回答所有问题。您的回答将为对外汉语师资培训提供很有价值

的参考。非常感谢！ 

第一部分 成绩评定操作方法 

说明：这部分设置了 32 个课堂假设情景，每一个情景均规定了您作为教师在给学生评

定期末成绩时可能要考虑的 5 个因素。在评定成绩时，这 5 个因素您可以全部考虑，

也可以只考虑其中若干： 

 

 
因素 分级 描述 

 

1 学生能力 强/一般 

指学生在学中文时可以保证其掌握和运用语言的能力，

例如模仿力，记忆力，观察力，注意力，思维力，想象

力等。 

2 进步情况 明显/没有 指学生各方面自前一学期到目前为止的进步情况。 

3 出勤情况 全勤/旷课 指学生到课情况。 

4 努力程度 很努力/不努力 指学生学习态度、课堂参与、作业完成情况。 

5 
课程目标

完成情况 
90%/65% 

指学生在本学期内所掌握的课程内容量。教师主要通过

平时作业，小测验，考试可知。 

    假设您是下面这 32 位学生的汉语老师，请您仔细考虑每个学生的情况，然后根据您的

理解给出一个相应的分数，即该学生的期末成绩。满分是 100 分，60 分为及格线。90

分以上为优秀（含 90 分），80 至 89 分为良好（含 80 分），70 至 79 分为较好（含

70 分），60 至 69 分为及格（含 60 分）。 

例：以下是第一个情景，描述了第一位学生靖宇的情况。 

靖宇能力很强；自上一学期以来各方面也有明显进步；该同学上课全勤；平时也很努

力；根据平时作业，小测验，考试情况，可知靖宇已经完成了课程目标的 90%。 
现在请您仔细考虑可能影响靖宇期末成绩的各个因素，为靖宇评定期末成绩，请将您

的分数写在“期末成绩”一栏中： 
请注意：您可自行决定考虑其中若干或全部因素，以及在多大程度上考虑这些因素。  

现在请翻到下一页，根据您的理解为每一位学生评定期末成绩，并将分数写在“期

末成绩”一栏中。 

序

号	  
学生

姓名	  
可能影响期末成绩的因素	   期末

成绩	  学生能力	   进步情况	   出勤记录	   努力程度	   课程目标完成情况	  

1	   靖宇	   强	   明显	   全勤	   很努力	   90%	   	  
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序

号 	  
学生

姓名 	  

可能影响期末成绩的因素 	  
期末

成绩 	  学生能力 	   进步情况 	   出勤记录 	   努力程度 	  
课程目标完成

情况 	  

1	   靖宇	   强	   明显	   全勤	   很努力	   90%	   	  

2	   文嘉	   强	   明显	   全勤	   很努力	   65%	   	  

3	   宁瑞	   一般	   明显	   全勤	   很努力	   90%	   	  

4	   佳乐	   一般	   明显	   全勤	   很努力	   65%	   	  

5	   启轩	   强	   没有	   全勤	   很努力	   90%	   	  

6	   文清	   强	   没有	   全勤	   很努力	   65%	   	  

7	   晓宇	   一般	   没有	   全勤	   很努力	   90%	   	  

8	   雨泽	   一般	   没有	   全勤	   很努力	   65%	   	  

9	   恩熙	   强	   明显	   全勤	   不努力	   90%	   	  

10	   奕辰	   强	   明显	   全勤	   不努力	   65%	   	  

11	   睿阳	   一般	   明显	   全勤	   不努力	   90%	   	  

12	   子霖	   一般	   明显	   全勤	   不努力	   65%	   	  

13	   亦凡	   强	   没有	   全勤	   不努力	   90%	   	  

14	   晓旭	   强	   没有	   全勤	   不努力	   65%	   	  

15	   萧逸	   一般	   没有	   全勤	   不努力	   90%	   	  

16	   陈枫	   一般	   没有	   全勤	   不努力	   65%	   	  

17	   昊迪	   强	   明显	   旷课	   很努力	   90%	   	  

18	   文昱	   强	   明显	   旷课	   很努力	   65%	   	  

19	   王瑜	   一般	   明显	   旷课	   很努力	   90%	   	  

20	   树琪	   一般	   明显	   旷课	   很努力	   65%	   	  

21	   青岚	   强	   没有	   旷课	   很努力	   90%	   	  

22	   秋黎	   强	   没有	   旷课	   很努力	   65%	   	  

23	   李煜	   一般	   没有	   旷课	   很努力	   90%	   	  

24	   志平	   一般	   没有	   旷课	   很努力	   65%	   	  

25	   铭惠	   强	   明显	   旷课	   不努力	   90%	   	  

26	   玉琪	   强	   明显	   旷课	   不努力	   65%	   	  

27	   德仙	   一般	   明显	   旷课	   不努力	   90%	   	  

28	   永杉	   一般	   明显	   旷课	   不努力	   65%	   	  

29	   苏雷	   强	   没有	   旷课	   不努力	   90%	   	  

30	   江一	   强	   没有	   旷课	   不努力	   65%	   	  

31	   颂恩	   一般	   没有	   旷课	   不努力	   90%	   	  

32	   逸斐	   一般	   没有	   旷课	   不努力	   65%	   	  
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第二部分  您的经历和个人信息  

1. 您是否上过或参加过任何关于教育测试或期末成绩评定的课程、工作坊或讲座？

（请选择所有适合的选项）  

a. 是，我上过一个学期（或以上）关于教育测试的课程，并且其中有关于期末成绩评定的内

容。 

b. 是，我上过一个学期（或以上）关于教育测试的课程，但其中没有关于期末成绩评定的内

容。 

c. 是，我参加过一个关于教育测试的工作坊/讲座，并且其中有关于期末成绩评定的内容。 

d. 是，我参加过一个关于教育测试的工作坊/讲座，但其中没有关于期末成绩评定的内容。 

e. 否，我从来没有上过或参加过任何形式的教育测试或期末成绩评定的课程或培训。 

 

2. 在您自己的本科学习阶段，您如何看待老师给您评定的期末成绩？  

a. 我觉得我所有的成绩（100%）都如实反映了我的课程目标完成情况，没有任何成绩受

到其他因素（如学生能力，进步情况，出勤情况，努力程度等）影响。 

b. 我觉得大部分成绩（75%左右）如实反映了我的课程目标完成情况，其他成绩可能受

到一些其他因素（如学生能力，进步情况，出勤情况，努力程度等）影响。 

c. 我觉得有一半成绩（50%左右）如实反映了我的课程目标完成情况，其他成绩可能受

到一些其他因素（如学生能力，进步情况，出勤情况，努力程度等）影响。 

d. 我觉得只有一少半成绩（25%左右）如实反映了我的课程目标完成情况，其他成绩可

能受到一些其他因素（如学生能力，进步情况，出勤情况，努力程度等）影响。 

e. 我觉得没有任何成绩（0%）能如实反映我的课程目标完成情况，所有成绩都可能受到

一些其他因素（如学生能力，进步情况，出勤情况，努力程度等）影响。 
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3. 1)您是否做过全职或兼职老师？  

a. 是的，我做过全职老师。 c. 是的，全职和兼职老师我都做过。 

b. 是的，我做过兼职老师。 d. 不，我没有做过老师。（请直接跳到第 4 题） 

    2) 您是否给学生评定过期末成绩？  

a. 评过              b. 没有评过 

 

4. 请填写您的个人信息和教育背景：  

性别 a. 男 b. 女   

目前专业 a. 对外汉语文学硕士 

b. 国际汉语教育硕士 

c. 其他，请注明: __________________________ 

目前年级 a. 研一        b.研二        c.研三 

 
	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   问卷完，请交回问卷。非常感谢！  
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