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Abstract 

 

The assessment is a demanding and important activity which has a significant impact on stu-

dents’ learning and motivation (White, 2009; Brookhart, 1993, 1994), curriculum development, 

and the teaching process as a whole (Harlen, 2007; Lyon, 2013). Since the teachers play a cen-

tral role in deciding upon assessment techniques and grades, it is their responsibility, in the first 

place, to assure that the assessment is versatile, feasible, fair, and ethical. Consequently, pre-

service and in-service teachers’ assessment training and knowledge concerning the assessment 

ethical codes and guidelines are of a major importance. The previous studies conducted by 

Green et al. (2007) and Liu et al. (2016) found that there is no professional agreement between 

pre-service and in-service teachers and in many cases, teacher’s ethical perceptions differed 

from the ethical principles specified in literature. 

The aim of the current study is to examine Finnish pre-service and in-service teachers’ percep-

tions about the ethicality of the classroom assessment practices. Moreover, it was important to 

detect whether all teachers follow the same guidelines when it comes to the ethicality of the 

classroom assessment. The participants of the study are pre-service teachers of the Primary 

Teacher Education Master Degree Programs of the University of Oulu and in-service teachers 

of the University of Oulu Teacher Training Schools, Linnanmaa, and Koskela.  

The results of this study show that on a less than a third of the scenarios, teachers within each 

group disagreed. And three out of 35 items displayed significant statistical disagreement be-

tween the groups of teachers. Based on these results, can be concluded that the instructions 

given to Finnish pre-service and in-service teachers regarding the classroom assessment prac-

tices, and their ethical judgement is in the most cases in line with the theories and guidelines. 

However, the findings also suggest that further instructions related to score pollution, the as-

sessment of collaborative work, the use of the versatile assessment, and the awareness of the 

instructions regarding assessment conveyed in the Curricula, should be more carefully ad-

dressed in pre-service and in-service teacher education. 
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1.      INTRODUCTION 

The assessment activity occupies one third of the professional time of teachers (Popham, 

2004; Crooks, 1988) and has a great impact on students’ learning, motivation (White, 2009; 

Brookhart, 1993, 1994), curriculum development, and the overall teaching process (Harlen, 

2007; Lyon, 2013). Pope (2006) conveyed that morality and ethics should be highly 

considered in the process of classroom assessment. Interestingly, there still is a gap in the 

literature that investigates how ethics supports the provision of fair and qualitative 

assessment. 

The issues related to the lack of ethical guidelines for the assessment practices resulted in 

multiple incidents published in the United States’ press. The importance of this issue, 

motivated researchers to study the core problem of ethics in academic assessment. Thus, the 

focus of the recent studies was to examine the teachers’ perceptions regarding various ethical 

issues in classroom assessment (Green, Johnson, Kim, & Pope, 2007). Green et al. (2007) 

highlighted that grades and other assessment techniques should show the level of student 

mastery of the set of instruction objectives. On the other hand, modification of grades for 

student effort, behavior, and late work put in danger the ethicality of assessment, polluting the 

grades. Moreover, the findings of this study showed that the pre-service and in-service 

teachers agreed with each other on less than half of the scenarios related to ethical issues in 

assessment used in the study. This suggests that there is no professional agreement in the field 

of assessment. Consequently, there is a need of further investigation in order to understand the 

existing gap between these two groups of teachers.  

Johnson, Green, Kim, and Pope (2008) examined principals and principal candidates’ 

understanding of the ethicality of the assessment practices applied in the United States. The 

results of this study revealed that there is no consensus between them as well. Therefore, 

Johnson et al. (2008) recommended a more profound professional development regarding 

ethical assessment. Tierney (2013) found that teachers “emphasized different aspects of 

fairness with the most prominent involving student’s opportunities to learn and demonstrate 

learning, transparency, the classroom environment, critical reflection, and the tension between 

equal and equitable treatment in assessment (p. 55).” A recent study by Liu, Johnson, and Fan 

(2016) represents a comparison of Chinese and U.S. pre-service teacher’s perceptions 

regarding the ethicality of classroom assessment. The researchers reported that there is no 
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global agreement regarding assessment and ethics. Moreover, teacher’s ethical perceptions, in 

many cases, differed from the ethical principles specified in earlier literature.  

The present study aims to investigate the ethicality of classroom assessment in Finland by 

comparing the perceptions of pre-service and in-service teachers. In this study, I have 

formulated the following research question: what is the degree of agreement between the 

groups of pre-service and in-service teachers regarding the ethicality of classroom 

assessment? In order to answer this question, I have developed and implemented a novel 35-

scenario survey for pre-service and in-service teachers in elementary schools of Oulu, 

Finland. I built this study based on similar studies described above. 

The Finnish educational system is considered one of the best in the world (the results of 

multiple international comparisons proved it, OECD, 2003, 2010, 2014). Consequently, it is 

important to find out whether the results obtained in this study are similar to or different from 

those of the previous studies conducted in other countries. Moreover, to the best of my 

knowledge no similar studies have been conducted in Finland to investigate the issue of 

ethicality of classroom assessment practices. In this sense, this study initiates a new research 

realm in the Finnish educational context concerning the ethicality of classroom assessment. 
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2.      THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

From a theoretical standpoint, ethics as a term has its roots in ancient Greek and refers to 

human conduct. Plato described ethics as a field of philosophy that refers to what “we ought 

to do” and its concern is to define what is right and wrong when it comes to human behavior. 

Singer (1993) suggested that ethics should not be perceived as a set of interdictions or as an 

“ideal system” that cannot be applied in practice. Once an ethical judgement cannot be 

applied in practice it means it lacks comprehensiveness in theory. Interestingly, Aristotle 

(284-322 BC) argued that by following our own choice, standards, and rationality we reach 

the meaning of moral behavior. Thus, only when the conditions of free decision and choice-

making are fulfilled, humans can think and behave ethically (Brandt & Rose, 2004). Another 

aspect that defines a behavior as ethical or unethical is its accordance or contradiction to one’s 

obligations. This explains why there may be a persistent gap between the ethical principles 

and behavior. Behavior requires specific judgement in a specific context and situation; thus a 

general agreement for each case would be hardly achieved (Hostetler, 1997; Strike & Soltis, 

1998; Kant, 1790). 

Furthermore, according to Herbart (1917), there are two scientific branches of knowledge that 

the science of pedagogy relies on: ethics and psychology. The first identifies the goals, 

whereas the second examines the means and the challenges. Taking into account these aspects 

and the core mission of education – to guide the development of an individual to reach the 

best results not only in a certain field but also as a sympathetic and respectful human being – 

we may conclude that education is an ethical activity. Mahony (2009) and Singer (1993, 

1994) pointed out that such ethical behavior as honesty and integrity is pertinent for both 

teachers and students. 

Many studies show that classroom assessment is a field where there is no general professional 

agreement, each teacher/professor being the one who decides upon the ethicality of 

assessment. Thus, teachers’ grading schemas vary from one case to another. For instance, 

they can include different aspects of assessment as neatness or class participation that are not 

considered directly connected to the mastery of learning goals. Guidelines for ethical 

assessment are provided in the United States by such sources as The Joint Committee on 

Standards for Educational Evaluation (JCSEE, 2003) that “require that student evaluations be 

ethical, fair, useful, feasible, and accurate” (JCSEE, p. 3), the Code of Ethical Conduct and 

Statement of Commitment of the National Association for the Education of Young Children 
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(2005). In Finland, such guidelines are provided by the National Core Curriculum that asks 

for “fair and ethical assessment” (p. 49). In addition, there are the Local and School 

Curriculums that present more specific guidelines regarding the education as a whole and 

regarding assessment. The meaning of these guidelines is to serve as supporting tools for 

teachers when it comes to solving the dilemmas related to assessment.  

McMillan (2000) proposed 11 assessment principles that represent the knowledge teachers 

and school administrators must possess. He also asked for versatile, valid, fair and ethical, 

efficient, and feasible assessment. Following such principles, teachers and administrators 

could build a basis for sound assessment practices. On the other hand, by not following these 

principles, teachers put in danger the ethicality of assessment and, hence, the students’ 

motivation and educational development.  

It is important that teachers have a broad understanding regarding the ethics in classroom 

assessment and their appropriateness for certain situations. According to Gipps (1994), the 

existing guidelines of ethical assessment are “general and almost superficial” (p. 144). In 

addition, Green et al. (2007) suggested that the element of applicable ethical guidelines to 

classroom assessment has not been addressed in depth and that such guidelines may not be 

applicable in specific situations. Consequently, it is significant that more research in the field 

of assessment ethicality be carried out in order to come up with reasoned guidelines and tools 

that would support teachers’ assessment activities. 

Besides the fact that previous literature offered limited attention to teacher’s ability to apply 

ethical guidelines in particular contexts (Green et al., 2007), teacher’s knowledge concerning 

ethical codes and guidelines may be doubtful because they either lack formal assessment 

training or their training is dated (Impara, Plake & Fager, 1993; Plake & Impara, 1997; 

Stiggings, 1999). Thus, the results of the present research may give an insight regarding the 

Finnish teachers’ assessment literacy and the knowledge they have about the existing 

guidelines related to the classroom assessment field. 

A few studies that attempted to study in more depth ethical issues in academic assessment are 

those of Airasian (2005), Taylor and Nolen (2005). These researchers examined the 

professional standards, ethical principles in education, the ethicality of the standardized test 

preparation activities, and the assessment literature. They found two main directions or two 

general guiding principles that could potentially explain the ethical dilemmas depicted in 

these documents. The first principle is “Do no Harm”, which is perceived as a general ethical 
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principle, applicable in people’s daily activities. In regards to this principle, there is a need of 

broad understanding of what harm is and how to choose from different harms when it comes 

to the teacher-student relationship. For instance, in Campbell’s (2003) study, a teacher had to 

change students’ grades in order to better the school’s performance statistics. In this situation, 

the teacher had to choose either to harm the student by altering the grade or to “harm” the 

school’s image by not raising the students’ grades. 

The “Do no Harm” principle derives from the “Golden Rule” - “Assess as Ye Would Be 

Assessed” (Payne, 2003) and is in line with the fundamental premise indicated in JCSEE 

(2003). In the Student Evaluation Standards, the ethical guidelines specify that one must 

protect the rights of those whose work is evaluated (p. 7). In this sense, by considering the 

student as the main “beneficiary” in the assessment process instead of the teacher and/or the 

school’s image (or the parents’ satisfaction) may prioritize the student’s rights above those of 

the other stakeholders of the educational process. 

The second general principle for classroom assessment is to “Avoid Score Pollution” 

(Popham, 1991; Haladyna, Nolen, & Haas, 1991). This principle was first proposed for the 

ethical standardized test preparation. However, Green et al. (2007) considered that this 

principle can also be applied in other classroom assessment practices - for example, the 

grading practices. Brookhart (2004) and Smith, Smith, and DeLisi (2001) argued that the 

assessment that includes grades should reflect only the level of mastery of the set objectives. 

Thus, whether a teacher considers students’ effort, behavior, or late work, when assigning 

grades, denotes the possibility that these grades do not accurately reflect the level of mastery 

of the academic goals. Moreover, if teachers do not use a blind grading system, they might 

unconsciously pollute the scores by giving higher grades to students that they prefer and vice 

versa. 
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3.      LITERATURE REVIEW 

In educational research, teacher ethics have been considered since the mid 1980’s (Colnerud, 

1997). Several researchers suggested that teachers’ ethical expertise should be addressed and 

expanded. Thus, pre-service and in-service teachers must receive the proper instructions when 

it comes to assessment ethicality. Moreover, they should be aware of the existing guidelines 

for assessment and be knowledgeable when it comes to their application in practice. 

Importantly, each profession implies a set of rules regarding behavior which are considered as 

the ethical rules of the profession (Thorndike, Cunningham, Thorndike & Hagen, 1991). The 

professionalization process stimulated the development of a new body of research in the field 

of ethics of teaching (Colnerud, 2006). In this sense, the research in the field of ethics of 

teaching emphasized moral values that are perceived as a personal philosophy and led to the 

development of professional standards for teachers (for example, the standards issued by the 

General Teaching Council for Northern Ireland where the teacher’s ethical code (GTCNI 

(2007) p. 5) is formulated).  

Since the professional standards were formulated, the attempts to compare the ethics of the 

teacher profession with those of other professions are always prevalent. However, the teacher 

profession has unique ethical conditions that must be considered. In this regard, 

Fenstermacher (1986) highlighted three distinctions. The first one is that in contrast to doctors 

(medical practitioners), teachers do not keep a knowledge gap between themselves and their 

pupils. The second difference derives from the teacher’s duty of understanding and helping 

the pupil. Consequently, the maintenance of a social distance between the teacher and the 

pupil is not possible. The last distinction is that teachers cannot fulfill the responsibility of 

teaching alone, pupils’ cooperation and feedback being a must for a sound educational 

process. 

Tom (1980), Strike (1990), and Clark (1990, 1991) argued that the power and responsibilities 

towards the pupils and the risk of exerting the power in a manipulative way by teachers 

should be addressed in more depth. For instance, Buzzelli and Johnson (2002) and Ryan 

(1997) conveyed that because of the authority involved in the process of judging a student’s 

work, grading is perceived as a morally demanding aspect of teaching. In addition, Terhart 

(1987, 1994) observed that teachers must be able to use such skills as self-control and self-

monitoring in the classroom activities where external control is lacking. The aptitude of 

applying this set of skills (self-control and self-monitoring) assures that the manipulative use 
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of authority is diminished. By doing so, the teacher takes the role of a facilitator and not the 

role of the only source of knowledge in the classroom. 

Since pupils through the end of high school (in most countries) are obliged to go to school, 

their relationship with the teacher(s) is not voluntary. Thus, the educational system should 

make sure that pupils are treated fairly and correctly in order to ground the obligation of 

children to attend school (Terhart, 1987; Soder, 1990; Bergem, 1993). The education system 

can ensure that by applying a rigorous selection of teacher candidates - by giving a sound 

teacher education - and by continually educating the in-service teachers. Interestingly, Sockett 

(1990) concluded that teachers must be trusted by the society to be able to carry out their 

duties within the educational system. The trust built between the society and teachers is a 

result of teachers’ professionalism and maturity exhibited in all the educational processes. 

Another interesting conclusion was that, in most of the cases, the society and pupils show 

respect for a teacher when (s)he is a knowledgeable expert in the field and possesses strong 

pedagogical skills.  

The responsibility of making the mission of education achievable lies mainly on teachers. 

Moreover, the mission regarding educating moral norms is molded by the teachers’ approach 

when interacting with pupils. Hansen (2001b) pointed out that “any action a teacher 

undertakes in the classroom is capable of expressing moral meaning that, in turn, can 

influence students” (p. 286). Furthermore, teachers are usually seen as moral role models. 

Popham (1991) specified that educators’ ethical obligations derive from their agreement of 

serving in loco parentis. “Educators… take on an ethical responsibility to serve as models of 

ethical behavior for children” (p. 13). In this sense, teachers consider that it is morally 

important to show respect towards themselves and their pupils (Campbell, 2000, 2003). By 

behaving and acting respectfully, the teacher shows to the students how to be respectful 

towards themselves as well as towards the others. Consequently, a strong bond between the 

teacher and students is built and the mutual trust is strengthened. This idea explains why the 

trust for teachers is manifested not only by society and parents, but also by pupils. 

Alongside with respect, there are other factors that lead to teacher-student mutual trust, such 

as: consistency, unambiguousness, and the seriousness of dealing with one’s work. Campbell 

(2000, 2003) specified that teachers should protect the pupil’s dignity contributing to the 

building of mutual trust by excluding embarrassment, humiliation, and/or mockery of a pupil 

or anyone else in public. Furthermore, Colnerud (2006) suggested that many teachers have a 
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negative effect on pupils. The problem that Jackson, Boostrom, and Hansen (1993) identified 

is that there are teachers who do not realize the moral impact they exert and the importance of 

their actions on pupils. Usually, pupils analyze carefully teachers’ reactions, facial 

expressions, and gestures. As a result, because of the lack of the self-control and self-

monitoring skills, many teachers have an unwanted impact on pupils without perceiving it. 

Beside the interactions and relationships that teachers have with their students - imposed by 

the profession itself - there are also the interactions that occur between the teachers, their 

colleagues, and parents. According to Colnerud (1997), due to these interactions, there are 

five norms that may create ethical dilemmas that teachers face in case of conflicts: 

interpersonal, professional, institutional, social conformity, and self-protection. Moreover, the 

author divided the interpersonal norm into five sub-norms: protection from harm, respect for 

integrity, respect for autonomy, justice, and veracity. The researcher also suggested that the 

moral conflicts that occur at the interpersonal level are considered to be the most abstract. 

However, all five norms conflict with each other and it is impossible to separate them. As a 

result, one may conclude that being a morally good teacher is difficult due to the multitude of 

interactions and personal factors that (s)he faces. 

3.1      Ethics and classroom assessment 

Teachers play a central role in deciding upon assessment techniques and grades. Therefore, 

various researchers argue that it is crucial for teachers to be assessment literate (Impara, 

Plake, & Fager, 1993). In the context of education, assessment literacy relates to deep 

understanding of principles of fair assessment (Popham, 2004; Stiggins, 2002) by using 

various practices, theories, and philosophies that enhance teaching and learning (DeLuca & 

Bellara, 2013). Therefore, the use of multiple assessment tools is not only an indicator of 

fairness and assessment validity, but also an indicator of teacher’s assessment literacy and 

broad knowledge.  

Classroom assessment comprises the summative and formative assessment practices applied 

by teachers for measuring students’ learning. According to Pope (2006), classroom 

assessment involves both morality and ethical issues. Ethics in the classroom guarantee the 

“quality and fairness of assessment”. According to Green et al. (2007), the assessment 

practices that interrelate with ethics are: communication about grading, multiple assessment 

opportunities, bias/fairness, confidentiality, grading practices, test administration, and 
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standardized test preparation. These practices co-exist in a close interdependence. For 

instance, the lack of confidentiality influences the fairness of the assessment and biasness 

impacts grading practices. In regards to the grading practices, Tierney (2015) suggested that 

grade alteration (the decrease or increase of the grade) is a widespread phenomenon that 

persists in educational systems, but it becomes evident only in cases when it is not fair for 

students. Nevertheless, teachers’ grading practices may be influenced by such factors as: 

subject area (Duncan & Noonan, 2007; McMillan, 2001; Resh, 2009), level taught (Guskey, 

2009; Randall & Engelhard, 2009), teachers’ gender, subject proficiency, and perception of 

the subject matter (Biberman-Shalev, Sabbagh, Resh, & Kramarski, 2011). Other studies 

show that even such factors as student’s gender and socioeconomic background may also 

have an impact on teacher’s assessment decisions (Elwood, 2006; Klapp Lekholm, 2011; 

Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development, 2012; Peterson & Kennedy, 

2006). Moreover, the study conducted by Tierney (2015) conveyed other three reasons that 

may lead to grade alteration: compassion; access to opportunity; and desire of teachers to give 

life lessons. As a result, teachers’ judgement and, hence, their assessment could be influenced 

consciously or unconsciously by many other factors than their own beliefs. In this context, the 

teachers’ ability to monitor the ethicality of their own judgement and decisions as well as the 

ability of following the ethical guidelines for assessment is important. 

Multiple studies also show that teachers consider the non-achievement factors as effort when 

assigning grades (Cox, 2011; Duncan & Noonan, 2007; Hunter, Mayenga, & Gambell, 2006; 

Sun & Cheng, 2014). Interestingly, Brookhart (1993) conveyed that effort usually is not 

considered equally for every student. Thus, the higher-achieving students’ grades would not 

be lowered by the lack of effort, but the lower-achieving students’ grades would be inflated 

because of effort. In this sense, there is the perception that higher-achieving students do not 

need to put much effort in order to complete the tasks, whereas lower-achieving ones may 

need more effort and time. Thus, effort is considered as a decisive factor in some marginal 

cases - when it makes a difference whether the student gets the satisfactory mark in order to 

pass the grade. 

The multiple assessment methods principle, discussed by Green et al. (2007) and McMillan 

(2000), has an interesting implementation in Finland. In accordance with this principle, the 

Finnish National Core Curriculum asks for a versatile assessment and that the educational 

system develop pupils’ self-assessment and peer-assessment skills. Teachers may use such 

practices in addition to the assessment techniques that (s)he may apply personally (e.g., tests, 
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inquires, essays). As a result, by applying different evaluation methods, teachers receive more 

compelling evidence regarding the student’s achievement and, in this way, make the overall 

assessment more reliable and fair.  

The National Core Curriculum also requires that pupils be informed about the assessment 

objectives and procedures in advance. This ensures that the trust, which “is a central tenet of 

ethical professional practice for all members of the teaching profession” (OCT, 2013 p. 3), is 

built and maintained. Mutual trust is further enhanced by the aspect of confidentiality of the 

assessment. Consequently, by treating each student’s work with consideration and by 

addressing each student learning particularities in a private manner, the teacher contributes 

greatly to the strengthening of the teacher-student bond. 

It is generally suggested that ethical classroom assessment activities be in line with the 

professional guidelines for teachers. Green et al. (2007) recommended that, in order to 

provide fair and ethical assessment, teachers should take classroom assessment courses that 

explore in more depth the ethical issues and various factors that influence ethical behavior. 

Importantly, pre-service teachers should be instructed how to deal with the ethical assessment 

issues that might occur in a classroom setting. Nevertheless, research shows that beginning 

teachers have little knowledge about ethical assessment, which may be affecting their 

relationship with the pupils (DeLuca & Bellara, 2013). In addition, Airasian (1984) expressed 

that there are two areas that teachers focus on during classroom assessment: academic 

achievement and social behavior. The social behavior being of a greater importance in 

elementary school. Moreover, there are such factors as pupil’s temperament and personality 

that teachers also assess when it comes to social behavior. Beside the effort factor, the 

behavior also influences greatly teachers’ assessment decisions. In this sense, it is decisive for 

pre-service teachers to also be involved for a reasonable period of time in practice activities 

while being students. Such practice gives them the opportunity to learn to be more critical 

towards their own judgements and to develop their reflective abilities in accordance the 

ethical issues discussed above as well as the social aspect of behavior. 

Finally, Stigins and Conklin (1992) conveyed that the nature of assessment may also be 

strongly influenced by the roles of students set by the teacher, the teacher’s expectations, and 

the desired teacher-student interaction. Based on these observations, I can conclude that the 

nature of classroom assessment may differ from one class to another depending on teacher’s 

beliefs and teacher-student interactions. Furthermore, Cizek, Fitzgerald, Shawn and Rachor 
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(1995) summarized that “many teachers seemed to have their own individualistic values and 

beliefs about teaching” (p. 160). Thus, it is apparent that the ethical issues related to 

classroom assessment also differ from one teacher to another.   
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4.       RESEARCH CONTEXT - FINNISH EDUCATION 

Since the present study was carried out in Finland, it is important to understand in more detail 

the context of this research. In this chapter I discuss the guidelines regarding assessment 

presented in such educational polices as the National and Local Curriculum, the main 

principles of the Finnish educational system, and the qualifications of the pre-service and in-

service teachers. All these factors, the educational polices, the main principles of education, 

the education of pre-service and in-service teachers, influence greatly teachers’ ethical and 

professional understanding and, therefore, the findings of this study. 

4.1      The Finnish National Core Curriculum, Local Curriculum, and Assessment 

The normative part of the basic education in Finland consists of the Basic Education Act and 

Decree, Government Decrees, the National Core Curriculum, the Local Curriculum, and the 

Annual Plans of Individual Schools. As mentioned in the National Core Curriculum for Basic 

Education, the main purpose of assessment is “to guide and encourage learning and to 

develop pupil’s capacity for self-assessment” (p. 49). In order for the assessment to achieve 

its goals, it must meet certain key characteristics. The assessment must support and promote 

pupils’ motivation and eagerness to learn as well as their enthusiasm to participate actively in 

the learning process. The assessment must serve as a source of information for teachers’ 

instruction planning, it must be versatile, fair, and ethical. 

The general principles of assessment, stipulated in the Core Curriculum specify that there are 

three main areas that the assessment must be focused on: pupil’s learning, working aptitudes, 

and behavior. The assessment of learning focuses on the pupil’s progress that is evaluated in 

comparison to earlier achievements and the set objectives. The achievements of a specific 

pupil are not comparable to the achievements of other pupils. These aspects ensure the 

conformity of the measurement of the academic achievement with the set objectives. 

Moreover, they ensure the confidentiality aspect and the individual approach of the 

assessment. 

The development of pupils’ working skills is one of the central goals of primary education. 

The working skills include the skills to plan, regulate, and evaluate their own work as well as 

to act responsibly and to collaborate constructively when interacting. The assessment of the 

working skills is part of the grade and it is based on each subject objectives and goals related 

to the development of the working abilities. According to the guideline offered by the 
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Curriculum, the effort can be considered as a working skill and, thus, as part of the grade. 

However, because it is not clearly mentioned that effort is or is not considered as a working 

skill, this guideline leaves room for different interpretations and ambiguousness.  

The assessment of behavior does not influence the grade or the verbal assessment given for a 

subject, it is rather treated as a separate entity. In this regard, teachers must make sure, from 

the start, that the objectives and the assessment criteria for behavior is known and understood 

by pupils. This aspect of the assessment offers a clear ethical support for teachers. Thus, the 

issue of considering behavior as part of the grade assigned for a subject should be minimal. 

The interaction between teachers and students is an important factor that contributes to a 

sound assessment. Therefore, the feedback given to pupils is of a major importance. The key 

features of a constructive feedback are: it must be focused on the pupil’s successes and 

progress; it must be in accordance with the pupil’s age and capabilities; and it should not take 

into account the pupil’s personality or temperament. In the Local Curriculum of the city of 

Oulu it is suggested that the feedback given by teachers must convey information not only 

regarding the successes and the progress of the pupils, but also the failures. The experiences 

of failure must be treated in a respectful manner and must promote learning. By following 

these instructions, teachers are able to build a strong student-teacher bond as well as trust, 

which are important factors for learning and development. 

Moreover, since the school and the teachers’ feedback have a considerable effect on students’ 

self-efficacy beliefs, it is suggested that a wide range of assessment techniques should be 

applied. Thus, teachers must collect information regarding students’ progress in different 

areas of learning and in different learning situations by considering students’ various ways of 

learning and working. That is why it is imperative that teachers are assessment literate and 

able to apply multiple assessment techniques. 

During the studies, pupils need to be guided to observe their own and their peers working 

abilities and the factors that influence the outcomes, thereby developing their self- and peer-

assessment skills. In addition, teachers must make sure that the goals and objectives of the 

assessment are understood by the pupils and the discussions about pupils’ progress and 

achievements of the goals support the development of self-assessment skills. In Oulu, 

assessment is developed from the aspect of the learning process. The goals and the assessment 

criteria as well as the continuing assessment with multiple methods are highlighted. From the 

beginning, students are informed about the objectives of the learning process and how they 
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can self-affect their own learning process by setting their own goals. Accordingly, setting 

common goals for both teacher and students and making the criteria clear and common for all 

is part of the assessment culture.  

Strong cooperation between home and the school is also considered part of a good 

assessment. Students and caretakers can take part in the learning and assessment practices by 

participating in analytical discussions, thus building mutual trust. It is of major importance to 

ensure a sound communication between teachers, students, and the caretakers. Moreover, a 

deeper understanding of all the particularities of the evaluation are perceived by all three 

participants (teachers, pupils, and caretakers) by practicing joint assessment analysis and open 

conversations.  

As specified in the Core Curriculum, there are two types of assessment in the basic education 

in Finland: assessment during the studies and final assessment. The assessment during the 

studies refers to the feedback and assessment applied till the final assessment. The aim of the 

assessment during the studies is to guide and support learning as well as to develop self-

assessment and peer-assessment skills. The assessment notes, reports, and discussions about 

the progress and development of the pupil represent an important part of the assessment 

during the studies. The assessment during the studies is formative and summative. The final 

assessment is the assessment carried out at the end of the school year and it represents an 

overall assessment of the progress and performance of the pupil. It also includes information 

regarding the decision to promote the pupil to the next grade or to retain him/her in the same 

grade. The school year report can contain both a verbal assessment and a numerical grade. 

4.2      The principles of the Finnish educational system 

There are several distinctive principles that the Finnish educational system is based on. The 

first principle is the one of equity. It has been one of the main principles of the Finnish 

education policy since the late 1960’s. This principle is at the basis of all the study cycles: 

from early childhood to higher education and adult education. The main goal of the Finnish 

education policy is to assure equal opportunities for all citizens to receive education, 

regardless of such factors as age, gender, origin, mother tongue, or financial situation. 

Therefore, education in Finland is considered as one of the fundamental rights of all citizens 

(Kumpulainen & Lankinen, 2012; Niemi, 2014; OECD, 2006).  
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The second principle regards the National curriculum system, the local freedom and the 

aspect of responsibility (Niemi, 2015). The educational system in Finland is decentralized, 

thus the local educational authorities are in charge for the provision and quality of education. 

The national curriculum system provides values and objectives for each educational level 

while the local educational authorities and schools have the autonomy to organize education 

and implement the core curriculum (Halinen & Holappa, 2013). As a result, teachers have the 

freedom to choose the way they teach, the learning materials they use, and the assessment 

methods they apply. Finally, together with their principals, teachers bear the responsibility for 

the local school-based curriculum. The freedom of teachers and the responsibility that comes 

with it also bears an ethical connotation. By choosing the learning materials, teaching 

methods, and the assessment tools, teachers have to plan carefully their work and consider all 

possible risks.  

The third principle of the Finnish educational system is related to the support of special needs. 

This translates into the pillars of basic education system: inclusive ideology and the strategies 

of support for different learners. Learners must be supported from the early educational stages 

so that they overcome the learning difficulties as they progress. In this sense, the teachers’ 

responsibility is to observe and recognize the needs of a pupil for special support (Niemi, 

2015). Those pupils that need more aid than the standard aid offered to all students are 

provided with intensified support that is organized in accordance with an individual learning 

plan (Vainikainen, 2014). Usually these pupils are provided with support in their own classes 

and only in unique cases are transferred to special classes or schools. Thus, special needs 

teachers, social workers, nurses, and school psychologists collaborate with regular teachers to 

make study-plans for special needs pupils. 

The fourth principle is related to national evaluation system. The Finnish education policy is 

different than the policy applied in other countries because the Finnish education does not 

include national standardized tests (Niemi, 2014). Sahlberg (2015) pointed out that, in 

teachers’ view, the standardized tests would lead to “teaching to test.” So, the lack of 

standardized tests gives teachers the possibility to support more carefully the student learning 

by using different teaching and assessment methods that are in line with students’ needs. It 

also leads to the absence of the ethical issues related to it, that persist in other countries (e.g. 

USA) 
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4.3      Pre-service teacher education in Finland 

Finland represents an example of a country where the education provided to the pre-service 

teachers is successful. This is supported by the fact that Finland has been among the top-

performing countries in terms of educational achievement in numerous international 

comparisons (OECD, 2003; 2010; 2014). Such results are based on the requirement that 

Finnish teachers must complete both the Bachelor’s (three years) and Master’s (two years) 

studies. 

The main distinctive feature of the Finnish teacher education from many other countries is 

that students conduct research in addition to their regular academic studies (Jyrhämä & 

Maaranen, 2012; Niemi & Jakku-Sihvonen, 2006). All the pre-service teachers take part in 

research seminars or projects, learn about various research methods, and write Bachelor’s and 

Master’s theses. In this way, the prospective teachers learn about the most innovative research 

in the field of teaching and learning and, thus, gain scientific literacy. They are trained to be 

analytical and critical thinkers, as well as to develop systematically their teaching and 

learning environments (Niemi & Nevgi, 2014). Due to this educational system, the Finnish 

pre-service teachers are very well equipped with a strong set of skills when graduating. 

The Finnish universities provide different education programs for various categories of 

teachers (e.g., elementary teachers, subject related teachers for lower and upper secondary 

schools, special needs teachers, school study counselors, and vocational and adult teachers). 

The pre-service teachers can choose the study modules and design their own study-plans 

according to their career path in the educational system. Nevertheless, every pre-service 

teacher must complete the basic criteria of the academic studies and pedagogical studies with 

teaching practice. In addition, teachers have the possibility to continue their studies after 

graduation in order to advance their qualifications for specific subjects, pedagogy skills, or 

multidisciplinary learning. Some teachers also have the possibility to widen their knowledge 

by continuing with doctoral studies. Typically, the professors in teacher-training universities 

follow this learning path. This factor plays an important role since the pre-service teachers are 

instructed and guided during the practice periods by skilled and knowledgeable professors. 

An intrinsic aspect of the teacher-education programs is that theory and practice are 

interrelated. Jyrhämä (2006) concluded that there are three stages of the teaching practice: 

orientation, intermediate practicum, and the advanced practicum. It is the fundamental role of 
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professors in the teacher-training schools and the local partner schools to supervise and 

support the student’s critical thinking and reflection during these practice periods. 

4.4      In-service teacher education in Finland 

The autonomy and freedom to make decisions are the main factors that in-service teachers are 

entitled to according to the Finnish educational system. At the same time, they are expected to 

put the maximum effort in enhancing students’ learning outcomes and overall well-being. 

Importantly, it is required from teachers to be ethically committed to the profession and 

prepare students for lifelong learning. In this sense, the values of the teaching profession 

development highlighted by The Finnish National Board of Education (FNBE) (Rajakaltio, 

2014, p. 5) are: life-long learning; knowledge and research based orientation; effectiveness; 

the future needs and competences in education. It is also important to mention that the teacher 

profession is highly valued and respected by the Finnish society. This is a result of the 

rigorous prospective teacher selection and the sound qualification and training the teachers go 

through. As a result, the society trusts, appreciates, and respects teachers for their valuable 

work. 

According to Tali’s review (OECD, 2013), there are few educational programs for in-service 

teachers in Finland, in comparison with other countries. This is the result of the school-based 

development projects that are not usually considered as traditional in-service training. The 

local providers (municipalities or cities) are responsible for the access to and quality of the 

educational trainings for in-service. Officially, there are three compulsory in-service training 

days for each teacher each year. However, in addition to these, the schools may organize 

internally different seminars and trainings. 

The majority of universities have education centers for in-service teachers’ training. These 

education centers provide projects with a more extended development process instead of short 

courses. The purpose of these projects is to give the opportunity to teachers to reflect on their 

own work, to learn new skills, and to share ideas with colleagues. Moreover, research is a 

fundamental part of the teacher education in Finland; therefore, the trainings maintain the 

continuation of the research-based and research-informed vector in teacher’s careers. These 

activities help teachers to learn about the most recent research related to the subjects they 

teach and to the pedagogical aspects. Lastly, the overall goal of the in-service training is to 
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positively affect the motivation and learning of students as well as the professional growth 

and well-being of teachers.   
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5.      AIM AND RESEARCH QUESTION 

The aim of this study was to compare the pre-service and in-service teachers’ perceptions 

about the ethicality of the classroom assessment practices. Also, it set to examine whether 

such factors as work experience (characteristic for in-service teachers) and the recent 

familiarization with the up to date research regarding teaching skills (characteristic for pre-

service teachers) make a difference in the way teachers perceive the ethicality of certain 

classroom assessment practices. Taking into account these differences between pre-service 

and in-service teachers, it was important to detect whether all the teachers follow the same 

guidelines when it comes to the ethicality of the classroom assessment. The pre-service 

teachers were involved in this study because they represent the next generation of teachers 

who will have a great impact on education. Thus, I consider important to be aware of whether 

there are substantial differences related to the ethical principles and guidelines followed by 

teachers in both groups. 

In this study, I explored the following research question: what is the degree of agreement 

between the pre-service and in-service teachers regarding the ethicality of the classroom 

assessment? The strong agreement between the groups of teachers would suggest that they 

follow the similar ethical principles and guidelines while performing the classroom 

assessment. On the other hand, a weak agreement between the groups of teachers would 

indicate that they do not follow the same guidance or similar ethical principles while 

performing the classroom assessment. This would denote the need for further research and 

dialog.  
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6.      METHODOLOGY 

The present study is a quantitative research based on a 40-question survey. In this chapter of 

the thesis, I discuss the description of the participant pool that consists of pre-service and in-

service teachers. I continue this discussion by presenting the instrument used in this study and 

its question categories, followed by a detailed report of the procedures that the questionnaire 

was exposed to (translation and adaptation). Finally, I convey the detailed description of the 

data analysis procedures and the research method of the study.  

6.1      Participants  

In the present study, I employed a convenient sampling procedural strategy. The participant 

pool for this study consisted of 45 pre-service and 34 in-service teachers. The pre-service 

teachers were predominantly women (73%) with an average age of 26. In addition, the pre-

service teachers were 1st (21%) and 2nd (79%) year students of Primary Teacher Education 

Master Degree Programs of the University of Oulu. Importantly, the students were engaged in 

courses of Ethics and/or Ethics and Education as well as courses related to the Evaluation 

processes and procedures during their undergraduate and graduate studies.  

The in-service group included primary school teachers of Linnanmaa, the University of Oulu 

Teacher Training School, and Koskela, the University of Oulu Teacher Training School. The 

average age of this sub-sample was 48 years, with 74% being women who had an average 

teaching experience of 23 years. The grade level taught by these teachers ranged from the first 

to the sixth grade. Importantly, participation in the study was voluntary and all the 

participants consented to release their information. 

6.2      Instrument 

The scenarios, that represent the instrument of this research were designed and developed by 

Green et al. (2007) as well as Johnson et al. (2008) and later adapted by Liu et al. (2016). For 

the current study, I selected scenarios from both the original and the adapted versions. I 

contacted the leading author of the original studies and obtained official permission to readapt 

and translate the scenarios to Finnish. The translation was done and then revised by a group of 

teachers and professors who are Finnish native speakers. Moreover, I deleted or modified 

those scenarios that did not reflect the Finnish primary school context. For example, the 
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original scenarios, among other, comprised the category Standardized Test Preparation; 

however, because there are no standardized high-stakes tests in the Finnish educational 

system, but rather only one that is taken by those that aim to enter higher education 

(Hendrickson, 2011), this category was deleted. 

In addition, because the original scenarios were developed in the United States and reflect the 

assessing characteristics and processes that are normally applied there, the scenarios related to 

state level or district level test administration were either deleted or revised and changed to 

classroom level testing to better fit the Finnish context. The final version of the survey 

consisted of 40 questions (see Table 1). Taking into consideration the original topics that the 

scenarios refer to (per Green et al., 2007, and Johnson et al., 2008), I divided them into seven 

categories from which I included only six in the current study. The six categories considered 

in this study were: 1) Biasness / Fairness, 2) Communication about Grading, 3) 

Confidentiality, 4) Grading Practices, 5) Multiple Assessment Opportunities, and 6) Test 

Administration. For the detailed list of scenarios within each category see Tables 3 – 8 in the 

Appendix. 

The first part of the survey consisted of four demographic questions - gender, age, study 

program, and year of graduation - for pre-service teachers as well as four demographic 

questions - gender, age, teaching experience, and grade level taught - for in-service teachers. 

The 35 scenarios represented the second part of the survey. The scenarios illustrate various 

classroom assessment methods which the respondents answered as being either “ethical” or 

“unethical” in accordance to their understanding of the ethicality of the procedure described 

in the scenario. At the end of the survey, there was one optional question which asked for the 

participant’s opinion regarding the study or a particular scenario they found difficult to 

answer to. 

The survey was carried out during the autumn semester of 2016 and was delivered in two 

ways: online and on paper. The online version was distributed to the in-service teachers 

through Webropol, an online survey tool that is used by the researchers of the University of 

Oulu. In order to participate, the respondents had to click on a personal link sent to them by e-

mail. The paper version of the survey was handed out to pre-service teachers during a class 

and then collected after they filled it in. 
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Table 1  

Total number of questions and scenarios 

 

6.3      Data analysis and the Research Method 

As explained above, this study is a continuation of the work of Green et al. (2007), Johnson et 

al. (2008), and Liu et al. (2016). The research method of the study is quantitative. 

Consequently, the data was analyzed by using mathematical and statistical methods. Since 

there were two groups of respondents - pre-service and in-service teachers - I first analyzed 

what was the degree of agreement within each group and then between the groups. In order to 

analyze the data of this study, I used the IBM SPSS Statistics 24 statistical software. 

Following the same procedure as in the previous studies, I employed the frequency test with 

the rule that if at least 80% of the teachers answered the respective scenario as either ethical 

or unethical then this indicated strong agreement among participants for the respective 

scenario. In addition to this, I added one more area of agreement that included the range 

between 70% and 80% (see Table 2). In the previous studies, if 50% of teachers labeled a 

practice as ethical and 50% of teachers labeled it as unethical, the researchers considered this 

as the highest level of disagreement between the two groups. Finally, those items with 

percentages ranging from 30% to 70%, in the study of Liu et al. (2016), and from 50% to 

70%, in the study of Green et al. (2007), were considered in the disagreement area. In the 

present study, I have modified the range for the disagreement area slightly. I considered that 

the scenarios with percentages ranging from 55% to 70% indicated disagreement and those in 

the range from 45% to 55% indicated strong disagreement. 

Category Number of Questions / Scenarios 

Demographic questions 

Bias/Fairness 

Communication about Grading 

Confidentiality 

Grading Practices 

Multiple Assessment Opportunities 

Test Administration 

Optional Question 

Total 

4 

5 

5 

4 

12 

6 

3 

1 

40 
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Table 2  

Areas of Agreement and Disagreement 

 Strong 

Agreement 

Area 

Agreement 

Area 

Disagreement 

Area 

Strong 

Disagreement 

Area 

Frequency of 

responses 

either “ethical” 

or “unethical” 

>=80% 70% - 80% 55%- 70% 45%-55% 

 

The reason for changing the ranges of percentages was to provide more clarity about the level 

of disagreement. A split of 60-40 provides a weaker level of disagreement than a split of 55-

45. As a result, I decided to treat the frequencies in the small vicinity of 50% as strong 

disagreement, whereas those that extended beyond 55% till 70% as a weaker disagreement. 

For instance, if 49% of pre-service teachers considered that a teacher always checks the name 

of the student whose essay test he is grading as ethical and 51% consider the procedure as 

unethical then this scenario fell in the strong disagreement area. 

In order to examine the differences between pre-service and in-service teachers’ perceptions 

about the ethicality of the procedures described in the scenarios, I applied the Fisher’s Exact 

Test. I chose this approach because the current study used a small sample, which would not 

allow a high level of accuracy for the chi-squared test (Field & Field, 2009), which was used 

in earlier studies. Based on the above considerations, I expressed the null hypothesis in the 

following way: there is no difference between pre-service and in-service teachers’ 

perceptions about the ethicality of the assessment methods. 

In each of the six categories, within every group of teachers, I firstly analyzed the scenarios 

that represented a substantial difference in perceptions about the ethicality of the assessment 

practices. I also discuss the scenarios that show strong agreement among the teachers of the 

same group. Finally, based on the information received from the analysis within each group of 

teachers, it was possible to investigate and compare the patterns between groups.  
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7.      RESULTS 

I report the main findings of the research in this chapter. Firstly, I present the results within 

each group of teachers for each category. The main findings shown by both groups of 

participants are displayed in the charts. Secondly, I provide a concise summary of the results. 

Lastly, I discuss the scenarios that indicate a significant statistical difference between the two 

groups of teachers. 

7.1      The degree of agreement within each group of teachers 

7.1.1      Bias / Fairness 

The “Bias / Fairness” category consists of 5 scenarios. The perceptions about the ethicality of 

the procedures described within both groups of teachers were divided for items 8, 15 and 26. 

These items fell either in the “strong disagreement” or “disagreement” areas. In item eight, 49 

percent of pre-service teachers and 59 percent in-service teachers considered whether a 

teacher always checking the name of the student whose essay test he/she grades as ethical (see 

Figure 1). Based on these results, the pre-service teachers fall within the strong disagreement 

area, whereas the in-service teachers fall in the weaker disagreement area. 

 

 

Figure 1. Answers for item 8: “A teacher always checks the name of the student whose essay 

test he is grading.” 
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In item 15, 62 percent of pre-service teachers and 68 percent of in-service teachers rated that 

when an elementary teacher addresses only students’ strengths when writing narrative report 

cards to enhance student’s self-esteem as unethical (see Figure 2). According to these results, 

both the pre-service and in-service teachers fall in the same area of weaker disagreement. In 

item 26, 53 percent of pre-service teachers and 44 percent of in-service teachers rated whether 

a teacher who knows that a student had a bad week because of problems at home bumps the 

student’s participation grade up a few points to compensate for his bad score on a quiz as 

ethical (Figure 3). The results of this item show a similar pattern as those in item eight, in 

which the pre-service teachers’ responses fall in the strong disagreement area, whereas the in-

service teachers fall in the weaker disagreement area. 

The analysis of the other 2 items within this category reveals that both groups of teachers had 

a strong agreement in their perception of ethicality (see Table 3 in the Appendix). Both groups 

considered that assigning very few card grades with a maximum grade because of the belief 

that students’ work is rarely perfect - item 4 -  is unethical (the frequencies were 84 and 82 

percent for the pre-service and in-service teachers, respectively). Similarly, 80 percent of pre-

service teachers and 88 percent of in-service teachers labeled as ethical the situation when a 

teacher changes one student’s course grade from a 9 to a 10 because tests and papers showed 

that the student had mastered the course objectives even though he had not completed some of 

his homework assignments. 

 

 

Figure 2.  Answers for Item 15: “To enhance self-esteem, an elementary teacher addresses 

only students’ strengths when writing narrative report cards.” 

 

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

Pre-service teachers In-service teachers

Percent response for "Unethical"



 26 

 

Figure 3. Answers for Item 26: “A teacher who knows a student had a bad week because of 

problems at home bumps the student’s participation grade up a few points to compensate for 

his bad score on a quiz.” 

7.1.2      Communication about Grading 

In the content category “Communication about Grading”, the perceptions of both groups of 

teachers were divided just for item 11. Interestingly, in the case of pre-service teachers the 

perceptions were strongly divided, whereas in the case of the in-service teachers the ethicality 

perceptions on this item were less divided. Thus, the practice of a teacher who uses always for 

the final test a few surprise items about topics that were not on the study guide was 

considered ethical by 49 percent of pre-service teachers and by 65 percent of in-service 

teachers (see Figure 4). 

 

 

Figure 4. Answers for item 11: “For the final test, a teacher always uses a few surprise items 

about topics that were not on the study guide.” 
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In the case of the other four items of this category (items 9, 16, 22, and 27), the degree of 

agreement regarding the ethicality of the procedures described ranged between 96 percent and 

100 percent for the pre-service teachers group and between 91 percent and 97 percent for the 

in-service teachers group (see Table 4 in the Appendix). According to these results, there 

seems to be small difference in the ethicality perceptions for each scenario between the two 

groups. 

7.1.3       Confidentiality 

The “Confidentiality” category consists of 4 Items. Item 17 fell in the area of disagreement for 

both groups of teachers. In this item, 65 percent of pre-service teachers and 38 percent  of in-

service teachers considered the practice ethical (see Figure 5).  

 

 

Figure 5. Answers for item 17: “At a high school, mathematics teachers do not grade all tests 

or homework. Instead, teachers let students grade each other’s math homework and then 

share the results in groups. Teachers believe teamwork will help students learning.” 

 

In the case of the other three items, the degree of agreement ranged from 84 percent to 100 

percent for the pre-service teachers group and from 94 percent to 100 percent for the in-

service teachers group (see Table 5 in the Appendix). The results of this category suggest that 

there is an overall level of agreement on the ethicality of the respective practices, except for 

item 17 in which the perception of ethicality appears to change drastically between the two 

groups. 
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7.1.4      Grading Practices 

As shown in Table 6 in the Appendix, the pre-service group of teachers agreed on nine out of 

twelve items, whereas the in-service group of teachers agreed on ten items. The pre-service 

teachers strongly disagreed in the case of items 10, 12, and 38, whereas the in-service teachers 

had a weaker disagreement in the case of items 12 and 38. In item 10, 46 percent of pre-

service teachers and only 29 percent of in-service teachers found the practice ethical (see 

Figure 6). In item 12, 50 percent of pre-service and 44 percent of in-service teachers found 

the practice ethical (see Figure 7). Finally, in item 38, 46 percent of pre-service teachers and 

38 percent of in-service teachers found the practice ethical (see Figure 8). 

 

 

Figure 6. Answers for item 10: “A teacher uses student peer ratings as 40% of the grade on 

an oral report.” 

 

 

Figure 7. Answers for item 12: “A teacher weights homework heavily in determining grades.” 
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Figure 8. Answers for item 38: “A teacher lowers grades for disruptive behavior.” 

 

Additional variation appears in items 24 and 34. The pre-service teachers strongly agreed  

upon the ethicality of the practice in these two items (91 and 96 percent, respectively), 

however the in-service teachers answered in a proportion of 76 and 79 percent, respectively 

(see Figures 9 and 10). The responses for item 29, although they fall in the strong agreement 

area, appear to be at the limit: 98 percent of the pre-service teachers perceived this scenario as 

ethical, whereas only 82 percent of the in-service teachers agreed upon this practice’s 

ethicality (see Figure 11).  

 

 

Figure 9. Answers for item 34: “A teacher considers student effort when determining 

grades.” 
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Figure 10. Answers for item 24: “When a child is caught cheating on a test, rather than 

assigning a zero, the teacher gives the student an alternate version of the same test.” 

 

 

Figure 11. Answers for item 29: “A teacher considers students’ growth in assigning grades.” 
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Figure 12). The responses for the other three items (6, 18, and 35) fell in the area of strong 

agreement for both groups of teachers. 
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Figure 12. Answers for item 37: “A teacher lowers grades for late work by one number grade 

for each day.” 

7.1.5      Multiple Assessment Opportunities 

This category has six scenarios. In both groups, the responses of the participants fell within 

the agreement area for five of the scenarios and in the disagreement area in the case of one 

scenario (although it was not the same scenario across the two groups). Interestingly, items 30 

and 33 appear to switch the level of agreement across the two groups. In item 30, the 

responses fell in the agreement area for the pre-service teachers (71 percent found the 

situation as unethical), whereas for the in-service teachers they fell in the disagreement area 

(68 percent found the situation as unethical). In the case of item 33, however, 59 percent of 

pre-service teachers and 71 percent of the in-service teachers found the scenario unethical (see 

Figures 13 and 14). 

 

 

Figure 13. Answers for item 30: “A second-grade teacher uses observations as the sole 

method to assess what students have learned.” 
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Figure 14. Answers for item 33: “While assessing group work, a teacher gives the same mark 

to each group participant.” 

 

Most of the pre-service teachers (91 percent) found the procedure depicted in item 13 as 

ethical, whereas only 74 percent of the participants from the in-service group found it ethical. 

In both groups, over 90 percent of the participants considered the use of observational 

checklists, anecdotal notes, and interviews when assessing students as ethical (item 7). Also, 

both groups agreed (84 percent for pre-service teachers and 91 percent for the in-service 

teachers) that the practice of a high school social studies teacher to base students’ final 

semester grade on 2 multiple-choice tests is unethical. Finally, both groups of teachers 

completely agreed (100 percent) on the ethicality of the use of many types of assessment: 

multiple-choice tests, essays, projects, portfolios (item 19). 

 

7.1.6      Test Administration 

The category of “Test Administration” consists of 3 items (see Table 8 in the Appendix). 

Within the group of pre-service teachers, 2 items (14 and 20) showed strong agreement in the 

direction of the response and one of the items (item 5) fell in the category of disagreement 

with 67 percent believing the scenario as being ethical. In the in-service teachers group, the 

situation is almost identical with the exception of item 5. The degree of agreement upon the 

ethicality of the situation ranged between 88 percent and 97 percent in the case of items 14 

and 20. However, in the scenario from item 5, 79 percent of the in-service teachers found the 

situation as ethical (compared to 67 percent in the pre-service group). As a result, the 
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response for item 5 in the case of in-service teachers fell in the agreement area, whereas that 

of pre-service teachers fell in the disagreement area (see Figure 15).  

 

 

Figure 15. Answers for item 5: “While administrating a test, a teacher notices that a student 

is copying answers from another student. The teacher stops at the student’s desk, quietly 

reminds her that cheating is not appropriate, and then the teacher continues walking around 

the room. At the end of the day the teacher sent a note home about the cheating.” 

7.1.7      Summary 

Within the group of pre-service teachers, 21 items (out of 35) fell in the strong agreement 

area, four items in the agreement area, four items in the disagreement area, and six items in 

the strong disagreement area. In the case of the in-service teachers’ group, the responses for 

21 items fell in the strong agreement area, for six items fell in the agreement area, and for 

eight items in the disagreement area (there were not items presenting strong disagreement in 

the responses for the in-service group of teachers). From the number of items that conveyed 

divided opinion (either strong or not), 7 were common for both groups of teacher’s. The 

category that showed the most frequent occurrence of division in the perceptions of the pre-

service teachers group is the “Bias / Fairness” category (three of the five scenarios had 

responses falling either in the strong or weaker disagreement areas). The rest of the categories 

showed high levels of agreement in the group of pre-service teachers: “Communication about 

Grading” (four of five scenarios), “Confidentiality” (three of four scenarios), “Grading 

Practices” (nine of twelve scenarios), “Multiple Assessment Opportunities” (five of six 

scenarios), and “Test Administration” (two of three scenarios). In the case of in-service 

teachers, the category with the highest frequency of disagreement was also “Bias / Fairness” 

(three out of five). Similarly, the remaining categories showed high levels of agreement: 
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“Communication about Grading” (four of five scenarios), “Confidentiality” (three of four 

scenarios), “Grading Practices” (ten of twelve scenarios), “Multiple Assessment 

Opportunities” (five of six scenarios), “Test Administration” (all scenarios).  

7.2      Analysis of the significance of difference between the teachers’ groups 

There were three scenarios that showed significant statistical differences between the two 

groups of teachers. First, item 17 from the category “Confidentiality” had a statistically 

significant difference for the level of responses in the two groups (65 percent of pre-service 

teachers considering the practice as ethical and 62 percent of in-service teachers considering 

the practice as unethical) at the five percent level (p-value of the Fisher’s Exact Test was 

.023). Second, item 29 from the category “Grading Practices” registered a statistically 

significant difference for the level of responses in the two groups (98 percent of pre-service 

teachers labeled the practice ethical, whereas 82 percent of the in-service teachers labeled it 

ethical) with a p-value of .038 based on the Fisher’s Exact Test. Third, item 34 from the same 

category, “Grading Practices”, also registered a statistically significant difference in responses 

between the two groups. In the case of the pre-service teachers 96 percent labeled the scenario 

as ethical, whereas 79 percent of in-service teachers labeled it unethical). The Fisher’s Exact 

Test revealed that the difference was significant at the five percent level (p-value = .034).  
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8.      DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

The present study aimed to investigate pre-service and in-service teachers’ perceptions about 

the ethicality of classroom assessment practices and to examine whether there are substantial 

differences between the two groups of teachers. First, I found that on a less than a third of the 

scenarios teachers disagreed within both groups. Moreover, the analysis reveals that only in 

three out of 35 items there was significant statistical disagreement between the groups. 

Consequently, the answer to the research question regarding the degree of agreement between 

the two groups of teachers, can be answered positively. There appears to be a strong degree of 

agreement between the two groups of in-service and pre-service teachers in Oulu, Finland. 

This finding indicates that they follow similar ethical principles and guidelines while carrying 

out the classroom assessment. Moreover, the results show that such differences as work 

experience and the recent familiarization with the up-to-date research regarding teaching 

skills did not make a difference in the way teachers perceive the ethicality of the proposed 

classroom assessment practices. 

A significant conclusion is that the results obtained in the present study are different from 

those obtained by Green et.al (2007), in which teachers in the United States were divided on 

the ethics depicted in 25 percent of the scenarios. The results are also different from those 

obtained by Johnson et al. (2008) where educational leaders disagreed on 33 percent of the 

items, and from the results of Liu et al. (2016), where 36.1 percent of Chinese and 33.3 

percent of American pre-service teachers were divided in their opinion.  

It is notable that the assessment guidelines stipulated by the Finnish National Curriculum, the 

Local Curriculum, and the School Curriculum are not vague and general as Gipps (1994) 

concluded. Moreover, it appears that they are applicable for specific situations, thus 

supporting teachers’ decisions. The efficacy of the guidelines is a result of the clearly defined 

structure of the three main areas that the assessment must be focused on in Finnish schools: 

pupil’s learning, working aptitudes, and behavior. The pupil’s learning and working aptitudes 

are considered as part of the grade while the behavior is assessed as a separate entity. Each 

subject has the specific objectives for each of these dimensions and the behavior has separate 

objectives that are made known and explained to pupils. Moreover, in Finland, in order to 

motivate pupils to be actively involved in the learning process as well as in the assessment 

procedures the development of pupils’ capacity for self-assessment and peer-assessment is 

one of the main aims of the assessment process. Importantly, the feedback given to students is 
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fundamental because it comprises information about the pupil’s successes; thus, the 

Curriculum also conveys clearly the key features of the constructive feedback.  

The National curriculum system is one of the distinctive principles that the Finnish 

educational system is based on (Niemi, 2015). While it provides values and objectives for 

each educational level, the local educational authorities and schools have the autonomy to 

organize the education and the implementation of the core curriculum (Halinen & Holappa, 

2013). The decentralized model of the educational system that is applied in Finland gives 

local freedom, putting the local educational authorities in charge for the provision and quality 

of education. These distinctive characteristics of the Finnish educational system and policy 

making have an important impact on the eloquence of the educational strategies, guidelines, 

and principles. 

As pointed out by researchers (Impara, Plake & Fager, 1993; Plake & Impara, 1997; 

Stiggings, 1999), teachers’ knowledge regarding the assessment ethical codes and guidelines 

may be uncertain because they either lack formal assessment training or their training is 

dated. In Finland, the pre-service teachers’ education is well planned and structured. It 

comprises Bachelors and Masters studies and the obligation to conduct research and practice 

(Jyrhämä & Maaranen, 2012; Niemi & Jakku-Sihvonen, 2006). The educational programmes 

provided to the in-service teachers, however, are fewer than in other countries (OECD, 2013); 

officially, in-service teachers have only three in-service training days each year. In addition, 

there are school-based development projects that have as a purpose the development of 

teachers’ skills, the support of reflection on their work and on new research in the field of 

education, and sharing of new ideas. All these factors described above (the National Core 

Curriculum guidelines, the decentralized model of the educational system, the pre-service and 

in-service teachers’ education) influence greatly teachers’ pedagogical skills, their assessment 

literacy, and their perceptions about the ethicality of the classroom assessment procedures 

hence the results of this research. 

Even though the findings of this study present a strong agreement between teachers, there are 

a few scenarios that do show a split of opinion regarding the ethicality of the assessment 

practices. Thus, it is important to clarify, in accordance with the theoretical guidelines, what 

should be the correct judgement that needs to be applied in those cases.  

There are three scenarios that indicate disagreement within the groups of teachers in the 

category “Bias / Fairness”. Two of these scenarios (items 8 and 26) refer to “Avoid Score 
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Pollution” guiding principal for classroom assessment that was recommended by Popham 

(1991) and Haladyna et al. (1991). In case teachers do not apply the “blind grading system”, 

as described in item 8, and they prefer certain students, unconsciously, they can temper the 

students’ grades (Green et al., 2007). According to this guideline, the correct response choice 

for item 8 should be “unethical”. 

In addition, the findings of Tierney (2015) convey that there are three reasons why teachers 

alter students’ grades: the need for compassion, the wish to provide opportunity for students, 

and the aim to teach a life lesson. Thus, in item 26, the need for compassion reason is 

confirmed by the teachers’ answers and the correct answer for this item should be “unethical”. 

Furthermore, the Finnish National Core Curriculum points out that the feedback pupils 

receive must be focused on the pupil’s successes and progress, which means that it can be 

concluded that the correct answer for item 15 should be “ethical”. 

In the category “Communication about grading,” item 11 displays disagreement within the 

groups of teachers. According to existing literature, teachers must be trusted by the society 

(Sockett, 1990) and by the pupils because they constitute their role models (Popham, 1991). 

Among the other factors that lead to trust are consistency and unambiguousness. These factors 

must be taken into account when considering the practice of using surprise items about topics 

that were not on the study guide for the summative test as ethical or unethical.  

Similarly, in the category group “Confidentiality,” there was one item (item 17) that showed 

discrepancy among teachers’ perceptions within each group as well as between groups. In 

addition to the fact that the National Core Curriculum stipulates that education develops 

pupil’s aptitudes for self- and peer-assessment by reflecting on their own and on their peers’ 

learning, it also conveys that the assessment applied should be versatile and should avoid the 

comparison of pupils’ achievements. In case of students grading each other’s math 

homework, firstly, other assessment methods, beside the peer-assessment method, should also 

be applied. Secondly, by grading their peers’ homework, unconsciously, students can pollute 

the grades based on their preferences and by comparing the work they assess with that of the 

other peers. At last, by applying such an assessment method, the principle of confidentiality is 

also violated. Thus, these guidelines must be considered seriously when labeling the 

assessment practice described in item 17 as “ethical”. 

In the fourth scenario category “Grading Practices,” there are three items (items 10, 12, and 

38) that present differences in the teachers’ perceptions, within each group and two items 
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(items 29 and 34) that present significant statistical difference between the groups. For both 

groups, two of the three items (items 12 and 38) are similar but the third item (item 10) shows 

significant difference just in the group of pre-service teachers. Item 10 refers to the same 

guideline discussed in the previous scenario category, “Avoid score pollution”. Teachers must 

think carefully how heavily they weight peer-assessment for the grade formation because of 

the possible bias that may be introduced by peer-assessment.  

As specified in the Core Curriculum, and by McMillan (2000), the assessment must be 

versatile (implying various assessment techniques). Consequently, by considering homework 

as the most dominant factor in determining grades (item 12), this would not be in line with the 

theoretical guidelines. Moreover, it would be an indicator that the teacher is not assessment 

literate and does not understand the fair assessment principles; hence, (s)he may not be using 

various assessment practices, philosophies, and theories (DeLuca & Bellara, 2013). 

In the Finnish National Core Curriculum it is specified that “Behavior is assessed as a 

separate entity in a report, and it does not affect the grade or verbal assessment given for a 

subject.” Pertaining to this guideline, the results for the item 38 - “A teacher lowers grades for 

disruptive behavior”, show that 46.5 percent of pre-service teachers and 38 percent of in-

service teachers labeled it as “ethical”. In terms of items 29 and 34, however, the theoretical 

guideline at the base for an ethical or unethical choice should be “Avoid score pollution”. It is 

specified that the assessment that includes grades should consider only the level up to which 

students learned and achieved the goals and objectives of instruction (Brookhart, 2004; Smith, 

Smith, & DeLisi, 2001). As a result, if the grades are modified because of behavior issues, 

late work, or student effort, they do not reflect the level of achievement of the instruction 

goals. In this sense, item 6 refers to this specific guideline. Even though the difference of the 

answers given for this item is not considerable, it is worth mentioning because 14 percent of 

both the pre-service and in-service teacher groups considered as “ethical” the practice of 

assigning a zero mark for late work. Similarly, item 32 does not present a significant 

difference within and between the groups; nevertheless, 26 percent of the pre-service and 15 

percent of the in-service teachers considered as “ethical” to add extra points to each student’s 

mid-term score to make sure that most students still have a chance to pass at the end of the 

semester. This result confirms again the findings that Tierney (2015) presented, where one of 

the reasons teachers alter the grades is the wish to provide opportunity for students.  
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In the category “Multiple assessment opportunities,” items 30 and 33 fell in the area of 

disagreement for either the pre-service or in-service teachers. Both items refer to the 

theoretical guidelines regarding the versatile assessment and the score pollution. Thus, the 

procedure of using just one method of assessment or giving the same mark to all group 

participants should not be considered “ethical”. In this sense, Woolfolk (2003) specified that 

in order to avoid score pollution the grade assigned for collaborative work should involve an 

individual component in addition to the common grade for the whole group. 

Finally, there was only one item (item 5) that presented differences of opinion in the category 

group “Test Administration.” This was only observed in the case of pre-service teachers. 

Considering that cooperation between home and school is an important factor of a sound 

assessment culture, as mentioned in the Finnish Core Curriculum, and that teachers should not 

embarrass or publicly humiliate any pupil (Campbell, 2000, 2003), the correct choice for item 

5 should be “ethical”. 

8.1      Practical Implications 

In my opinion, the findings of the present study show that the instructions given to Finnish 

pre-service teachers regarding the classroom assessment practices, and their ethical 

judgement, are in line with the theories and guidelines. Similarly, the results reveal that in-

service teachers’ education and competence is according to the standards stipulated in all 

official documents. This leads to a constant updating regarding the latest research in 

educational sciences and the needed competences. On the other hand, the findings of this 

study emphasize that further instructions related to score pollution, the assessment of 

collaborative work, the use of the versatile assessment, and the awareness of the instructions 

regarding assessment given in the Curricula, should be more carefully addressed in pre-

service and in-service teacher education.  

In addition, the results of the present study denote that the clarity of the Finnish assessment 

guidelines and the education process that the Finnish pre-service and in-service teachers 

receive is well-planned and effective. Considering the differences between the results of the 

present study and the results showed by the previous studies, I can conclude that the 

educational policy makers of the other countries may want to follow the example of the 

Finnish education to minimize the issues related to the ethicality of the classroom assessment. 

Furthermore, the results of the previous studies, as well as the present one, showed that 
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teachers considered highly the students’ effort when assigning grades. However, researchers 

in the field of assessment pointed out that grades should reflect exclusively the achievement 

level but not the effort and other factors as growth, late work, or conduct (Brookhart & Nitko, 

2008; Oosterhof, 2009). In contrast with these guidelines regarding pupils’ growth, the 

Finnish National Core Curriculum stipulates that growth or progress is part of the assessment 

of learning, thus, it is considered an achievement factor. Pupils’ effort is considered a working 

skill which is also assessed as part of the grade in Finland. However, since it is not clearly 

specified in the National Core Curriculum, I believe that this element should be addressed 

more clearly in order to avoid different interpretations.  

The Core Curriculum specifies that late work is an indicator of lack of planning and 

regulation skills, which are considered essential working skills. Therefore, it is considered as 

part of the grade in elementary school. However, this guideline, given in the Core Curriculum, 

is not in line with the guideline of Smith and DeLisi (2001), which conveys that the 

assessment that includes grades should reflect only the level of mastery of the set objectives. 

Thus, by considering students’ effort, behavior, or late work, when assigning grades, this 

indicates that the grades do not accurately reflect the level of mastery of the academic goals. 

In regards to pupils’ conduct/ behavior, it is assessed as a separate entity, according to the 

guidelines given in the Curriculum, and it does not influence the grade given for a subject. In 

conclusion, the research in the field of classroom assessment should investigate further 

whether it is ethical or unethical / fair or unfair / effective or ineffective to apply the 

guidelines conveyed by the Finnish National Curriculum or those conveyed by some other 

researchers. 

8.2      Directions for future research 

The current research is based on scenarios designed and developed in the U.S. educational 

context. Consequently, the future research that will address the ethical issue of the classroom 

assessment in Finland, should elaborate scenarios typical for the Finnish educational context. 

In this sense, future work should take a closer look at the cultural differences of classroom 

assessment in various countries of the world and how these cultural differences impact 

particular educational policies. Moreover, the current research had as participants Finnish pre-

service and in-service teachers of elementary school education. It may be relevant to 

investigate in future research the ethicality perspectives of teachers from other educational 

levels and potentially compare them to those of elementary teachers. 
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In addition, as suggested by Liu et al. (2016), future research should include another scenario 

category that tackles the issue of ethics of caring. This, the importance of the ethics of 

carrying, is also suggested by Rogers and Webb (1991) as well as Beets (2011). The 

dimensions of care and justice and their interactions which results in ethical dilemmas is 

further described by Colnerud (2006). Additionally, I would recommend using a mixed 

method of investigation by including interviews as an additional instrument beyond the 

questionnaire. This may allow researchers to gather more information about the teachers’ 

perceptions regarding classroom assessment. 

Moreover, this study addressed the in-service teachers from teacher training schools. Many of 

these teachers are Ph.D. graduates. As a result, this factor may have biased the findings. For 

future studies, it would be interesting to address also teachers from other schools and with 

different levels of education.  

Finally, in previous studies, as well as in the present study, the 80 percent threshold was 

considered as the lower limit for the strong agreement area. For future studies, that should 

also include a bigger sample, I recommend investigating what should the appropriate 

threshold between strong and week agreement as well as strong and weak disagreement be. 

This could potentially be achieved based on statistical significance testing of the different 

thresholds, which may provide a more scientific argument for the specific agreement / 

disagreement thresholds. 
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9.      EVALUATION OF THE STUDY 

Educational research studies also address issues pertaining to the study’s validity and 

reliability. This is required in order to establish the degree of relevance for the obtained 

results. In this section I discuss these two concepts and provide further insights that pertain to 

the current study. 

9.1      Research Validity and Reliability 

Content validity looks at whether the instrument comprises all the content that it is intended 

to, taking into account the variables. On the other hand, reliability looks at the consistency of 

the instrument. In this regard, the instrument of this study was developed previously and used 

in similar studies by Green et al. (2007) then adapted and used in another study by Liu et al. 

(2016). For the present study, the questionnaire was re-adapted to the Finnish educational 

context and translated into Finnish by a group of experts, all Finnish native speakers. As for 

the internal consistency, the questionnaire used in previous studies was grouped in 7 

categories based on the topics of the scenarios, whereas the present study kept six of the 

original categories and eliminates the “Standardized test preparation” category due to the lack 

of standardized testing in Finland. 

The total number of participants for this study was 79 (45 pre-service and 34 in-service 

teachers). This sample size is optimal and reliable, the survey can be replicated in other 

regions of the country / world, and the results can be generalized to the overall issue of 

assessment ethicality. The pre-service teachers were students of Primary Teacher Education 

Master Degree Programs of the University of Oulu. The in-service teachers were primary 

school teachers of the University of Oulu Teacher Training Schools. This factor might have 

influenced the findings since many teachers from teacher training schools are PhD graduates.  

The evaluation of the results is justified and appropriate. The frequency test was analyzed by 

following the example of previous studies. Nevertheless, in contrast to the previous studies, in 

the present research the Fisher’s Exact Test was applied to investigate the significance of the 

differences between pre-service and in-service teachers’ perceptions (instead of the chi-square 

test, which was used in earlier studies). This decision was taken because of the small sample, 

which makes it difficult to use the chi-squared test accurately.  
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9.2      Ethical Issues 

The research that involves human subjects must obey the ethical guidelines that implicate 

guaranteed anonymity and confidentiality, the maintained dignity of the participants, and the 

informed consent (Couchman & Dawson, 1990; Morse, 1991; Polit & Hungler, 1991; 

Christakis, 1992; Punch, 1994). Brown (1993) pointed out that all human beings have the 

right to privacy. Hence, research participants may not want the details about themselves, or 

their opinions and attitudes, to be made publicly available. Consequently, the data for this 

study was collected anonymously and the participation for the study was voluntary. Both 

groups of participants were firstly briefed about the purpose of the study, the voluntary way of 

participation, and the structure of the survey.  

Another right that every individual that participates in research has is the informed consent 

(Couchman & Dawson, 1990). Thus, the paper version of the questionnaire, that was handed 

to the pre-service teachers contained the consent of using their responses for research 

purposes, which asked for their signature at the bottom. Moreover, the data collection from 

the in-service teachers was firstly approved by the school principal who received the request 

for research and then was approved after a thorough assessment of the questionnaire (by the 

school principals). Before initiating the data collection procedure, I discussed the particulars 

of the current study with the school principals as well as the teachers in order to obtain their 

consent. All the participants consented to release their information for research purposes. The 

questionnaire was sent by e-mail as a link generated by Webropol (an online survey tool).  

9.3      Study limitations 

This study comprised one optional question (the 40th question) which inquired about the 

participant’s opinion regarding the study or a particular scenario they found difficult to 

answer to. By analyzing these answers, I found that many respondents needed more details 

regarding the practice described and other descriptive factors to make the right decision 

regarding the ethicality of the scenario. Additionally, respondents admitted that in many cases 

it was difficult to select “ethical” or “unethical” and suggested that a scale should give the 

possibility to answer more accurately.  

Another limitation is that this study relies mostly on U.S literature when considering the 

theoretical background and the ethical guidelines because there are little materials regarding 

the Finnish classroom assessment practices, polices, guidelines available in English. 
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Moreover, 35 scenarios cannot address all the ethical dilemmas that teachers struggle with 

when applying classroom assessment, thus more scenarios should be development for the 

future studies (potentially in stricter accordance to the Finnish policies in the educational 

system). 

A final limitation of the study may be the low number of participants. Although the overall 

sample size, 79 participants, may be enough to run statistical hypothesis tests, the sub-samples 

of the two groups of teachers may be too small for within group analysis. A larger sample size 

may also allow for different types of hypothesis testing that may be easier to compare with 

previous studies on this topic. 
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11.      APPENDIX 

Table 3. Scenarios in Bias/Fairness 

Item Scenario Pre-service 

teachers 

(% Ethical, 

N= 45) 

In-service 

teachers 

(% Ethical, 

N= 34) 

Fisher’s 

Exact Test  

(p-value) 

4 Two teachers teach different sections 

of the same course. One teacher assigns 

very few report card grades with a 

maximum grade because of her belief 

that students’ work is rarely perfect. 

 

16 

 

 

18 

 

 

1.000 

8 A teacher always checks the name of 

the student whose essay test he is 

grading. 

 

49 

 

 

59 

 

 

.495 

15 To enhance self-esteem, an elementary 

teacher addresses only students’ 

strengths when writing narrative report 

cards. 

 

38 

 

 

32 

 

 

.643 

21 As a teacher finalizes grades, she 

changes one student's course grade 

from a 9 to a 10 because tests and 

papers showed the student had 

mastered the course objectives even 

though he had not completed some of 

his homework assignments. 

 

80 

 

 

88 

 

 

.375 
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26 A teacher who knows a student had a 

bad week because of problems at home 

bumps the student’s participation grade 

up a few points to compensate for his 

bad score on a quiz. 

 

53 

 

 

44 

 

 

.498 

Table 4. Scenarios in Communication about Grading 

Item Scenario Pre-service 

teachers 

(% Ethical, 

N= 45) 

In-service 

teachers 

(% Ethical, 

N= 34) 

Fisher’s 

Exact Test 

(p-value) 

9 A teacher tells students which materials 

are important to learn in preparing for a 

class test. 

 

96 

 

97 

 

1.000 

11 For the final test, a teacher always uses 

a few surprise items about topics that 

were not on the study guide. 

 

49 

 

65 

 

.178 

16 At the beginning of the course, a 

teacher shares with students the rubrics 

for each task. The teacher leads 

students in a discussion about the 

rubrics, makes changes to the rubrics 

according to students’ feedback, and 

gives students the final versions to 

guide their completion of the course 

tasks. 

 

 

 

 

100 

 

 

 

 

91 

 

 

 

 

.076 

22 A teacher states how she will grade a 

task when she assigns it. 

100 97 .430 
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27 A middle school principal directs 

teachers to give students a written 

policy that explains how grades are 

calculated in their classes. 

96 

 

94 

 

1.000 

 

 

Table 5. Scenarios in Confidentiality 

Item Scenario Pre-service 

teachers 

(% Ethical, 

N= 45) 

In-service 

teachers 

(% Ethical, 

N= 34) 

Fisher’s 

Exact Test 

(p-value) 

17 At a high school, mathematics teachers 

do not grade all tests or homework. 

Instead, teachers let students grade 

each other’s math homework and then 

share the results in groups. Teachers 

believe teamwork will help students 

learning. 

 

 

 

65 

 

 

 

38 

 

 

 

.023 

23 An elementary teacher discloses to the 

parents of a student their child’s score 

on a test. 

 

84 

 

97 

 

.128 

28 To motivate students to perform better, 

a science teacher always announces 

that he is distributing scored tests to 

students in order of points earned, from 

the top score to the bottom score. 

 

 

0 

 

 

6 

 

 

.182 
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31 To calm the fears of distraught parents, 

a teacher compares their child’s 

achievement scores with the results of 

the student’s cousin who is also in the 

class. 

 

 

0 

 

 

0 

 

 

- 

 

 

Table 6. Scenarios in Grading Practices 

Item Scenario Pre-service 

teachers 

(% Ethical, 

N= 45) 

In-service 

teachers 

(% Ethical, 

N= 34) 

Fisher’s 

Exact Test 

(p-value) 

18 A middle school history teacher offers 

extra credit opportunities to all of his 

classes except the advanced class. 

 

7 

 

3 

 

.630 

24 When a child is caught cheating on a 

test, rather than assigning a zero, the 

teacher gives the student an alternate 

version of the same test. 

 

 

91 

 

 

76 

 

 

.114 

6 A teacher assigns a zero for late work. 16 15 1.000 

10 A teacher uses student peer ratings as 

40% of the grade on an oral report. 

46 29 .161 

12 A teacher weights homework heavily 

in determining grades. 

50 44 .650 

29 A teacher considers students’ growth in 

assigning grades. 

98 82 .038 
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32 A physics teacher is concerned that 

most students did not perform well on 

the mid-term test. Based on the results, 

it has become mathematically 

impossible for about 70% of students to 

earn a passing grade. Thus, the teacher 

adds extra points to each student’s mid-

term score to make sure most students 

still have a chance to pass at the end of 

the semester. 

 

 

 

 

 

26 

 

 

 

 

 

15 

 

 

 

 

 

.267 

 34 A teacher considers student effort when 

determining grades. 

96 

 

79 

 

 .034 

35 A physical education teacher gives a 

student a zero as a homework grade for 

not returning a field trip form requiring 

a parent’s signature. 

 

 

5 

 

 

9 

 

 

.648 

36 To encourage lively discussion in 

English III, a teacher counts class 

participation as 30% of the final grade. 

 

76 

 

88 

 

.246 

37 A teacher lowers grades for late work 

by one number grade for each day. 

22 

 

6 

 

.060 

38 A teacher lowers grades for disruptive 

behavior. 

46 

 

38 

 

.496 
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Table 7. Scenarios in Multiple Assessment Opportunities 

Item Scenario Pre-service 

teachers 

(% Ethical, 

N= 45) 

In-service 

teachers 

(% Ethical, 

N= 34) 

Fisher’s 

Exact Test 

(p-value) 

13 For a group project, a teacher bases 

each student’s grade on the group’s 

product a mural of a historical event – 

and a heavily weighted essay 

completed independently by each 

student. 

 

 

91 

 

 

74 

 

 

.063 

7 An early elementary teacher uses 

observational checklists, anecdotal 

notes, and interviews (student 

conferences) in assessing students. 

 

 

91 

 

 

97 

 

 

.384 

19 A teacher assesses student knowledge 

by using many types of assessments: 

multiple-choice tests, essays, projects, 

portfolios. 

 

 

100 

 

 

100 

 

 

- 

25 A high school social studies teacher 

bases students’ final semester grade on 

2 multiple-choice tests. 

 

16 

 

9 

 

.500 

30 A second-grade teacher uses 

observations as the sole method to 

assess what students have learned. 

 

29 

 

32 

 

.807 

33 While assessing group work, a teacher 

gives the same mark to each group 

participant. 

 

41 

 

29 

 

.346 
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Table 8. Scenarios in Test Administration 

Item Scenario Pre-service 

teachers 

(% Ethical, 

N= 45) 

In-service 

teachers 

(% Ethical, N= 

34) 

Fisher’s 

Exact Test 

(p-value) 

5 While administrating a test, a teacher 

notices that a student is copying 

answers from another student. The 

teacher stops at the student’s desk, 

quietly reminds her that cheating is 

not appropriate, and then the teacher 

continues walking around the room. 

At the end of the day the teacher sent 

a note home about the cheating. 

 

 

 

 

67 

 

 

 

 

79 

 

 

 

 

.311 

14 While administering a test, a teacher 

notices that most students missed the 

same question. The teacher reminds 

all students to check their answers of 

that question one more time. 

 

 

96 

 

 

97 

 

 

1.000 

20 While administering a test, a high 

school teacher notices that a student 

has skipped a problem and is 

recording all of her answers out of 

the sequence on the answer form. 

The teacher shows the student where 

to record the answer she is working 

on and instructs the child to put the 

answer to each question with the 

same number on the answer sheet. 

 

 

 

 

88 

 

 

 

 

88 

 

 

 

 

1.000 

 

 


