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Abstract: The school-based assessment (SBA) system is a holistic assessment system conducted in school
by subject teachers in assessing the students’ cognitive (intellect), affective (emotional and spiritual) and
psychomotor (physical) aspects which is in line with the National Philosophy of Education and the
Standards-based School Curriculum. It is becoming recognized as an important means of assessing students
which could be considered as an effort in improving human capital development holistically, as well as to lessen
the negative influence of examination-oriented education systems on students. Although SBA is still in a
relatively early stage of development in an upper middle-income developing country like Malaysia, it is
becoming increasingly important that SBA is evaluated considering its impact on students’ achievement.
In order to evaluate SBA, a self-administered questionnaire is designed based on the CIPP evaluation format.
The data are derived from a sample of 776 primary and secondary school teachers who have been sampled using
a stratified random sampling of schools. A technique called structural equation modeling (SEM) with the use
of AMOS version 18 software is used for data analysis. The result indicates that there is a reasonable fit with
the SBA evaluation model with an interrelationship between the dimensions of evaluation (context, input,

process and product). Theoretical, methodological and practical implications are discussed.
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INTRODUCTION

Education systems around the world are going
through reforms in an effort to improve quality of life.
Reforms are aiming to raise the bar of students’
performance and to close the gap especially among the
lower performing group of students [1]. It is also aimed in
providing students with competencies and higher order
skills which suits the 21* century challenges [2]. Reforms
include the way students are assessed. There is a large
body of literature which focuses on the negative impact
of the traditional concept of assessment on student
learning. A sole focus on public examination could
negatively affect the society such as exerting
unconstructive influence on students’ emotional strength
as a barrier to success [3], distort the school curricula and
produce less reliable and invalid results [4] or regulate
incapability in assessing skills such as problem-solving
skills, orally expressing thoughts or school behavior [5].

Recently, the trend of assessment system in some
countries is changing with the introduction of formative
assessment. Malaysia, as an upper middle income
developing country has also started to implement SBA to
a few subjects in 2002 and, has finally implemented it in
total in 2011 with the Year One students made the first
move into it [6]. Most literature on formative assessment
are from developed countries as they have implemented
it since quite a long time ago. As such, in Australia, the
emergence of SBA started in the late 1960s [7] and in
Finland and Sweden, its implementation has begun in the
early 1970s [8]. Therefore, there is a need for more
research on the execution of SBA in developing countries.
School programs that are implemented by the means of
this system need evaluation to avoid meaningless
changes and reforms [9]. Even, evaluation itself is an
essential part of improvement for any educational
practices and procedures. However, the evaluation of
SBA is rarely undertaken in a systematic and focused
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manner although its importance is widely acknowledged.
As such, the research evidence on SBA evaluation is
looking only at some dimensions which do not give a full
rounded indication of the effectiveness of the system.
Some researches focus only on the process of evaluation
itself including looking at teachers’ attitude [10, 11] or
product evaluation to identify the benefits of SBA [12].
Other researches look at both evaluation dimensions;
process and product as in Annie [13] which determines
students’ perception of and reaction to feedback or
relating process and product [14, 15] as well as the input
and product [16]. To date, studies that are related to all
the four evaluation dimensions of SBA are non-existent.

Looking at the Malaysian National Philosophy of
Education which was formulated in 1988, it strictly stated
that the education has to be an on-going effort in
developing potentials of students in a holistic manner
based on a firm belief in and devotion to God [17]. This
means that education has to have a variety of strategies
and approaches to make sure students’ potentials are
developed in a holistic and integrated manner to produce
a well-balanced community [18]. Furthermore, according
to the fifth chapter of the five year plan in the Tenth
Malaysian Plan (2011-2015), the aim of the Plan is to
improve the education of the people starting from early
education and basic education, followed by tertiary
education to the working environment. Three core
strategies involved are to reform the education system to
improve students’ performance, to increase people’s skills
for employability and reforming the labor market. The
interest of this study seems to be consistent with the first
core strategy of the Plan, which is focusing on reform or
improvement of the education system based on the
National Philosophy of Education [19]. Furthermore, the
strategies of the Plan also include a focus on the
involvement of students in sports and curriculum,
inculcating values and ethics as well as improving the use
of ICT and communication amongst students.

Frameworks for Evaluating SBA: A number of
conceptual frameworks have been developed
evaluating programs. Among the evaluation frameworks
identified as the most applicable to educational programs
are Tyler’s concept, Kirkpatrick’s model, Stake’s model
and Stufflebeam’s CIPP model. According to the CIPP
model developed by Daniel Stufflebeam, any system or
project could be evaluated in four dimensions — context,
input, process and product [20]. A program can be
evaluated in a single dimension or in a few dimensions
altogether [21]. CIPP model has been used to evaluate
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various educational programs and projects from various
disciplines [22]. Furthermore, each dimension in the
evaluation should serve a particular decision as
evaluation involves decision-making process [23].
Hence, the context, input, process and product evaluation
should support the planning, structuring, implementing
and recycling of decisions respectively. Context
evaluation refers to the systematic process of getting
information on the establishment of new program
objectives or to translate needs into objectives and also
the modification of existing objectives or confirmation of
the present objectives in order to guide the decisions
planning [23]. In other words, it emphasizes on assessing
needs, assets and problems within a defined environment
[24]. Tt is like asking, “What should we do to evaluate this
program?’, “Which objectives should be obtained?’ [25],
‘Have the important needs addressed accordingly?’ [22]
or ‘What is the context of the program and how will it
match with the target population?” [26]. Methods of
collecting data for this purpose could be surveys,
interviews, document reviews [27] or through focus
group, website, journals or standardized testing [26].
However, Clinton believes that the most used method is
the existing documentation. Input evaluation focuses on
assessing  the  strategies, personnel,
procedures or a prospective cost assessment in achieving
the program objectives which has been derived earlier
[23]. This leads to structuring decisions by the decision-
makers and a few appropriate questions which should be
considered for this evaluation are for instance, ‘Was the
effort guided by a defensible plan?’, ‘Which strategies or
procedures should be tried out?” or ‘Was the effort
guided by a defensible plan or budget?’ [22] and ‘What
input have been received from the ministry?’” or ‘What
professional development did the providers receive?’ [26].
The data for input evaluation could be accumulated using
surveys, interviews, websites or journals with the majority
of data come from the existing documentation [26].

The next step is to carry out the process evaluation.
During process evaluation, decision-makers determine the
processes implemented to achieve the goal of a program.
The processes should be monitoring challenges,
identifying program adjustments, getting additional
information for changes, documenting the process or
running regular monitoring on the activities [28].
Important questions to be asked for example, ‘Are we
doing it correctly?” and ‘How adequately are these
strategies or procedures working?’ [25]. Process
evaluation involves implementing decisions as it guides
the decision-makers on how to reinforce the program’s
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implementation, to assist program replication or to
demonstrate the reasons why the objectives of the
program could not be achieved [23]. Interview is
recognized as the best means of collecting data for
process evaluation [26]. The final dimension is the
product evaluation, also known as ‘outcome evaluation’.
It serves as the program recycling decisions in
determining and examining the specific outcomes of the
program. In this regard, the decision-makers should
consider a few aspects like, ‘Should the program be
continued or not?’, ‘How effective are the goals and
objectives being accomplished?’ [25] or ‘Did the effort
succeed?’ [22]. In short, product evaluation is like
comparing the outcomes of a program with its objective
which has been set earlier. All the evaluations dimensions
mentioned above are in a dynamic relationships to each
other whereby information from any components of
evaluation could be provided to the previous components
so that the changes could be made should the need arises
[25].

The Assessment System in the Malaysian Educational
Context: In Malaysia, assessment system is controlled by
the Malaysian Examination Syndicate (MES) centralized
in Putrajaya. MES is responsible for the development of
a national curriculum and all procedures related to
examination such as preparing test, setting examinations
rules and regulations, revising syllabi [29]. Previously,
assessment system was focusing on public examination
but formative assessment has been introduced in recent
years. In 2011, SBA which consists of both assessments,
formative and summative has been implemented formally
on the Year One students. SBA in the Malaysian
educational context consists of two main components
known as the academic components (school and central
assessment) and the non-academic components
(physical activities, sports, co-curricular assessment and
psychometric assessment). It is a form of assessment
which is planned, administered, scored and reported by
the subject teachers following the guidelines from MES
[30]. The main objectives of its implementation are to get
an overall picture of individual’s potential, to monitor
individual’s development and to help them to increase
their potentials as well as to make a meaningful reporting
on individuals. In other words, SBA is assessing the
process and product of each and every student in
formative and summative way by practicing both, the
assessment for learning and assessment of learning
concept.
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The Present Study: Based on the CIPP model of
evaluation that promotes the interrelationships between
dimensions of evaluation, this study examines dimensions
of evaluation such as context, input, process and product
that have a causal link to one another. In this study,
context evaluation focuses on the environment where the
changes happen involving two factors; school type
(urban and rural schools) and school category (primary
and secondary schools). The other three evaluation
dimensions are described in more detail as below:

Input evaluation. This study focuses on three first-
order factors: material and personal needs in SBA,
appropriateness of personnel qualifications and
suitability of physical infrastructure and ICT.
(Example of items to be rated by teachers are:
‘Teachers are sufficiently qualified to implement
assessment activities” or ‘The ICT hardware is
suitable to conduct SBA activities”’).

Process evaluation includes twelve first-order
factors: belief, feeling, readiness, understanding,
courses, in-house  training, administration,
challenges, moderation, monitoring, role and
importance of SBA. (Examples of items are: ‘SBA is
efficient in improving students’ learning’ or ‘SBA is
not burdening me”)

Product evaluation includes three first-order factors:
students’ attitude, knowledge and motivational
toward learning. (Examples of items are: ‘Students
practice SBA in their study’ or ‘SBA encourages
students to read more books than they had before”).

The factors involved in each evaluation dimension
are formed based on the literature especially the three
assessment models such as the formative assessment
model [31], the Logic model [32] and the SCAP model [33].
Formative assessment model concentrates on four main
elements: identifying the gap, feedback, student
involvement and learning progressions [34]. Based on this
model, identifying the gap refers to the process of
identifying the ‘zone of proximal development’ of the
students to enable the teachers to scaffold or support the
students by adapting their teaching or having
collaborative processes with students during formative
assessments. Feedback is a descriptive and criterion-
based information from the teachers on the students’
current learning and methods for improvement or in short,
it could be viewed as an information about the gap [35].
Feedback, being the core of formative assessment with
various roles in influencing students learning [36] has to
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be well understood by teachers to avoid practicing it in an
inefficient way. Student involvement focuses on the
development of students’ self and peer-assessment skills,
learning  progressions of
progressions that should be learned by students in
achieving their goals. Students’ learning progressions
are important as they are the basis for the other three
main components of the model and developing them is
not an easy task for teachers as they have to be
well-trained on those skills. In conclusion, this model
proves that the establishment of learning goals and
criteria for success as an input, followed by the process
of formative assessment which goes along in a cycle has
rendered the ultimate goal in learning as the product to be
achieved.

whereas are a series

Aim of this Paper: The aim of this paper is to evaluate the
implementation of SBA in schools in preparing a
summative report on the effectiveness of the system.
The model proposed studies the interrelationship between
all the evaluation dimensions (context, input, process and
product). It is hypothesized that process is positively
associated with product and input is positively associated
with both process and product.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

This cross-sectional survey study was conducted in
February 2013. In choosing samples of schools, stratified
random sampling is used. Overall a total of 2500
questionnaires have been distributed to the respondents
in primary and secondary schools in one of the state in
the north-east of Peninsular Malaysia. There are 826
completed questionnaires received from the respondents
but 50 questionnaires have been discarded due to having
had a lot of unanswered items or same responses written
on the same page. The final total of questionnaires
obtained is 776 and therefore the effective response rate
was approximately 31.04 percent. The number of samples
gathered seems adequate to apply a stable maximum
likelihood estimation procedure in SEM in addressing the
research objectives as suggested by Hair et al. [37].
The questionnaire has been developed by the researcher
accordingly to suit the CIPP model interpretations based
on theories, models and instruments from previous
studies. It consists of two main sections, the demographic
characteristics of the respondents and the items related
to context, input, process and product evaluations.
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The items on evaluation are ranked on a five-point Likert
scale ranging from ‘strongly disagree’ to ‘strongly agree’.
The interrelationships between dimensions are analyzed
using SEM. This is the most suitable method for this
study as SEM is a multivariate technique which

simultaneously examines a series of interrelated
dependence relationship among variables [38].
Furthermore, SEM is also capable in correcting

measurement error by providing estimation of error
variance which could not be conducted by traditional
multivariate procedures [39].

RESULTS

Demographic Description: Data indicates that nearly
two-thirds (74.7%) of the respondents are females and the
remaining are males. The majority of the respondents are
Malay (93.6%). Nearly half of them (49.7%) are below
40 years of age. Most of them are degree holders (71.4%),
a few with masters (3.4%) and none with Phds. Teaching
experiences of them varied with most of them (49.1%)
have 10 to 20 years experiences. Since SBA has been
implemented in 201 1with the Year One students made as
the first participants, based on the data collected in early
2013, nearly half (49.9%) of the respondents have had a
year experience in practicing SBA and a similar percentage
of respondents (53.0%) have at least attended courses on
SBA once.

Confirmatory Factor Analysis: When using SEM, it is
necessary to assess how well have the items representing
their underlying latent constructs. Thus, a measurement
model of input, process and product evaluation have
gone through the process of Confirmatory Factor
Analysis (CFA) to address the issues of validity and
reliability of the models. CFA is used when the models
have already been developed based on literature so the
analysis of data is done based on the specified model.
However, if the model is not specified and analysis is
conducted based on data, exploratory factor analysis
(EFA) is addressed. All the three models are run and they
have resulted in a poor fit. Therefore, EFA has been
conducted and yielded six new measurement models.
Based on modification indices, some paths of covariance
between error terms are added. Finally, all the six
measurement models have shown an excellent fit to the
data, valid and reliable. Characteristics for each of the
measurement model tested are presented in Table 1.
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Table 1: Characteristics of each of the final measurement models

Measurement Model Fit indices value

Number of items Multivariate kurtosis

Input Dimension X2=1.751; df = 1; X¥df = 1.751; 4 6.104
GFI =0.999; AGFI = 0.989; NFI = 0.999;
CFI =0.999; TLI = 0.996; RMSEA = 0.031

Process Dimension

a) Process1 X2=122.722; df = 30; X*/df = 4.091; 10 41.606
GFI = 0.969; AGFI = 0.943; NFI = 0.975;
CF1=0.981; TLI=0.971; RMSEA = 0.064

b) Process2 X2=11.067; df = 4; X¥/df = 2.767; 5 39.925
GFI = 0.994; AGFI = 0.979; NFI = 0.995;
CFI =0.997; TLI = 0.993; RMSEA = 0.048

¢) Process3 X?=65.893; df = 16; X¥df = 4.118; 8 40.738
GFI=0.979; AGFI = 0.952; NFI = 0.988;
CF1=0.991; TLI = 0.984; RMSEA = 0.064

d) Challenges X2=9.930; df = 6; X¥/df = 1.655; 6 12.251
GFI = 0.996; AGFI = 0.985; NFI = 0.994;
CFI =0.998; TLI = 0.994; RMSEA = 0.029

Product Dimension X?=3.458; df = 3; X?/df = 1.153; 5 12.123
GFI=0.998; AGFI = 0.991; NFI = 0.999;
CFI=1.000; TLI=0.999; RMSEA =0.014

Total 38

Structural Equation Modelling: This study involves a
two-stage approach to SEM analysis which includes
assessing the CFA and analyzing the SEM. This approach
is good as it could avoid bad measures because validation
for each measurement model is assessed during CFA
before proceeding with the full structural model [38]. SEM
technique which is theory-driven, is used to determine the
interrelationships between evaluation dimensions in a full
structural model. Structural model (Fig. 1) is assembled
based on theoretical interrelationships among the
constructs of grounded in empirical research [39].

There are nine hypothesized causal paths altogether
in the initial structural model with 38 observed variables.
Initially, there are 68 observed variables but after going
through procedures to gain best measurement models,
they are reduced to 38. When this model is evaluated, it
shows that the overall X* is 2692.337 with degrees of
freedom equals to 639. The indices of fit shows X*/df =
4.213, CF1=0.909, GFI = 0.836, NFI = 0.884, TLI=0.899,
RMSEA = 0.065 and ECVI = 3.781. It clearly shows that
the model is not fit. Then, Process3 is deleted from the
model since the value of correlation between Process3
andProcees] is 0. 923 and between Process3 and Product
is 0. 944, thus rejects discriminant validity. Then, the
structural parameter estimates are reviewed. The paths are
determined. All the non-significant paths are deleted one
at a time to check for the best solution [39]. A new model
is produced with two path deleted (Product <- Process2;
CR =1.212 and Product <- Input; CR = 1.091). The model
is estimated again and still not fit. According to Byrne
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[39], the deletion of construct can change the number of
sample moments and degree of freedom and then causes
a big difference in X°.

Next, to further improve the fitness of the model with
the five statistically significant paths, the monitoring
process and one item from challenge construct are deleted
due to their low estimate parameter value and the overlap
of item content. Next, one item from attitude construct is
deleted due to low parameter estimates and it is negatively
skewed. It then followed by the deletion of understanding
construct but maintained one item (‘educational
transformation through SBA leads to changes from
examination-oriented to an assessment which is more
integrated’). The item is maintained and grouped together
with attitude construct as theoretically, the content of
item suits the construct. The structural model is then
being evaluated again and this seems to be the final
structural model with 26 observed variables left as shown
in Figure 2.

Although there is no firm rules when to stop the
model, it depends to the researcher in getting the best
parsimonious model by determining the items, the
constructs and the interrelationship between them.
The final structural model yields several noteworthy
results which collectively support the adequacy of the
model. The chi-square test results with a statistically
significant discrepancy between the model and the
data (X* = 1066.796, p = 0.000; CMIN/df = 3.756). The
overall fit statistics shows a good fit characteristics (CFI
= 0.943, TLI = 0.935, RMSEA =0.060 and ECVI= 1.568).
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Fig. 1: The hypothesized model — initial structural model

Fig. 2: The hypothesized model — final structural model
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All of the unstandardized estimates for the five structural
paths are statistically significant, all values of
standardized estimates are sound and are less than 1.00.
As Chin [40] states that the value of standardized
estimates is meaningful when it is more than 0.30, or at
least 0.20. Furthermore, all covariance and error variance
are statistically significant. In this model, the squared
multiple correlation which represented the proportion of
variance that was explained by the predictors of the
construct shows 58.5% for product and 70.7%, 22.1%,
18.0% for process1, process2 and challenges respectively.
For example, this structural relations explain quite a large
amount of variance in product, meaning that product is
well explained by the two factors of process evaluations
which are teachers ‘attitude and skills’ and ‘challenges’.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

SBA is a vital component in education as assessment
is an integral part of the educational process.
Understanding the interaction between assessment,
curriculum and instruction is important in order to
produce better impact in educational improvement.
The findings of the present study have expanded the
existing body of knowledge on the effectiveness of SBA
implementation. Since there is an urgent need to know the
effectiveness of this assessment system, this study has
attempted to evaluate the system using CIPP model as a
framework. Overall, our findings suggest that the model is
partly helpful in explaining the interrelationships between
dimensions of evaluation in SBA. Therefore, to some
extent, CIPP model is suitable to be used as a means of
explaining an evaluation process of SBA. Elements of
CIPP model which are applicable in the western world are
transferable to the Malaysian context. Furthermore,
results from SEM also indicate that the model explains
quite a high percentage of the variance. There is a strong
positive and significant relationship between teachers
‘attitude and skills’ and students ‘attitude and motivation’
whereas ‘challenge’ is negatively associated with
students ‘attitude and motivation’. In other words,
according to teachers, when teachers have a positive
attitude and gain skills on assessment, students are more
likely to improve their attitude and motivation towards
learning. These findings therefore confirm previous
research suggesting that process is actually associated
with product. Research by ARG [41] suggests that
whenever some processes are implemented, such as
giving explanations on the purpose of test and
constructive feedback or developing students’ self-
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assessment skills and criteria for learning, it could improve
students’ motivation. Furthermore, a case study
conducted in Malaysia found out that various formative
assessment techniques in Malay subject such as
questioning technique, the use of scratch cards, loud
pronunciation technique, matching technique, singing
techniques and discussions have influenced students’
attitude and knowledge on assessment [42]. Challenge is
found to be negatively associated with students’ attitude
and motivation towards learning. One might suggest
that it might not be worth considering as SBA is just
newly-introduced. Wei [43] with his action research study
has found that SBA has proved to increase students’
intrinsic motivation, strengthen and sustain their
motivation, help them to understand their strength and
weakness better despite challenges that they are facing
including time-consuming, lack of training on assessment,
low reliability of assessment tasks and large class sizes.
However, when changes are made to the data storage
process in the Malaysian assessment system, whereby
teachers no longer need to key-in lots of data into the
online system, SBA is found to be well accepted by the
majority of educators [44]. Hence, it shows that reducing
challenges does matter to certain extent. Understanding
the context of the school is also important. Computer and
internet access might not be a problem to urban schools
but to rural schools, they usually do.

There is no statistically significant relationship
between ‘moderation process’ implemented in school and
students ‘attitudes and motivation’. This finding seems
paradoxical with the previous findings on process and
product. The possible explanation for this might be that
teachers do not fully understand the purpose of
moderation process in improving students’ attitude on
SBA and their motivation towards learning. This shows
that there are different perceptions on this issue between
teachers in Western countries and the teachers
Malaysia. However, in Malaysia, not all teachers are
involved during internal and external moderation process.
This might worsen the condition as they are not given
opportunities to apply the knowledge they have gained
during training session. Taken together, it is not too
inordinate to claim that this finding reveals an issue of
worth to be researched in the future. The research is
better involved around the questions of how far have the
teachers practice the idea of giving students
opportunities to improve or, to what extent do teachers try
to improve their teaching practices after going through
moderation process schools. ‘Qualification and
equipment’ are associated significantly with all the three

in

in



World Appl. Sci. J., 35 (6): 880-890, 2017

components in process evaluation (‘attitudes and skills’,
‘challenge’ and ‘moderation process’). This is supported
by Heritage [34] who asserts that specific knowledge and
skills are needed if teachers were to implement formative
assessments effectively. In addition, this finding seems to
corroborate previous studies in the western and Asian
context. Over two years of school (2006 and 2007),
Singapore has conducted a longitudinal quasi-
experimental intervention study on authentic assessment
[16]. When teachers were provided with an ongoing and
sustained professional development on authentic
assessment task design and rubric development for two
years, there was an improvement observed on teachers’
assessment task and students’ work quality. Similarly, an
intervention was conducted under a program called
‘Embedding Formative Assessment’ to school teachers in
Cannington, London [45]. It involved training teachers
with various strategies and techniques on formative
assessment and also providing them with materials for it.
After seven months, it was found that teachers have made
a positive progress and the head teachers were looking
forward to continue the program in the following year.

There is no statistically significant relationship
between ‘qualification and equipment’ and students
‘attitude and motivation’. This finding contradicts the
above assessment models. Newmann et al. [46] proposed
in their model on capacity-building strategies that
technical resources such as high-quality curriculum,
books, assessments instruments, laboratory equipment,
computer or adequate work space could influence
instruction which improve students’
achievement. However, there is still a strong indirect
effect between them. It might be appropriate to review the
items again or add more items to input evaluation in future
studies.

In conclusion, this study provides some support
to the effectiveness of SBA implementation in schools.
It also supports the models developed earlier such as the
CIPP model, formative assessment model and SCAP
model. Moreover, this study also suggests that there is an
opportunity to improve the system as long as the
decision-makers are willing to take those challenges
positively. However, on the question of how far has this
newly-introduced assessment system achieved the
standard, it has yet to be continuously evaluated.
Nevertheless, this study has several limitations. First, the
samples were taken only from teachers, not involving the
other stakeholders, so the development and validation of
instruments might be limited. Furthermore, the data merely
come from the perceptions of teachers without observing

in turn can
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their real practices. Second, some items included in the
survey were deleted during CFA and SEM procedure in
order to gain the best fit of the model. Finally, the sample
of this study was collected at government schools in one
of the states in the north-east of Malaysia. Although the
education system in Malaysia might not be much
difference between each state as the system is centralized,
cultural difference might limit the generalization of
findings to other states.

Implications: Theoretical, methodological and practical
implications are discussed suggesting the importance of
study to different audience. Reviewing the factors in
evaluation dimensions and its dynamic interplay examined
in the study shows that the CIPP model is supported.
The main implications of the strong associations between
input and process suggest that resources and procedures
supplied to schools should support an effective
implementation of SBA. The same goes with the strong
relationship between process and product. However,
school administrators and the ministry need to scrutinize
on the incapability of monitoring and moderation
processes in ensuring a strong relationship with students’
attitude and motivation. This is important because these
two processes are the main components in quality
assurance process set out by the ministry and trainings
have also been conducted to all the teachers on these
matters. The reason for this might be due to the fact that
not all teachers are directly involved in the process and
therefore, it limits the development and shared
understanding between teachers on the interpretation of
standards and many more. Although there is an absence
of empirical findings on the direct effect of input on
students‘attitude and motivation’, the existence of a
strong indirect effect between them shows a good
implication to the decision-makers. The failure in
improving input in addressing assessment system
comprehensively might affect most of the processes
implemented and this might be a major reason for the
disappointing result in achieving the objectives of SBA
later on.

The results further demonstrate that SEM procedures
supported the conceptual frameworks set out in this
study. The use of SEM as a technique to simultaneously
examine a series of relationships between variables is
promising. In addition, the capability of SEM in estimating
error variance parameters could improve the accuracy of
results [39]. It is suggested that teachers’ training should
be enhanced. Even, the present Cascade model used by
the ministry has to be reviewed as it is believed that the
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model allows the dilution of information and this could
affect its effectiveness [47]. And, training should focused
more on hands-on rather than merely from lectures.
Development of teachers’ attitude, skills and knowledge
in formative assessment is by no means a straight forward
process and Heritage [48] believe that the three
components are the major components in implementing
formative assessment effectively. Training providers
could then restructure their training programs to make it
parallel with teachers’ belief system together with their
knowledge and skills. It will not be a waste to devout a
significant of energy and financial resources in teachers’
training if we know our targeted area of concerns. The
valid instrument on SBA implementation developed in this
study could also be used as a pre and post to evaluate
teachers after they have attended trainings.
Communication between various parties such as officers
from the ministry, schools management, head teachers
and teachers is the utmost importance. Policy instructed
by the government has to be adhered by most parties.
Head teachers have to clearly communicate the
importance of assessment policy and stretch a positive
school climate not only to the teachers at school but also
to the parents and larger communities as SBA is a new
innovation for them.
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