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 School-Based Assessment (SBA) had been introduced nationwide to replace the recent 
public examinations system. However, the quality of its implementation has to be 

assured so as doubts could be eliminated amongst teachers, parents as well as students. 

The process of Quality Assurance (QA) which includes mentoring, coordination, 
monitoring and identification has become the indicator in the implementation of SBA. 

This paper only focused on two aspects which were coordination and monitoring. This 

paper will present the findings of 123 teachers who were involved in QA during SBA 
implementation in Malaysia. Double-layer rubric questionnaires were employed to 

obtain the extent of QA implementation for coordination and monitoring aspects in 

SBA. Findings revealed that frequency of QA implementation for coordination and 
monitoring was 2 to 3 times a year with percentage of 46.3% and 41.5% respectively. 

Only 45% teachers were involved in coordination while 68% teachers were involved in 

monitoring process. Level of coordination and monitoring implementation was 
moderate. There was no significant difference in coordination implementation between 

urban and rural schools. However, there was a significant difference in monitoring 
implementation between urban and rural schools. There was no significant difference in 

coordination and monitoring implementation between primary and secondary schools. 

Consistency in the frequency of coordination and monitoring will ensure a complete 
SBA implementation. Schools as well as higher authorities should play their roles so as 

this transformation of education would propel Malaysia education system globally. 
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INTRODUCTION 

 

 According to the aspiration of National 

Education Philosophy (NEP), generated products are 

individuals who are perfect and complete, not merely 

passing examinations. Generally, it has been 

observed that our education system is based on 

examinations which encourage students to learn and 

memorize in order to pass examinations. Knowledge 

received in this manner will not last and they may 

forget what has been learnt after examinations. This 

indicates that success in examinations does not 

reflect the real mastery of one curriculum (Ruslina 

Omar 2001; Azman 1987). Recent learning process 

in schools heavily emphasizes on memorizing facts 

when facts are supposed to be used for thinking 

(Jamil 2003). Hence, this will subsequently produce 

low quality students.  

 The Ministry is extremely concerned with 

allegations that the national education system is 

heavily examination-oriented (Kementerian Pelajaran 

Malaysia, 2013). Consequently, Cabinet Meeting 

dated 17 December 2010 had agreed that SBA had to 

be implemented as a part of Education 

Transformation Programme. This is in line with the 

vision and aspiration stated in the Preliminary Report 

of Malaysia Education Blueprint 2013-2025 (PPPM) 

in which the ministry emphasizes the concept of 

‘quality’ that each student must possess. Thus, SBA 

is a holistic assessment, capable to assess aspects of 

cognitive (intellect), affective (emotion and spiritual) 

and psychomotor (physical), parallel to the National 

Education Philosophy, Primary School Standard 

Curriculum (KSSR) and Secondary School Standard 

Curriculum (KSSM). 

 Quality has become the priority in all aspects 

and levels of assessment. Quality assessment will 

yield accurate information and demonstrate actual 

learning level of the students. Accurate information 

could help policy and decision makers in formulating 

changes for the purpose of enhancing the teaching 

and learning process. Hence, QA is a guideline 

which becomes the standard in determining the 

quality of SBA implementation. The indicator or 

main clue for QA in assessment is the validity and 

reliability of scores, management of instrument and 



27                                                                  Noorzeliana Idris et al, 2015 

Australian Journal of Basic and Applied Sciences, 9(13) Special 2015, Pages: 26-33 

fairness to candidates. QA in SBA implementation is 

performed through: Mentoring, Coordination, 

Monitoring and Identification (Examinations Board, 

2014). 

 

Problem statement: 

 SBA is responsible in testing and assessing 

students’ overall performance from every aspect. 

Assessment encompasses academic performance, co-

curriculum and personality traits while students are 

undergoing PaP processes. Teachers who are 

responsible and accountable in conducting SBA 

process have to adhere to all assessment steps and 

procedure. However, teachers’ lackadaisical attitude 

in assessment may jeopardize the whole assessment 

system. Assessment quality could be debated by 

everyone if there is no monitoring system in place. If 

this happens, concerns abound pertaining to biasness, 

transparency and standardization of students’ 

assessment when this practice is hailed as one of 

important elements in ensuring that students achieve 

deserving grades throughout PaP. This issue was 

discussed in a study by Tan Ai Mei (2010) whereby 

lacking of monitoring will make teachers non-

committed and lackadaisical in conducting 

assessment.  

 The inability of any school to standardize scores 

will more or less contribute to disputes amongst 

parents and teachers. This is due to comparison of 

scores that is still the tradition of parents to compare 

their children’s success with other people’s children. 

This problem had been discussed in a study by 

Shanusi (2007). The schools and teachers frequently 

neglect a few important processes like monitoring, 

score validity and others to the extent that SBA 

implementation leaves an undesirable effect to 

students. Guidelines set by the MOE in ensuring the 

quality of SBA should be given emphasis before and 

during SBA implementation.  

 

Purpose of study: 

 The purpose of this study was to determine level 

of QA implementation for coordination and 

monitoring in SBA. This study also aimed to gauge 

the extent of teachers’ involvement in QA process in 

terms of coordination and monitoring aspects. 

Besides that, this study was to identify whether there 

was a difference in QA implementation for 

coordination and monitoring in SBA according to 

school type and school location.  

 

Conceptual framework: 

 This overall study took into account two main 

indicators in QA in order to observe how it was 

being implemented in SBA. These indicators were 

based on a few involved variables as shown in the 

conceptual framework in Figure 1.  

 

 
 

Fig. 1: Conceptual Framework of the Study. 

 

 Based on the conceptual framework, QA 

contained four indicators. These four indicators will 

determine the extent of quality of SBA 

implementation in schools. In other words, these 

indicators reflect the accomplishment of SBA 

implementation in schools. QA process acts like a 

guideline in schools in implementing SBA. However, 

this study will only see QA from the viewpoint of 

school location which is urban and rural schools as 

well as school type which is primary and secondary 

schools.  

 

Literature review: 

 QA is implemented through mentoring, 

coordination, monitoring, and identification. 

However, in this study only two aspects were 

observed which were coordination and monitoring. 
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Fig. 2: Quality Assurance Source: Examinations Board 2013. 

 

Coordination: 

 Coordination is a QA process in ensuring the 

standardized implementation of assignment and 

scoring for the sake of fairness to candidates as well 

as validity and reliability of assessment scores. 

Among the objectives of coordination is to 

standardize understanding towards assignment 

expectations and scoring criteria, standardize school 

assessment scores given by teachers based on 

standard statements, descriptors and evidence in 

standard document performance, standardize 

centralized assessment scores given by teachers 

based on the scoring criteria prescribed for the 

assignment, standardize tools, materials and 

situations according to prescribed scores in order to 

produce standard scores, ensure validity and 

reliability of scores in SBA implementation by 

school teachers, ensure that awarded scores match 

the students’ ability and performance and ensure that 

scores awarded are fair to all students. Internal 

coordinators may be represented by Head of 

Department, Excellent Teachers, Head of Panel, 

Master Trainer and teachers who are appointed by 

Principals, Headmasters or SBA committee.  

 

Monitoring: 

 Monitoring is a QA process in ensuring that 

SBA implementation adheres to the procedure and 

guidelines prescribed by EB. The frequency of 

monitoring activity is throughout the duration of 

SBA and it follows the timetable set by SBA 

committee. Among the objectives of monitoring is to 

ensure that SBA implementation instructions are 

observed, identify problems in SBA implementation 

by teachers, avoid misappropriation and 

nonconformity and prepare SBA implementation 

report for the purpose of improvement. Internal 

monitoring is conducted by school. Internal monitors 

may include Principals, Headmasters, Senior 

Assistants, Head of Department, Excellent Teachers, 

Head of Panel, Master Trainer or teachers appointed 

by the principals or headmasters.  

Research method: 

 This is a descriptive and inferential study as its 

purpose was to evaluate level of QA implementation 

for coordination and monitoring in SBA. Data were 

analyzed using descriptive statistics in order to 

explain as a whole about the respondents’ profiles 

such as gender, school location and school type. In 

addition, descriptive statistics was also used to 

explain the QA implementation frequency for 

coordination and monitoring, teachers’ involvement 

in the implementation of coordination and 

monitoring as well as identifying QA implementation 

level for coordination and monitoring. For inferential 

statistics, t-test was used to compare the 

implementation of QA in terms of coordination and 

monitoring aspects between school type and school 

location.  

 Double layer rubric questionnaires were 

employed to collect data from respondents. 

Questionnaires contained three parts which were Part 

A, Part B and Part C. Part A consisted of three 

demographic items which were gender, school 

location and school type. Part B consisted of items 

related to frequency of QA implementation for 

coordination and monitoring as well as teachers’ 

involvement in coordination and monitoring 

implementation. As for Part C, it contained 9 items 

with 45 rubrics. Respondents were 123 teachers who 

conducted SBA in Malaysia.  

 To ensure reliability of instrument, pilot study 

was conducted to 53 teachers who implemented 

SBA. This study utilized Statistical Package for the 

Social Sciences (SDSS) Version 19.0. to obtain 

reliability coefficients (Alpha Cronbach’s). From the 

Reliability Analysis Statistic conducted, findings 

from pilot study showed that the overall Cronbach’s 

Alpha value = 0.813 (implementation frequency = 

0.889, teachers’ involvement = 0.786, coordination = 

0.762, monitoring = 0.819). In this study, 

questionnaires had gone through content validity 

process in which each item had been validated by 

five experts in determining whether the item was 
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suitable or not with the construct being assessed. One 

of the principles used in validating the instrument 

was to refer to each item agreed by the five content 

experts.  

 In answering research questions on the level of 

QA implementation for coordination and monitoring 

aspects in SBA, researchers used mean score 

interpretation as shown in Table 6.1. 

  
Table 6.1: Mean Score Interpretation of QA Implementation Level in SBA. 

Mean Score Mean Score Interpretation (Level) 

1.00 to 2.33 Low Level 

2.34 to 3.66 Moderate Level 

3.67 to 5.00 High Level 

Source : (Mohd Sahandri Gani, 2013) 

 

Research findings and discussions: 
 Evaluation of respondents involving 123 teachers is summarized in Table 7.0.1  

 
Table 7.0.1: Profile of Respondents in the Study. 

BACKGROUND RESPONDENTS FREQUENCY PERCENTAGE 

Gender 

 
School Location 

 

 
School Type 

Male 

Female 
Urban 

Rural 

Primary School 
Secondary School 

25 

98 
62 

61 

31 
92 

20.3 

79.7 
50.4 

49.6 

25.2 
74.8 

 

 Statistics in Table 7.0.1 is a summary of the 

respondents in this study. There were three items in 

the analysis of socio demography. A total of 98 

(79.7%) teachers were females compared to 25 

(20.3%) male teachers. School location was divided 

into two categories, which were urban schools 

totaling to 62 schools, representing 50.4 per cent and 

rural schools of 61 schools representing 49.6 per 

cent. School type was also categorized into two 

which were primary schools for 31 schools, 

representing 25.2 per cent and secondary schools 

were 92 schools, representing 74.8 per cent.  

 

Frequency of implementation: 

 Evaluation towards frequency of implementation 

was to see the extent a particular school implemented 

a few monitoring and scores validation processes. 

Statistics on frequency of implementation is shown 

in Table 7.1.1. 

 
Table 7.1.1: Frequency of Implementation. 

ITEM RUBRIC FREQUENCY PERCENTAGE 

Frequency of 
Monitoring in SBA 

Once a year 17 13.8 

Once a month 5 4.07 

2 to 3 times a year 57 46.3 

Only once since SBA implementation 17 13.8 

Not sure 27 22 

Frequency of 
Coordination (Scores 

validation process) 

Once a year 14 11.4 

Once a month 13 10.6 

2 to 3 times a year 51 41.5 

Only once since SBA implementation 5 4.1 

Not sure 40 32.5 

 

 Statistics in Table 7.1.1 is a summary of the 

implementation frequency. There were two items in 

analyzing frequency. Frequency of monitoring on 

teachers was 2 to 3 times a year dominated the 

findings from the overall respondents who were 57 

respondents (46.3%). The second highest findings 

was followed by 27 teachers (22%) who were not 

sure on the frequency of monitoring on them. 

According to Examinations Boards (EB) in SBA 

Management Manual 2013, monitoring has to be 

conducted frequently based on the timetable set by 

SBA committee in school. Therefore, these findings 

indicate that most schools complied with what was 

recommended by EB. Chan (2009) in his study stated 

that lack of monitoring in schools will make the 

teachers non-committed in conducting assessment.  

 In terms of coordination frequency, only 5 

teachers (4.1%) were found to have only one 

coordination process since SBA implementation but 

51 teachers (41.5%) stated 2 to 3 times a year of 

coordination was conducted. However, there were 

still 40 teachers (32.5%) who were not sure whether 

there was a coordination process in school. Schools 

especially administrators have to play their roles in 

informing teachers about the implementation of 

coordination. EB recommends that coordination 

shoul be conducted from time to time so as 

assessment scores between teachers can be 

standardized. Unstandardized scores will create 

resentment amongst students (Lowrance 2011, Toa, 

2009). The manner scores are awarded should also be 

fair and unbiased to students. This should be 
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emphasized during coordination process (Toa, 2009; 

(Fang et al., 2014)  

 

Teachers’ involvement in QA implementation for 

coordination and monitoring: 

 Evaluation towards involvement implementation 

was to see the extent teachers were involved in QA 

implementation which covers the coordination and 

monitoring aspects. Teachers’ involvement statistics 

in QA implementation is shown in Table 7.2.1

 
Table 7.2.1: Teachers’ involvement in QA implementation for coordination and monitoring. 

ITEM RUBRIC FREQUENCY PERCENTAGE 

Coordination No 78 63.4 

Yes 45 36.6 

Monitoring No 55 44.7 

Yes 68 55.3 

 

 Teachers’ involvement in QA process included 

their involvement before, during or after QA was 

implemented. Based on the above findings, a total of 

78 teachers (63.4%) stated that they were not 

involved in coordination process but 45 teachers 

(36.6) were involved in this process. However, the 

total number of teachers who were dominant which 

was 68 teachers (55.3%) were involved in 

monitoring compared to 55 teachers (44,7%) who 

were not involved in monitoring process. Teachers 

who stated that they were not involved in both of 

these processes were due to schools that did not carry 

out their responsibilities in emphasizing this (Jim 

Wright, 2002). Lack of teachers’ involvement in 

coordination and monitoring process was due to their 

attitudes who did not prioritize these two processes 

(Iasonas, 2009). Tan Ai Mei (2011) in her study 

stated that schools did not monitor their SBA 

implementation process. In fact, schools only stress 

on students’ results.  

 

Level of QA implementation for coordination: 

 Summary for QA implementation level in 

coordination was based on mean score and rubric 

score as shown in Table 7.3.1 

 
Table 7.3.1: Mean Score and Rubric Score for QA in Coordination. 

ITEM MEAN SCORE RUBRIC SCORE 

Schools conducted a coordination 
meeting to discuss… 

 
(Mean = 2.41, 

SD = 1.4) 

Moderate 

0 : No 1 : Partly 2 : Totally 

0 My understanding on performance standard or assignment 

(20.3%) 

2 Scoring validity (21.1%) 

SBA score coordination in my 

school was held during… 

 

(Mean = 2.55, 

SD = 1.2) 

Moderate 

0 : No  1 : Yes 

0 SBA Meeting (27%) 

1 Panel Meeting (82.1%) 

Strength of SBA score 
coordination conducted by 

schools... 

 
(Mean = 2.44, 

SD = 1.2) 

Moderate 

0 : No 1 : Partly 2 : Totally 

0 Ensuring accuracy of centralized scores (20.3%) 

2 Ensuring accuracy of school scores (24.4%) 

Score coordination in my school 

was conducted by… 

(Mean = 2.76, 

SD = 1.2) 

Moderate 

0 : No  1 : Yes 

0 Master Trainer (65.9%) 

1 SBA Secretary (64%) 

Coordination (Mean = 2.5, SD = 1.0) Moderate 

 

 Statistics in Table 7.4 shows descriptive analysis 

for QA implementation items in terms of 

coordination. Coordination in QA implementation 

recorded a moderate level (Mean=2.5, SD=1.0). 

Things that were discussed in coordination meeting 

were also moderate level (Mean=2.41, SD=1.4). A 

few teachers (21.1%) stated that schools conducted 

coordination to discuss validity of scores. However, 

20.3% teachers found that coordination meetings did 

not discuss their understanding about performance 

standard or assignment when EB in its Management 

Manual 2013 stresses on teachers’ understanding of 

performance standard and assignments. Coordination 

meetings recorded moderate level (Mean = 2.55, SD 

= 1.2). Coordination of scores had indeed held during 

panel meetings (82.1%) but it was not discussed 

during SBA (27%). Panel meetings are more suitable 

to discuss score coordination as it has to be discussed 

by subjects. Purpose of score coordination too 

reached moderate level (Mean = 2.44, SD = 1.2). 

Amongst the purpose of score coordination to be 

held in schools was to ultimately ensure accuracy of 

scores (24.4%) and not to ensure the accuracy of 

centralized scores (20.3%). The responsible party 

who conducted the coordination was also at moderate 

level (Mean = 2.76, SD = 1.2). Score coordination 

was conducted by SBA Secretary (64%) but not 

Master Trainer (65.9%) when EB emphasizes that 

Head of Department is the one who has to conduct 

the coordination process.  
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Level of QA implementation in monitoring: 

 Summary of QA level in monitoring was based 

on mean score, rubric score and level.  

 Statistics in Table 7.4 show a descriptive 

analysis for the party who had to monitor recorded 

moderate level (Mean = 2.41, SD = 1.4) whereby 

Head of Department frequently monitored the 

teachers (85%) while appointed Excellent Teachers/ 

subject teachers (83%) did not do any monitoring. 

The administrators should carry this responsibility so 

as follow up could be taken (Abdul Zubir, 2009). 

Materials that were being monitored also reached 

moderate level (Mean = 2.55, SD = 1.2). Materials 

that were frequently monitored were teachers’ 

assessment files (95%) but 48% teachers stated that 

their instruments were not monitored. Teachers’ 

instruments play a significant role in SBA 

implementation as it is the benchmark for assessment 

(Brown G.T.L, 2011). Reasons monitoring was 

conducted showed moderate level (Mean = 2.44, SD 

= 1.2). Teachers knew that monitoring was 

conducted to improve SBA implementation process 

(82.1%). Yet, teachers seldom admitted that it was to 

prevent them from committing misappropriation and 

non-conformity (30.1%). Frequent monitoring will 

make SBA more transparent and present a high 

reliability (Wiliam, Lee, Harrison, & Black, 2004) 

 

Differences in QA implementation in coordination 

and monitoring according to school location: 

 Ho1 There is no difference of QA 

implementation in coordination according to school 

location 

 H02 There is no difference of QA 

implementation in monitoring according to school 

location 

 Summary of t-test related to coordination and 

monitoring according to school location is shown in 

Table 7.5.1.

  
Table 7.4: QA level in monitoring aspect. 

ITEM MEAN SCORE RUBRIC SCORE 

The party who monitored my 
SBA implementation process 

was… 

 
(Mean = 2.41, 

SD = 1.4) 

Moderate 

0 : No  1 : Yes 

0 Appointed Excellent Teachers/ subject teachers (83%) 

1 Head of Department (85%) 

Monitoring was done to me…  
(Mean = 2.55, 

SD = 1.2) 

Moderate 

0 : No  1 : Yes 

0 Instruments that I use (48%) 

1 My assessment files (95%) 

Monitoring was conducted 

to… 

 

(Mean = 2.44, 

SD = 1.2) Moderate 

0 : No  1 : Yes 

0 Prevent me from misappropriation and non-conformity (30.1%) 

1 Improve SBA implementation process 

(82. 1%) 

Monitoring (Mean = 2.5, SD = 1.0) Moderate 

 
Table 7.5.1: T-test comparison of school location with coordination and monitoring. 

Quality Assurance Aspect School location t-value Sig. 

Urban Rural 

Coordination Mean = 3.0 
SD = 1.0 

Mean = 2.8 
SD = 1.2 

1.1 0.2 

Monitoring Mean = 3.6 

SD = 1.3 

Mean = 3.0 

SD = 1.5 

2.4 0.017* 

 

 Based on Table 7.5.1, it was found that t-value 

for comparison of coordination mean score between 

urban and rural schools was t= 1.1 and level of 

significance p=0.2. This level of significance was 

more than 0.05 (p>0.05). Therefore, null hypothesis 

(Ho1) was accepted. There was no significant 

difference of coordination mean score between urban 

and rural schools. Coordination mean score for urban 

schools (mean=3.0) was higher than rural schools 

(mean=2.8). This means that QA implementation 

level for coordination in urban schools was higher 

than rural schools. Score coordination was seldom 

implemented in schools (Taras, 2005). This was due 

to administrators who were supposed to act in this 

process only trust the head of panel to implement it 

(Mohd Isha Awang, 2011). 

 Meanwhile t-value for comparison of monitoring 

mean score between urban and rural schools was t= 

2.4 and level of significance p=0.017. This level of 

significance was less than 0.05 (p<0.05). Therefore, 

null hypothesis (Ho2) was rejected. There was a 

significant difference of monitoring mean score 

between urban and rural schools. Monitoring mean 

score of urban schools (mean=3.6) was higher than 

rural schools (mean=3.0). This means QA 

implementation level for monitoring in urban schools 

was higher than rural schools. This happened 

because urban schools received more attention from 

higher authorities compared to rural schools 

(Adediwura, 2012). Visits upon visits from higher 

authorities have also encouraged the implementation 

of monitoring in urban schools compared to rural 

schools (Brown, 2003). 
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Differences in QA implementation for coordination 

and monitoring according to school type: 

 Ho3 There is no difference of QA 

implementation in coordination according to school 

type. 

Ho4  There is no difference of QA 

implementation in monitoring according to school 

type. 

 Summary of t-test related to coordination and 

monitoring according to school type is shown in 

Table 7.6.1  

Based on Table 7.6.1, it was found that t-value for 

comparison of coordination mean score between 

primary and secondary schools was t= 1.1 and 

significance level p= 0.3. This level of significance 

was greater than 0.05 (p>0.05). Therefore, null 

hypothesis (Ho3) was accepted. There was no 

significant difference of coordination mean score 

between primary and secondary schools. 

Coordination mean score for primary schools 

(mean=2.7) was lower than secondary schools 

(mean=2.9). This means QA implementation level in 

coordination for secondary schools was higher than 

primary schools. Secondary school teachers 

emphasized more on scoring than primary school 

teachers (Wong et al., 2011). This is because 

secondary school students are more excited to 

compare their scores compared to primary school 

students. Hence, secondary school teachers must 

always conduct score coordination to avoid disputes 

from students. (McManus & Stiff, 2008) 

 Meanwhile, t-value for comparison of 

monitoring mean score between primary and 

secondary schools was t= 3.0 and level of 

significance p=0.3. This level of significance was 

greater than 0.05 (p>0.05). Therefore, null 

hypothesis (Ho4) was accepted. There was no 

significant difference of monitoring mean score 

between primary and secondary schools. Monitoring 

mean score for primary schools (mean=3.0) was 

lower than secondary schools (mean=3.3). This 

means QA implementation level in monitoring aspect 

for secondary school was higher than primary 

schools. Since there are more subjects and fields 

taught in secondary schools compared to primary 

schools, monitoring should be conducted frequently 

to ensure that each panel carry out their duties 

responsibly (Salmiah, Ramlah, B, & Abdullah, 

2011). 

 
Table 7.6.1: T-test comparison of school type with coordination and monitoring. 

Quality Assurance Aspect School Type t-value Sig. 

Primary School Secondary School 

Coordination Mean = 2.7 

SD = 1.0 

Mean = 2.9 

SD = 1.1 

1.1 0.3 

Monitoring Mean = 3.0 

SD = 1.3 

Mean = 3.3 

SD = 1.5 

0.9 0.4 

 

Conclusions: 

 One of the main purposes of SBA 

implementation is to reduce examination pressure 

experienced by students. Therefore, SBA only 

eliminates the disadvantages of examinations 

(Cheng, Andrews, & Yu, 2011). QA implementation 

in terms of coordination and monitoring has to 

adhere to the guidelines prescribed by EB. Both 

primary and secondary schools administrators in 

urban and rural areas have to play their roles in 

controlling the quality of SBA implementation. 

Frequency in conducting coordination and 

monitoring could avoid unstandardized scores and 

non-conformity of teachers in implementing SBA 

(Lembaga Peperiksaan, 2012). Besides that, all 

information pertaining to coordination and 

monitoring has to be informed to teachers either 

during meetings or SBA briefings. This information 

is crucial so as teachers know what they need and 

supposed to do.  
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