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ABSTRACT
As a fundamental component of formative assessment, student 
self-assessment is considered a sine qua non condition for autono
mous learners. Despite the extensive body of literature regarding 
principles and practice guidelines for student self-assessment, scant 
is the evidence about what instructional practices teachers use in 
classroom to promote student self-assessment. This paper reports 
on a research study aimed to analyse how teachers approach 
practices and strategies to actively encourage students to self- 
assess their learning. A questionnaire on self-assessment instruc
tional practices was administered to a sample of primary- and 
middle-school teachers in Italy. Drawing on data collected from 
246 teachers, we found that teachers tend to use different practices 
to promote student’ self-assessment, although they resort more 
frequently to self-reflection strategies. This study represents 
a useful step in understanding teacher assessment practice and 
thinking about education paths for teacher assessment literacy.
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Introduction

According to the landmark definition proposed by Black and Wiliam, formative assess
ment consists of a set of activities carried out by teachers and students to collect 
information ‘to be used as feedback to modify teaching and learning’ (1998: 140). 
Rather than focusing on what students have achieved, formative assessment helps to 
identify learning gaps, scaffold new learning, anticipate future teaching steps, and 
promote students’ self-regulation of learning. From this perspective, self-assessment 
corresponds to the process through which students seek feedback on their performance, 
reflect on their learning, assess its quality against defined criteria, identify their learning 
needs, and modify learning strategies (Allal, 2020; Andrade & Brookhart, 2020; Yan,  
2022; Harris & Brown, 2018).

Formative self-assessment has been widely recognised as a student key competence for 
effective (self-regulated) learning (Andersson & Palm, 2017; Andrade & Brookhart, 2020; 
Brandmo et al., 2020; Panadero et al., 2016). As an alternative assessment strategy, it 
involves students more actively in their own learning and, when suitably organised, it can 
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lead to learning enhancements (Yan et al., 2020; Pekrun, 2020). The evidence that self- 
assessment represents a powerful lever for the improvement of learning outcomes has 
been steadily accumulating over the years. During the last decades, indeed, substantial 
reviews of research have documented the impact of self-assessment on student learning 
(Yan et al., 2022, 2023; Brown & Harris, 2013; Panadero et al., 2016). However, when the 
focus is on the knowledge and skills a teacher needs to enact assessment in the classroom 
(assessment literacy), there are few insights into what self-assessment instructional 
practices and strategies teachers use to foster students’ involvement and promote their 
self-regulation of learning (Panadero et al., 2014). As it is possible to develop students’ 
self-assessment capacity through well-designed instruction (Yan & Brown, 2017; Yan,  
2022), it is important to know teachers’ strategies and practices in promoting student 
self-assessment.

Current conceptualisations of teacher assessment literacy recall the need for a solid 
grounding in formative assessment (Brookhart, 2023; DeLuca et al., 2020; Pastore, 2023). 
Self-assessment, as a component of formative assessment, should be acknowledged and 
used by teachers. Recognising that teachers’ instruction and support are relevant to 
developing student self-assessment (especially for younger students), in this study, we 
focus on the strategies teachers use in the classroom to foster student self-assessment.

On the backdrop of the literature on teacher assessment literacy, formative assess
ment, and self-assessment, we report on an explorative study purposed to analyse 
teachers’ strategies and practices for student self-assessment. Finally, we critically reflect 
on the main implications for research and practice in the educational assessment field.

Conceptual framework

The literature on teacher assessment literacy, formative assessment, and self-assessment 
lays out the foundation for the framework adopted in this study.

Self-assessment as a component of teacher (formative) assessment literacy

Teacher assessment literacy, namely what a teacher should know and be able to do with 
assessment, represents a research topic with a long history in the educational field (Plake 
& Impara, 1997; Schafer, 1993; Stiggins, 1991). The first definition attempts can be traced 
back over the last 65 years, when assessment literacy was identified with standardised 
measurement and classroom testing (Roeder, 1972). Provocatively recalled by Stiggins 
(1991, 1995) and Popham (1991) as a lever to restrain the US educational crisis, this 
concept, over the years, has been paralleled by the debate on teacher professional 
standards and teacher education in the assessment domain (Pastore, 2023; Van Orman 
et al., 2024). The widespread recognition of the socio-cultural and contextual nature of 
assessment (Willis et al., 2013), along with the high political and research commitment to 
formative assessment (Black & Wiliam, 1998; 2018, Wiliam & Black, 1996), has led to 
new conceptualisations of assessment literacy, currently conceived as a distinctive trait of 
teacher professionalism (Oo et al., 2021; Boström & Palm, 2023). Encompassing methods 
and strategies that provide information on student learning to be used by teachers and/or 
by students to enhance learning, achievement, and academic self-regulation (Andrade & 
Heritage, 2018; Black & Wiliam, 1998, 2018; Scott, 2006; Wiliam & Black, 1996), 
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formative assessment has been progressively recognised as crucial for teacher assessment 
literacy (Brookhart, 2023; DeLuca & Bellara, 2013; Will et al., 2019; Stiggins, 2017). In 
addition to attempts to conceptualise formative assessment, its components, strategies, 
and instruments, an extensive body of models, guidelines, and principles has been 
produced to support teachers in effectively embedding formative assessment into their 
daily practice (Adie et al., 2020; Heritage, 2013). However, despite the considerable 
efforts, both in the educational assessment and teacher education communities 
(Boström & Palm, 2020; Lyon et al., 2020), teachers continue to demonstrate substantial 
levels of assessment illiteracy, also in formative assessment. Albeit teachers recognise the 
importance of using formative assessment, they struggle to implement formative assess
ment and practice its main strategies. Formative assessment takes time and professional 
support (Egert et al., 2020; Guskey et al., 2014; Li et al., 2023); teachers struggle to 
integrate it into their daily routine (Wylie & Lyon, 2020) and tend to perceive this 
assessment as very demanding in terms of professional responsibilities (Cisterna & 
Gotwals, 2018). Some studies, indeed, have pointed out that formative assessment is 
seldom observed in practice (Bell et al., 2008; Gotch et al., 2021; Wylie & Lyon, 2015), or 
that its implementation is far less than satisfactory (Yan & Brown, 2021). Research 
evidence, furthermore, addressed how teachers challenge providing feedback to students 
(Gamlem, 2015; Harris & Brown, 2013). Other studies, instead, have addressed how 
teacher formative assessment practices are often misaligned with educational policies 
(e.g. professional standards) or with educational assessment literature (DeLuca et al.,  
2012; Klinger et al., 2012; Liang et al., 2020; Walland & Darlington, 2021). Moreover, it 
has already been demonstrated that teachers are reluctant to change their assessment 
practices (and their conceptions), especially when new practices are framed within the 
rationale of institutional reforms. In the Italian school system, for example, the Ministry 
of Education, at the end of 2020, launched a new reform that provides formative 
assessment as a compulsory practice for primary school teachers.

Assessment literate teachers are expected to use formative assessment and, therefore, 
also self-assessment. In a holistic perspective of teacher (formative) assessment literacy 
(Pastore & Andrade, 2019; Pastore & Mincu, 2024), self-assessment elements (e.g. 
concepts, methods, strategies, contextual, and social aspects) are considered entangled 
with teacher identity and teacher assessment practices in the classroom. Assuming that 
(formative) assessment literate teachers can differentiate assessment methods and stra
tegies, the present study attempted to understand whether or not (and to what extent) 
primary school teachers in Italy include self-assessment strategies in their formative 
assessment practice.

Formative self-assessment: features and conditions

Since the recognition of assessment as an integral part of instruction and learning, 
the need for robust inferences about student achievement has sparked an increas
ing interest in formative assessment, as well as in the strategies a teacher can use 
in support of student motivation and learning (Andrade et al., 2019; Wiliam,  
2017). While the first studies attempted to define formative assessment features 
(Heritage, 2010; Wiliam & Thompson, 2008) the research, over the last decades, 
has concentrated on the extent to which teachers realise formative assessment, and 

ASSESSMENT IN EDUCATION: PRINCIPLES, POLICY & PRACTICE 3



to what extent formative assessment and its strategies affect students’ learning 
outcomes (Andersson & Palm, 2017; Schildkamp et al., 2020). The attention 
turned to the integration of formative assessment into the process of teaching 
and learning (Brandmo et al., 2020; Heritage, 2013) led to identify different 
strategies and practices through which to collect, evaluate, and use evidence of 
student learning (Andrade & Brookhart, 2020; Evans & Marion, 2024). Echoing 
Wiliam and Thompson (2008), self-assessment is a core formative assessment 
strategy as it activates students as the owners of their learning (Andersson & 
Palm, 2017; Andrade, 2010). Within formative assessment strategies and practices, 
indeed, self-assessment encompasses different ‘mechanisms and techniques 
through which students describe (i.e. assess) and possibly assign merit or worth 
(i.e. evaluate) the quality of their own learning processes and products’ (Panadero 
et al., 2016, p. 804).

Educational research showed conditions and elements for an effective self- 
assessment (Yan et al., 2020, 2023; Panadero et al., 2014; Pekrun, 2020). Teachers 
can promote self-assessment by providing students with assessment criteria 
(Andrade & Heritage, 2018); sharing learning goals (e.g. in a rubric) (Heritage,  
2013; Panadero et al., 2014); posing a set of questions purposed to instigate students 
to reflect on their learning (Harris & Brown, 2018); training and practising self- 
assessment (Gamlem, 2015; Schildkamp et al., 2020). It is supposed that these 
practices are correctly and frequently realised by a teacher (Brown & Harris,  
2013). However, attention to teachers’ literacy about self-assessment techniques 
and strategies, as well as attention to their professional needs related to the 
promotion of student self-assessment is lacking. Compared with studies investigat
ing the effects of self-assessment on student learning, research on self-assessment 
practice on the teacher side remains limited. If, on the one hand, teachers are more 
conscious of the need for using several assessment information and, therefore, 
different assessment methods and strategies, on the other hand, core practices in 
student assessment often remain nebulous and problematic, and teachers struggle 
using research to change and/or improve assessment practices (Rogers et al., 2020). 
In addition, teachers with different backgrounds develop their own pedagogical 
habits and expertise (Borgmeier et al., 2016). It is worthwhile to examine group 
differences in teachers’ self-assessment instructional practices with regard to their 
professional experience, content area specialisation, and school grade.

The present study

In this study, we investigate three main research questions:

(1) What are the Italian teachers’ instructional practices to promote students’ self- 
assessment in the classroom context?

(2) How do teachers’ self-assessment instructional practices differ in their profes
sional experience, content area specialisation, and school grade?

(3) Are there any meaningful clusters of teachers in terms of self-assessment instruc
tional practices?

4 S. PASTORE ET AL.



We expect these questions to be particularly relevant to the teacher formative assessment 
literacy and teacher professional development debate.

The Italian school context

The Ministry of Education, in December 2020, launched a new reform and 
introduced formative assessment as a compulsory practice for primary school 
teachers. Therefore, following the Ministerial Decree n. 172 and its related guide
lines, teachers are expected to use formative assessment in classroom engaging 
themselves with substantiated pedagogical changes for high intellectual demands 
in their daily practice. More specifically, teachers are called to use assessment (in 
itinere and ex-post) providing students with a descriptive judgement on their 
learning. This descriptive judgement, articulated on four levels (advanced, inter
mediate, basic, and initial level of development) must consider the following 
aspects: the student autonomy; the learning progression; the transfer of student 
learning; and the self-regulation of learning. Although some of the main aspects 
that generally frame formative assessment are reported (Allal, 2020; Andrade & 
Heritage, 2018), the alignment with the rationale of this policy innovation was, 
from the very beginning, challenging for teachers due to the enduring COVID-19 
pandemic situation (i.e. remote instruction), and the request for a substantial, for 
some aspects radical, change of their assessment practice during the on-going 
school year (2019–2020).

A massive, broad professional development programme has been designed and provided 
by the Ministry of Education to support teachers in the implementation of this new 
assessment practice. In the first phase, the training programme was provided to teachers 
and school principals online, through two-hour lessons and seminars aimed at explaining 
the rationale behind the Ministerial Decree, the main changes in the assessment practice, 
and the modalities to formally align with the new policy requirements. However, despite 
the first positive enthusiasm for the reform, teachers started to show some misconceptions 
about formative assessment and to demonstrate scepticism for the national professional 
development path designed to align assessment practice with the new educational policy 
requirements. More specifically, teachers complained about the lack of effective explana
tions on modalities through which to implement formative assessment, the difficulties in 
introducing this new assessment during the school year, and the lack of time to understand 
how to shift from the summative assessment mechanics, extensively used for years, to the 
new required strategies like self-assessment.

Methods

Instruments

With a focus on self-assessment instructional practices and strategies, in this study we 
used the Self-assessment Practice Scale (SaPS). The SaPS, originally developed and 
validated in the school context (Yan, 2018, 2020), has been successfully applied in higher 
education and domain-specific context (Mendoza & Yan, 2021; Yan, 2022). This scale is 
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made up of 20 items grouped in four sub-scales: Seeking External Feedback Through 
Monitoring and Through Inquiry; Seeking Internal Feedback and Self-reflection.

The four sub-scales cover the main common and sequenced actions performed by 
students in the self-assessment process.

More specifically:

● the scale Seeking External Feedback Through Monitoring (SEFM), with five items, 
includes practices and strategies aimed to allow students monitoring their learning 
and using external evidence against legitimate standards (e.g. past tests, or reference 
books);

● the scale Seeking External Feedback Through Inquiry (SEFI) includes four items 
focused on practices and strategies aimed allowing students to monitor their learn
ing against subjective evidence from other people (e.g. teachers, pairs, and parents);

● the scale Seeking Internal Feedback (SIF) focuses on internal feedback. These 4 items 
highlight aspects such as emotions, feelings, and subjective internal states that can 
affect students learning experiences and assessment;

● the scale Self-reflection (SR) comprises 7 items related to the actions by which 
students go back and reflect upon their learning performance and outcomes.

For the aims of this study, the SaPS items have been modified considering the teachers’ 
standpoint. More specifically, self-assessment components are proposed in terms of 
actions, strategies, and practices presented or suggested by the teacher to the students. 
To explain the procedure used to change the items from the student perspective to the 
teacher one, in the following we report the adaptations made to the first items of the four 
scales. For example: the first item of the Seeking External Feedback Through Monitoring 
(SEFM) scale, ‘I check whether I have mastered the course content by doing extra exercises’ 
became ‘I suggest students to check whether they have mastered the course content by doing 
extra exercises’. In the same way, the item of the Seeking External Feedback Through 
Inquiry (SEFI) scale, ‘I ask my teachers to give me feedback about my performance’ was 
changed into the item ‘I suggest students to seek teachers’ feedback about their perfor
mance’. Also, the items of the Seeking Internal Feedback (SIF) scale have followed the 
same procedure. The item ‘My gut feelings tell me whether my work is good or bad’ became 
‘I recommend students to consider their gut feelings in order to understand if their work is 
good or bad’. Finally, for the Self-reflection (SR) scale, the original item ‘I seek out the 
reasons for mistakes I made after getting back marked work’ was changed into ‘I help 
students to seek out the reasons for mistakes they made after getting back marked work’.

Given its focus on teachers’ instructional practices to promote student self-assessment, 
the new version of the scale has been titled Teacher Self-Assessment Instructional 
Practices (TSaIPS).

A 6-point Likert-type response scale (1 = Strongly disagree; 6 = Strongly agree) 
was adopted for all items. The scale has been developed in Italian and piloted 
with 50 voluntary teacher students enrolled in the third year of a teacher educa
tion course and through a consequent peer-review. This process has ensured that 
the questionnaire was acceptable and understandable for the Italian context. 
Following the forward and backward translation procedure, the scale has been 
then translated into English (see the Appendix).
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Participants

Data were collected from a volunteer sample of primary and middle schools. In Italy, 
these grade schools are considered a unique cycle in the school system. However, it has to 
be noted that the reform, currently, concerns only teachers from grades 1 to 5.

A non-probability sample design was used (a snowball sample). The TSaIPS was 
administered to 290 teachers. All participants were informed of the purposes of the 
study and were assured of the anonymity and confidentiality of their responses. They 
voluntarily consented to participate in the study. Two hundred and eighty-seven ques
tionnaires were gathered. Questionnaires returned incomplete or missing responses were 
excluded from further analyses. Two hundred and forty-six participants were included in 
the final dataset used for analysis.

Even though the sample does not perfectly mirror the national population of the 
school system, it shows the main characteristics of Italian teachers across the board 
(OECD, 2019). Most of them are female (N = 218; 88.6%). Teaching in Italy is still 
considered as a feminine profession (i.e. child-care practices).

Most of the participants (63.4%) were between the ages of 41 and 60 years; 38.6% of 
participants had more than 20 years of teaching experience. To compensate for the small 
sample size in some subjects (e.g. Social Science = 14), the subjects were combined into 
two broad categories. More specifically, the first cluster that includes Math and Science 
was named STEM. All remaining subjects (Italian, Arts, and Social Science) were 
grouped as Liberal Arts. In this group that takes up 73.6% were included also teachers 
for students with special learning needs. More details of the participants are available in 
Table 1.

Data analyses

The psychometric properties of the scale were examined with a multidimensional 
Rasch analysis (Adams et al., 1997) using ConQuest 2.0 (Wu et al., 2007). All 
subscales are calibrated simultaneously in the multidimensional Rasch model, and 
the inter-correlations between the subscales are utilised to increase the measure
ment precision (Bond et al., 2020). The indicators used to examine the psycho
metric properties include Rasch reliability, response category functioning, and 

Table 1. Participants’ demographic description.
Variable N Ratio Variable N Ratio

Age Grade school
20–30 16 6.5% Primary school 173 70.3%
31–40 45 18.3% Middle school 73 29.7%
41–50 67 27.2%
51–60 89 36.2%
61+ 29 11.8%

Gender Content Area
Male 28 11.4% Liberal arts 181 73.6%
Female 218 88.6% STEM 65 26.4%

Teaching experience in years
1–5 75 30.5%
6–10 29 11.8%
11–20 47 19.1%
20+ 95 38.6%
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item fit statistics (i.e. Infit MNSQ and Outfit MNSQ). The Rasch-calibrated 
person measures were used for subsequent analyses. First, descriptive statistical 
analyses were conducted to answer research question 1. Then, to further investi
gate group differences in research question 2, linear regressions were conducted 
using SPSS 27. Furthermore, latent profile analysis was conducted to answer 
research question 3 using Mplus 8.3.

Results

Psychometric properties of the teacher self-assessment instructional practice scale

The multidimensional Rasch analysis showed that all 20 items, with only one 
exception, had Infit/Outfit MNSQ values falling in the acceptable range between 
0.75 and 1.33 (Wilson, 2005). The result indicates that items were assessing the 
latent trait as theoretically hypothesised. The only exception is the Infit MNSQ of 
item #19 (‘I ask my students to pay attention to their assessment results to identify 
what they can do better next time’) (1.39). As there was only a marginal misfit and 
the item represents an important aspect of self-reflection strategies, this item was 
kept. The four subscales had satisfactory Rasch reliabilities: 0.89, 0.88, 0.83, and 
0.90, respectively. The step calibrations (i.e. the measures of the transition points 
between adjacent categories) increased monotonically from −1.76, −0.85, −0.30, 
0.70, to 2.21 logits, indicating that the six-point response scale functioned well 
(Linacre, 2006). The Wright map (Figure 1) displays the person abilities and item 
difficulties calibrated on the same metric. The four continua on the left side 
indicate the person measures on each of the four subscales. Persons are placed 
from top-to-bottom with descending levels of self-assessment instructional prac
tice. On the right side, the items are grouped into the four subscales and posi
tioned with the most challenging items at the top and the least challenging items 
at the bottom. The map shows that the TSaIPS provided a reasonably targeted 
measurement of teachers’ self-assessment instructional practices, although the 
range of item difficulty was relatively smaller than the range of person abilities.

RQ1: exploring self-assessment practices using descriptive analyses

The correlation matrix among variables is shown in Table 2. There are positive 
and significant correlations among the four teacher self-assessment instructional 
practices. There is a positive correlation between gender and grade (r = .38), 
reflecting a higher ratio of female teachers in primary school than in middle 
school.

The detailed descriptive results are shown in Table 3. It indicated that among the four 
types of self-assessment practices, the Italian teachers taught students about ‘self- 
reflection’ the most often (m = 1.81), ‘seeking external feedback through monitoring’ 
next (m = 1.62), ‘seeking external feedback through inquiry’ less (m = 1.25), and ‘seeking 
internal feedback’ the least (m = 0.88). The mean values of these four self-assessment 
practices are shown in Figure 2.
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RQ2: detecting group difference using multiple linear regression

Furthermore, group difference was examined using multiple linear regression (Hair et al.,  
2010). Each of the four self-assessment practices was predicted by age, gender (female as 
baseline group), school grade (primary school as baseline group), and subject (liberal arts 
as baseline group), respectively. 

Figure 1. The Wright map of the TSaIPS.
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Results of four sets of regressions are shown in Table 4. Except for age on SEFI, none 
of the other coefficients was statistically significant. In general, with an increase in age, 
teachers took more frequent application of teacher self-assessment instructional prac
tices, with a minimum difference in SEFM (b = 0.008) and a maximum difference in SEFI 
(b = 0.15*). In other words, senior teachers used SEFI more. As for the other three 

Table 2. Correlation matrix among variables.
Age Gender Grade Subject SEFM SEFI SIF SR

Age 1.00 −.03 −.10 −.14* .08 .13* .07 .08
Gender 1.00 .38** −.04 −.05 .02 −.10 .06
Grade 1.00 −.19** −.07 −.05 −.14* .10
Subject 1.00 .04 .05 .10 −.05
SEFM 1.00 .61** .54** .69**
SEFI 1.00 .64** .68**
SIF 1.00 .58**
SR 1.00

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed); ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed); SEFM stands 
for ‘seeking external feedback through monitoring’, SEFI stands for ‘seeking external feedback through inquiry’, SIF 
stands for ‘seeking internal feedback’, and SR stands for ‘self-reflection’.

Table 3. Mean and standard deviation of teachers’ self-assessment instructional practices across 
gender, grade, and subject.

N SEFM SEFI SIF SR

Overall 246 1.62 (1.05) 1.25 (1.13) .88 (1.12) 1.81 (1.20)

Gender Female 218 1.64 (1.02) 1.25 (1.09) .92 (1.09) 1.78 (1.15)
Male 28 1.49 (1.31) 1.30 (1.43) .59 (1.31) 2.01 (1.54)

Grade Primary 173 1.67 (1.02) 1.29 (1.08) .98 (1.01) 1.73 (1.11)
Middle 73 1.51 (1.13) 1.16 (1.23) .65 (1.32) 1.99 (1.38)

Subject Liberal 181 1.64 (1.07) 1.28 (1.13) .94 (1.10) 1.76 (1.14)
STEM 65 1.57 (1.01) 1.18 (1.13) .73 (1.17) 1.93 (1.36)

SEFM stands for ‘seeking external feedback through monitoring’, SEFI stands for ‘seeking external feedback through 
inquiry’, SIF stands for ‘seeking internal feedback’, and SR stands for ‘self-reflection’. Standard deviations are enclosed in 
parentheses.
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Figure 2. Line graph comparing three profiles on teachers’ self-assessment instructional practices.
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predictors, it showed a consistent pattern. Although not significant, teachers from base
line groups used SEFM, SEFI, and SIF slightly more than those from compared groups, 
whereas the opposite was true for SR. For example, compared with primary school 
teachers (baseline group), the mean score of secondary school teachers was 0.104 lower 
on SEFM (b = −0.104, s.e. = 0.164), and 0.249 higher on SR (b = 0.249, s.e. = 1.86). 
A similar pattern was found for gender and subject.

RQ3: identifying meaningful clusters using latent profile analysis

With regard to research question 3, a latent profile analysis was conducted (Nylund et al.,  
2007; Spurk et al., 2020). To decide on the number of profiles, a series of models with one to 
five profiles were fit and compared. The model fit indexes were summarised in Table 5. First, 
the Lo-Mendell-Rubin adjusted LRT tests clearly indicated a preference for the three-profile 
model than the four-profile model (p = .168), indicating no statistically significant improve
ment in model fit after adding an additional profile, although five-profile model has the 
highest certainty in classification (entropy = .88). Secondly, according to the three criteria 
information indexes (AIC, BIC, ABIC), there was a big improvement from two-profile to 
three-profile model, but less so from three-profile to four-profile. Furthermore, the smallest 
profile for the three-profile model took up 12%, while that for the four-profile and five-profile 
models was 3%, less than 5%, which indicated an unstable categorisation. It might be due to 
a small sample size or a true small proportion in this category. In addition, compared to the 
three-profile model, there is no new pattern in the four-profile model, adding little extra value 
to theoretical understanding. Thus, a parsimonious three-profile model was selected.

A description of the three profiles is shown in Table 6, with a visual representa
tion shown in Figure 2. Profile 1 has 108 teachers (44%), with low values in all four 
teacher self-assessment instructional practices (SEFM = .85, SEFI = .47, SIF = .18, and 
SR = .87). Teachers in this group hardly seek internal feedback. Profile 2 has 108 
teachers (44%), with medium values in all four teacher self-assessment instructional 

Table 4. Results of multiple linear regressions on teachers’ self-assessment instructional practices.

Predictor Coefficient DV

SEFM SEFI SIF SR

b s.e. b s.e. b s.e. b s.e.

Age .008 .007 .015* .007 .007 .007 .010 .007
Gender −.082 .230 .139 .244 −.191 .242 .100 .260
Grade −.104 .164 −.111 .174 −.231 .173 .249 .186
Subject −.072 .158 −.133 .168 −.18 .166 .076 .179

Female was the baseline group for Gender, primary school was the baseline group for Grade, liberal arts was the baseline 
group for Subject. * indicates statistically significant at .05 level. For SEFM, F(4,241) = 0.73, p = 0.58. For SEFI, F(4,241) =  
1.44, p = 0.22. For SIF, F(4,241) = 1.77, p = 0.14. For SR, F(4,241) = 1.27, p = 0.14.

Table 5. LPA model fit summary.
No. of profiles LL FP AIC BIC ABIC LMR-LRT (p) BLRT (p) Entropy Smallest profile

1 −1509.46 8 3034.09 3062.14 3036.78 – – –
2 −1357.93 13 2741.85 2787.42 2746.21 .011 0 .85 .23
3 -1283.10 18 2602.21 2665.31 2608.25 .010 0 .84 .12
4 −1263.59 23 2573.17 2653.80 2580.89 .168 0 .84 .03
5 −1247.82 28 2551.63 2649.78 2561.02 .211 0 .88 .03

LL stands for log likelihood; FP stands for the number of free parameters.
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practices (SEFM = 1.98, SEFI = 1.51, SIF = 1.18, and SR = 2.17). Teachers from this 
group are more active in using self-assessment instructional practices, compared to 
the first group, most frequently using ‘self-reflection’ and ‘seeking external feedback 
via monitoring’. Profile 3 has 30 teachers (12%), with the most active self- 
assessment instructional practices (SEFM = 3.15, SEFI = 3.17, SIF = 2.42, and SR =  
3.95). Moreover, the demographic information for three profiles was added in the 
same table, for reference. The average age for Profile 1 was 46.90 (SD = 10.84), the 
youngest of three groups. The average age for Profile 2 was 50.28 (SD = 9.99), the 
oldest of the three groups. The average age for Profile 3 was 49.93 (SD = 10.02), 
quite close to that of Profile 2. For school grade distribution, Profile 2 has the 
highest ratio of primary school teachers (n = 86, r = 79.6%), whereas Profile 3 has 
the highest ratio of secondary school teachers (n = 17, r = 43.3%). For subject dis
tribution, Profile 1 and Profile 2 were similar, with the majority from liberal arts (r  
= 70.4%, 80.6%, respectively), whereas teachers from Profile 3 had a relatively 
balanced subject background (r = 60%, 40% for Liberal arts and STEM respectively).

To further investigate for potential group differences in profile membership, a three- 
step covariate analysis was conducted in Mplus, using Age, Grade and Subject as 
predictors. Profile 3 was treated as the reference group. Results in Table 7 showed 
a statistically significant difference in profile membership between grades (odd ratio  
= .45, s.e. = .26, p = .03). It meant the odds of membership in Profile 2 relative to Profile 3 
was .45 times lower for teachers from middle school compared to those from primary 
school. In other words, teachers from primary schools were more likely to be classified in 
Profile 2 rather than in Profile 3, compared to teachers from middle school, and vice 
versa.

Table 6. Three-profile model results.
Profile 1 Profile 2 Profile 3

Low in SA (n = 108) Medium in SA (n = 108) High in SA (n = 30)

Mean s.e. Mean s.e. Mean s.e.

SEFM .82 (.07) 1.97 (.10) 3.11 (.24)
SEFI .46 (.08) 1.49 (.09) 3.13 (.36)
SIF .14 (.09) 1.17 (.10) 2.40 (.23)
SR .84 (.07) 2.13 (.10) 3.96 (.24)
Age 46.90 (10.84) 50.28 (9.99) 49.93 (10.02)

N Ratio N Ratio N Ratio
Grade Primary 70 64.8% 86 79.6% 17 56.7%

Middle 38 35.2% 22 20.4% 13 43.3%
Subject Liberal 76 70.4% 87 80.6% 18 60.0%

STEM 32 29.6% 21 19.4% 12 40.0%

Table 7. Covariate analysis result for the three-profile model.
Profile 1 Profile 2

Variable Low in SA (n = 108) Medium in SA (n = 108)

Age .97 (.02) 1.00 (.02)
Grade .76 (.40) .45* (.27)
Subject .80 (.39) .49 (.26)

Profile 3 (High in SA, n = 30) served as the reference group. The value is odd ratio, standard error 
estimates are enclosed in parentheses. * p < .05.
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Discussion

A core aspect of formative assessment is to involve students in being responsible for their 
own learning (Black & Wiliam, 2018; Heritage, 2013). Among the different strategies to 
collect, interpret, and use evidence of student learning to both adjust teaching and 
learning towards learning goals (Wiliam & Thompson, 2008), student self-assessment 
is crucial (Andrade, 2019). Teachers, in fact, are not the sole source of information on 
student learning in the classroom. Evaluating their own learning processes and products 
(Panadero et al., 2016), students can generate useful insights for improving their learning. 
From this perspective, educational research has widely pointed out the positive impact of 
self-assessment on student performance and self-regulation of learning (Yan, 2022; 
Brown & Harris, 2013; Panadero et al., 2014). Students need to build and develop their 
own strategies to self-regulate their learning process. Consequently, teachers should assist 
their students by providing them with ‘opportunities to update their understandings of 
concepts and skills and revise and improve their performance’ (Andrade & Heritage,  
2018, p. 88). Assuming teachers can encourage students to self-assess their learning, in 
this section, we summarise the findings from this study, with a focus both on under
standing current teachers’ instructional practices and strategies for promoting student 
self-assessment and on possible avenues for improving this practice moving forward.

First of all, the Rasch analysis showed that the instrument used in this study, i.e. the 
Teacher Self-assessment Instructional Practices Scale, had satisfactory psychometric 
properties. Based on the data collected via the instrument, we found that even though 
the introduction of formative assessment is relatively new in the Italian school system, 
teachers in this study demonstrate the use of all four types of self-assessment instruc
tional practices (RQ1). The most frequent self-assessment instructional strategies are 
related to the idea of promoting student self-reflection (SR); followed by seeking external 
feedback via monitoring (SEFM) and via inquiry (SEFI); the less used strategies, instead, 
pertain to internal feedback (SIF). Not only does SIF have the lowest scores of all factors, 
but it is also the least endorsed by middle school teachers.

A cultural explanation can be found for this result. It is likely that these teachers tend 
to suggest self-assessment more in terms of self-reflection and monitoring rather than in 
terms of seeking internal feedback. It is likely that these teachers, when inviting students 
to self-assess their learning, prioritise self-reflection and monitoring, which are objec
tively based criteria for making a self-assessment. Socio-emotional aspects of the self- 
assessment practice (SIF), related, for example, to the personal awareness of feelings, or 
the idea of integrating and comparing personal feedback with the feedback received by 
family members, are less considered by teachers. While internal feedback is recognised by 
the research literature and by the self-assessment model used for this study, data show 
how teachers have a somewhat partial view of self-assessment components and strategies, 
more focused on student performances (especially middle school teachers). An aspect 
that is confirmed by the multivariate analysis of covariance performed.

The comparison of teachers’ self-assessment instructional practices and strategies for 
variables such as gender, age, and subject matter revealed no significant differences, 
except for age on SEFI (RQ2). In other words, older teachers used SEFI more frequently 
than younger teachers. From this perspective, senior teachers tend to use strategies to 
promote self-assessment in their students focusing more on the revision/improvement of 
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students’ own work/performance. Therefore, senior teachers prompt students searching 
for different forms of feedback inquiring with people such as peers or parents.

The latent profile analysis, finally, allowed a clustering of teachers in terms of self- 
assessment practices (RQ3). This analysis, indeed, shows how few teachers (N = 30) are 
more active in promoting self-assessment in their students. While the internal feedback 
strategies (e. g, I suggest to students to consider their intuition in telling them if they are 
doing a good job or not) are hardly proposed to students, especially by teachers of Profile 1 
and 2, the self-reflection strategies represent the most used by teachers (in all three 
profiles). Such findings may imply a potential learning progression on self-assessment 
skills, with self-reflection strategies as the most intuitive and internal feedback strategies 
as most estranged to this population. Accordingly, it may be more effective to teach self- 
reflection strategies first and internal feedback strategies last while designing instruc
tional materials on self-assessment skills, either to students or to teachers. Furthermore, 
the group difference identified via the latent profile analysis could be utilised to promote 
self-assessment practices. For example, teachers in Profile 3 who are most active in self- 
assessment instructional practices are valuable resources for knowledge transfer to those 
in the other two profiles who are less active/knowledgeable in self-assessment practices. 
A learning community could be formed with teachers from different profiles sharing 
practices and strategies and fostering teachers’ formative assessment literacy (Gamlem,  
2015; Poortman et al., 2022).

Results show a somewhat irregular image of teachers’ self-assessment instructional 
practices. This does not imply that our study participants do not use the strategies 
defined in the four dimensions self-assessment model used for the study. However, 
given the recent educational policy emphasis on formative self-assessment in the 
Italian school system and the lack of national research studies on this topic, it is likely 
that the teachers involved in this study do not have a clear understanding of what self- 
assessment is and how it should be taught to students differentiating strategies and 
practices.

This aspect, considered the new emphasis on formative assessment, as framed by the 
last reform in the Italian school system, represents a criticality and highlights the 
difficulties teachers have in understanding institutional reforms and in transferring 
instructional innovations (i.e. formative assessment and self-assessment) into the daily 
classroom routine (Walland & Darlington, 2021).

The implications in terms of teacher education and professional development are 
different. While educational research identified the features of effective teacher profes
sional development programs on formative assessment (e.g. active learning, teacher 
collaboration, professional learning community, appropriate duration of time spent on 
the programme) (Boström & Palm, 2020; Poortman et al., 2022), no sufficient evidence 
has been provided, in the Italian school system, to support teachers to align with the new 
policy requirements.

Our results point out the importance of understanding teacher practices used to foster 
student self-assessment practice. Moreover, it has to be noted the gap between the 
sophisticated models of student self-assessment (e.g. the model used for this study with 
its four dimensions of self-assessment) and the feeble interest of educational research in 
investigating how teachers teach their students to be responsible for tracking their 
learning progress. The gathered evidence of the positive effects of teachers’ instructional 

14 S. PASTORE ET AL.



practices of self-assessment is currently limited, within the formative assessment frame
work, to sharing success criteria or co-creating success criteria and monitoring learners’ 
progress through their self-assessment (Andrade & Brookhart, 2020). In this perspective, 
the teacher self-assessment instructional practices are related only to the dimensions of 
seeking external feedback through monitoring and through inquiry.

Several concerns arise here in terms of the realistic use of data for teachers’ (and 
students’) decision-making. It has been argued (Andrade & Brookhart, 2020; Harris & 
Brown, 2018) that interventions to promote student self-assessment should consider 
enhancing the clarity of learning goals or involving students in reflecting on the final 
product of learning outcomes. However, educational research (Harris & Brown, 2018) 
has rarely explored if and how teachers support their students in practising self- 
assessment skills and offer them feedback on these skills. Moreover, despite the con
sensus on the positive benefits for students, the documentation of the student self- 
assessment implementation, as well as the teachers’ tensions and difficulties in the use 
of self-assessment practice are still inchoative (Harris & Brown, 2018; Panadero et al.,  
2016). If self-assessment, as one of the main components of formative assessment, is part 
of the concept of teacher assessment literacy, the implications for pre- and in-service 
education are relevant. In this perspective, for example, it should be interesting to 
understand if, and how, the dimension of seeking internal feedback in self-assessment 
practice is related to the socio-emotional aspects or to the teacher image as assessor 
currently advocated in the conceptualisations of teacher assessment literacy (Pastore & 
Andrade, 2019; Looney et al., 2017; Xu & Brown, 2016). Additional investigations into 
teacher practices and strategies oriented to student self-assessment, as well as into teacher 
development paths, are now warranted.

Limitations

These findings have to be interpreted in the light of some limitations. First, our data came 
from a small sample; therefore, the findings cannot be generalised to the entire Italian 
school system. Second, our data are self-reported data.

Future research should explore factors that might account for the variability in 
teachers’ self-assessment strategies. Factors to consider include teacher demographic 
characteristics, differences across disciplines, and differences in teacher training or 
professional development. There was not sufficient information and/or variability in 
our study to allow us to detect the role these factors may play in teacher self-assessment 
instructional practices. A key point in the investigation on teachers’ (formative) assess
ment literacy and self-assessment practices is represented by professional development 
(as well as by teacher education programmes) that should prepare teachers with the 
knowledge, mindset, attitudes, insights, commitment and confidence necessary to con
sistently build assessment competence and address different assessment practices.

Despite its limitations, however, the study presents a unique opportunity to address 
challenges, in theory and practice, to review teacher education and professional devel
opment in the assessment domain. Future research exploring self-assessment instruc
tional practices of teachers would benefit from qualitative studies (e.g. through 
observations) to determine whether and how the use of self-assessment practices in the 
classroom matters most.
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Conclusion

Despite the widespread recognition and the growing interest in student self-assessment, 
the instructional practices and strategies used by teachers promoting student self- 
assessment, in this study, appear somewhat scattered and not effectively embedded in 
the teaching-learning process. The different use of strategies in the four main dimensions 
of the SaPS (Yan, 2018) demonstrates that self-assessment instructional practices of 
teachers involved in this study seem still far from the perspective of an assessment really 
embedded in a learning culture.

The improvement of teacher (formative) assessment literacy represents one of 
the most pressing and contested contemporary educational policy and practice 
issues (Brookhart, 2023; Van Orman et al., 2024). Despite its inner limitations, the 
present study confirms how challenging it can be for teachers to implement self- 
assessment in the classroom (Gamlem, 2015; Poortman et al., 2022). The attention 
on the strategies teachers adopt to encourage student self-assessment suggests 
a careful consideration of teacher assessment literacy, and consequently of the 
modalities through which teachers acquire, nurture, and develop their assessment 
literacy and data-use culture. The implications for the development of assessment 
literate teachers are several if we advocate self-assessment not only as a set of 
tools but as a crucial element in assessment practice (e.g. teacher decision-making; 
student metacognitively informed improvement of learning outcomes). Future 
studies should strive to better understand how teachers orient and support their 
students in the self-assessment practice.
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