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Abstract  All teachers and other stakeholders must be committed to evaluating students' learning in a genuine and 
honest manner. This study aimed to explore the teachers', students', parents', and school administrators’ perspectives 
on the integrity of mathematics classroom assessment in the new normal, as well as their experienced challenges and 
difficulties on the assessment of learning practices. A quantitative descriptive research design was undertaken in the 
study utilizing validated survey questionnaires. This was conducted to fourteen (14) Junior High Schools in the 
division of Misamis Oriental comprising large, medium, and small-sized secondary schools. Actual respondents of 
the study were 67 mathematics teachers; 1,481 G10 students; 1,037 G10 parents; and 24 school administrators. 
Descriptive statistics was used for the data processing. Analysis of the data revealed that under the new normal, 
teachers and parents’ perception on mathematics classroom assessment had a low level of integrity, whereas students 
and school administrators thought it had a high level of integrity. Parents believed that the majority of high school 
students do cheat. The findings suggested that the teachers' observations of low integrity were backed up by the 
parents' observations, as they are now the facilitators of learning at home. With regard to the experienced challenges 
and difficulties, the integrity of mathematics classroom assessment is a critical concern and a challenge for teachers, 
parents, and students. More research is needed to develop effective preventive measures to mitigate assessment 
dishonesty and to give a long-term alternative way to provide high-quality education especially during an emergency 
circumstance. 

Keywords: assessment integrity, assessment challenges, new normal, distance learning, cheating 

Cite This Article: Merly V. Pandan, and Laila S. Lomibao, “Integrity of Mathematics Classroom  
Assessment in the New Normal.” American Journal of Educational Research, vol. 10, no. 5 (2022): 282-287.  
doi: 10.12691/education-10-5-3. 

1. Introduction 

The new normal paradigm shift in education had posed 
a challenge to the learning delivery modality not only 
within the country but worldwide. Along with this shift, 
was the challenge on how to genuinely assess the students’ 
learning in mathematics through the blended distance 
learning modality. Transitioning from established face-to-
face courses, like mathematics and statistics, to online can 
be difficult, and their quality is at risk [1]. Lopez, et al. [1] 
underscored that in this sudden shift, according to their 
research, two-thirds of the instructors found evaluating 
students in relation to honor code violations and motivating 
students to engage with one another to be extremely 
difficult. Gao [2] also claimed that there is still a long way 
to go for distance learning modality with regard to the 
areas such as accommodating students' special needs, 
involving students in the assessment decision process, and 
increasing the authenticity of assessment tasks, since 
mathematics assessments demonstrate congruence with 
planned learning and transparency.  

Promoting authenticity and academic integrity in 
assessment continues to present a priority for educational 
institutions [3]. Sotiriadou, et al. [3] stated that besides 
providing the foundation for high academic standards and 
best practice, assessments’ authenticity and integrity enrich 
students with skills that advance their employability. 
Assessment integrity is critical for supporting teaching 
and learning, evaluating programs, determining how well 
a system is running, and improving educational outcomes 
[4]. These, however, will not be achieved if the 
authenticity and integrity of the product are questionable. 

In April 2021, the Council of Deans for Teacher 
Education (CODTE Region 10) conducted an initial survey 
on Assessment in the New Normal among the 140 professors 
and instructors from 42 different Teacher Training Institutions 
in the region. Accordingly, issues on the assessment 
authenticity and integrity were the top two challenges 
faced by the respondents. Moreover, it was reported that 
Philippines senators during the senate hearing early this 
year, voiced concerns about cheating in distance learning. 
They had urged DepEd to step up their efforts to combat 
cheating in distance learning [5]. Recently, after learning 
about the Online Kopyahan on Facebook groups, the 
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Department of Education published an official statement 
against any type of academic dishonesty. “The Department 
does not tolerate the perpetuation of cheating regardless of 
the learning delivery modality. We are now exhausting all 
possible means to put a stop to these activities; and prevent 
similar attempts of academic dishonesty that promote 
laziness, irresponsibility, and instant gratification. We 
appeal to parents, teachers, and learners to help us eradicate 
online cheating, which undermines the development of values 
and morality among the youth. It demeans the quality of 
education that the Department is committed to improve” [6]. 

Undeniably, there is a pressing need for study in this 
field because we can no longer prevent remote learning 
and returning to conventional modality is still difficult to 
predict. If the challenges of assessment integrity are not 
addressed, our educational system is unlikely to produce a 
long-term alternative strategy of offering high-quality 
education in times of crisis. Thus, meetings, conferences, 
and seminars are held to research on this topic and find 
solutions to the problem, particularly after most educational 
institutions throughout the world adapted distance 
learning during and after the COVID-19 epidemic spread 
[7]. Some higher education institutions utilize a variety of 
online anti-cheating applications. To name one, Mellar et 
al. [8] investigated student authentication and authorship 
checking systems to assist teachers in addressing cheating 
and plagiarism. Another is the Proctortrack software, 
which is designed to prevent students from inventing new 
ways to cheat on an online exam [9]. These apps aid in the 
integrity of assessments, but they are not applicable in our 
circumstance because DepEd does not have such 
resources. Many studies on assessment concerns had been 
undertaken, but the majority of them had focused on 
traditional face-to-face settings and on higher education 
institutions. Moreover, there were few studies that 
examine the perspectives of school administrators and 
parents, in addition to teachers and students, on this topic, 
particularly on the new adapted learning landscape. 

Hence, to fill in the gaps in the variety of areas of the 
literature on classroom assessment's integrity, this study 
aimed to investigate and understand more about the 
teachers', students', parents', and school administrators' 
perspectives on the integrity of mathematics classroom 
assessment in the new normal, as well as their experienced 
challenges and difficulties in assessing the students’  
true learnings, so that appropriate and meaningful 
countermeasures could be implemented next. Specifically, 
it sought to answer the following questions:  

1. What are the levels of perception about the integrity 
of mathematics classroom assessment in this new normal 
in terms of the student’s attitude towards academic 
dishonesty as perceived by the (a) teachers, (b) students, 
(c) parents, and (d) school administrators? 

2. What are the levels of challenges and difficulties 
experienced by the teachers, students, parents, and school 
administrators on the assessment of learning practices in 
this new normal? 

2. Theoretical Framework 

The Planned Behavior Theory is one perspective 
outlining this study. This is in relation to the issues on 

assessment integrity. Academic dishonesty is prevalent 
especially in the new normal. The theory posits that 
cheating occurs as a result of both the opportunity and the 
intention to cheat [10]. This is true in modular distance 
learning in mathematics since the opportunity to do such 
behavior is high. Resources in different forms are  
very much readily available. Rowland [11] and Peled, et al. 
[12] cited many studies showing that distance learning has 
created a lot of opportunities for academic dishonesty than 
in traditional forms. Teachers had no face-to-face contact 
with the students; hence they did not have actual control 
over what the students really were doing or what had 
really transpired in their respective homes as they 
answered the tasks in the self-learning modules given to 
them. In the study of Abante [13], some teachers in DepEd 
shared that they experience difficulties in giving grades to 
their students because they are not sure if the students are 
really the ones doing the learning tasks. The validation of 
students’ learning is a challenge on the part of the teachers 
since there are modules being answered by parents and 
tutors, not the learners [14]. Indeed, these empirical 
implications are consistent with the Planned Behavior 
Theory. Stone, et al. [15] also said, the theory stipulates 
that the following three components predict intention to 
engage in a specific behavior and intention predicts 
subsequent engagement in that behavior. According to the 
authors, intention to engage in a behavior is affected by  
(a) attitudes toward the behavior, that is, beliefs about a 
specific behavior and its consequences; (b) subjective 
norms, that is, normative expectations of other people who 
are important to the actor regarding the behavior, and  
(c) perceived behavioral control, that is, the perceived 
difficulty or ease of performing the behavior. 

This study is also grounded on Gardner & Melvin’s  
[16] study on attitude towards academic dishonesty. They 
highlighted that academic ability and academic honesty 
are two of the most important and desirable characteristics 
of the students. They added that there exist reams of 
research on ability but there is a dearth of research on 
academic honesty.  Furthermore, it was found that attitude 
towards academic dishonesty mediated the association 
between self-control and academic dishonesty, as well as 
the relationship between perceived opportunity and 
academic dishonesty [17]. Bolin [17] cited some authors 
who claimed that students' attitudes could be changed 
through interventions such as education, and that students 
who had negative attitudes towards academic dishonesty 
were less likely to take advantage of opportunities to cheat. 

3. Methodology 

3.1. Research Design 
The researcher used the quantitative descriptive research 

design. Validated survey questionnaires were used in the 
collection of quantitative data. After the data collection, 
data analysis followed using descriptive statistics. 

3.2. The Respondents 
This study was administered to fourteen (14) Junior 

High Schools in the division of Misamis Oriental 
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comprising large, medium, and small-sized secondary 
schools. The researcher employed disproportionate stratified 
random sampling for the school-respondents. Stratified 
random sampling ensures that each subgroup of a given 
population is adequately represented within the whole 
sample population of a research study. In a disproportional 
stratified sample, the size of each stratum is not 
proportional to its size in the population [18]. Actual 
respondents of the study were 67 mathematics teachers; 
1,481 G10 students; 1,037 G10 parents; and 24 school 
administrators.  

3.3. The Instruments 
Four instruments were used in this study, one for each 

of the four groups of respondents. The instruments  
used had the indicators for Assessment Integrity, and 
Experienced Challenges/Difficulties on the Assessment of 
Learning Practices in this New Normal. The content of the 
instruments intended for the four groups of the 
respondents were the same but phrased slightly different 
to suit to the level of each group.  The study adapted The 
Attitude Towards Cheating Scale [16] with modifications 
in a 4-point Likert-type Scale for the Assessment Integrity. 
For the Experienced Challenges, the researcher-made 
questionnaire in a 4-point Likert-type Scale was used. 
This adapted instrument with modifications, and the 
researcher-made questionnaire were subjected to face and 
content validity by the 6 chosen experts of the topic under 
investigation with the following S-CVI/Ave.: 0.968 for 
teachers and school administrators, 0.947 for students, and 
0.950 for parents. It has the following reliability 
(Cronbach’s alpha): 0.815, 0.834, and 0.736 for teachers 
and school administrators, students, and parents 
respectively. 

3.4. Data Gathering Procedure 
To conduct the study, the researcher asked permission 

from the Schools Division Superintendent of the division 
of Misamis Oriental and from the principals or school 
heads of the fourteen (14) schools in the Division. The 
researcher adhered to ethical standards and the restrictions 
of the Data Privacy Act when acquiring pertinent data  
for the study. The necessary consent from the respondents 
were sought during the conduct of the study. Because  
the study was exclusively for academic purposes, the 
respondents were oriented on the research and were 
promised that their answers would be kept anonymous. 

The following were the quantitative phases undertaken 
to ensure success in the implementation and conduct of 
the study: First is the Development of the Research 
Instruments. This phase is the development of the  
scales or survey questionnaires. The study used the 
adapted-modified instrument and the researcher-made 
questionnaire with the acceptable CVI and reliability 
specified in the preceding section. Second is the 
Quantitative Data Collection. In this phase, the validated 
instruments were given to the four groups of respondents 
(mathematics teachers, G10 students, G10 parents, and 
school administrators) from the fourteen randomly 
selected junior high schools in the division of Misamis 
Oriental. Google Forms were used to perform these survey 

questionnaires to those who have internet access, and 
printed/hard copies were given to those who do not have. 
During the data collection phase, the researcher personally 
visited the 14 different schools. Then the third is the 
Quantitative Data Analysis. The characteristics of the data 
set were summarized and analyzed using descriptive 
statistics. 

4. Results and Discussion 

The levels of perception about the integrity of 
mathematics assessment in this new normal in terms of the 
student’s attitude towards academic dishonesty as 
perceived by the (a) teachers, (b) students, (c) parents, and 
(d) school administrators, is presented in Table 1 below. 

As shown in Table 1, the overall mean as perceived by 
the teachers is 2.478, followed by 2.491, 2.530, and 2.668 
as perceived by the parents, students, and school 
administrators, respectively. Teachers and parents have 
perceived low integrity on mathematics classroom 
assessment, while students and school administrators 
perceived it with high integrity, based on the interpretation 
scheme in the study of Pornel, et al. [19]. As to the 
variability of the perceptions of the four groups of 
respondents, the teachers, students, parents, and school 
administrators (SD= 0.244, SD= 0.235, SD= 0.212, and 
SD= 0.246, respectively) have closely similar spread. 

Furthermore,  it can be seen in Table 1 that the indicator 
“If I perceive a student cheating, it is just my word against 
the student’s, unless the student admits he or she was 
cheating” was perceived with the lowest mean implying 
lowest integrity by three groups of respondents, the 
teachers, students, and administrators (M=1.836, 
SD=0.709; M=2.010, SD=0.751; M=1.542, SD=0.721, 
respectively); while parents perceived the indicator “most 
high school students never cheat” with the lowest integrity.  
“Cheating on tests in any way is morally wrong” was 
perceived by the teachers, parents and school 
administrators with the highest integrity (M=3.090, 
SD=0.452; M=3.180, SD=0.781; and M=3.792, SD=0.588 
respectively).  Students perceived “it is lying when a 
student who cheated denies it” as the indicator with the 
highest integrity level. 

It can be gleaned from the results that the observation 
of the teachers, that is low integrity, was supported by that 
of the parents. They perceived that most high school 
students do cheat. It’s because in this new normal the 
parents were the ones with direct interaction and 
supervision with the students. Somehow, they are now 
playing the role of the teacher because they are the 
facilitators of learning at home. Teachers, students, and 
school administrators are more tolerant about student 
cheating unless students themselves admitted the act. This 
result corroborated the study of Rowland [11] who cited 
some authors affirming that (1) the pressure placed on 
administrators to keep their "customers" satisfied is 
related to academic dishonesty, and that principals 
frequently approach educational issues in a businesslike 
manner, making judgments based on survival rather than 
morals and ethics; (2) teachers are under pressure from 
both administration and parents; thus, they are necessarily 
under pressure from many sources; (3) as a result of this 
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fact, students frequently believe that faculty members do 
not punish academic integrity violations harshly since 
many teachers prefer to avoid confrontations by looking 
the other way. 

To explore about the teachers’, students’, parents’, and 
school administrators’ experienced challenges and 
difficulties on the assessment of learning practices in this 
new normal, Table 2 is presented next. 

Table 1. Mean Distribution and Standard Deviation of the Levels of Perception about the Integrity of Mathematics Classroom Assessment in 
this New Normal in terms of the Student’s Attitude towards Academic Dishonesty as Perceived by the (a) teachers, (b) students, (c) parents, 
and (d) school administrators 

Integrity Indicators 
A. Teachers B. Students C. Parents D. School 

Administrators 
Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

1. Cheating on tests in any way is morally wrong. 3.090 0.452 3.044 0.896 3.180 0.781 3.792 0.588 
2. If I perceive a student cheating, it is just my word against the 
student's, unless the student admits he or she was cheating. * 1.836 0.709 2.010 0.751 2.067 0.722 1.542 0.721 

3. A student who hands in an assignment/task answered/done 
by someone else is cheating and should be punished 
accordingly. 

2.985 0.844 3.002 0.790 2.997 0.748 3.167 0.816 

4. Using unfair methods to learn what was on a test before it 
was given is cheating (ex.: asking what’s on the test from the 
other sections who took it earlier; getting a copy of the test in 
any way). 

2.493 0.786 3.005 0.823 2.922 0.800 3.250 0.847 

5. Only the student knows whether he or she was cheating; 
therefore, no decision should be made until the student is asked 
whether he or she cheated. * 

2.104 0.819 2.069 0.784 2.076 0.669 2.125 0.900 

6. If a student says that he or she did not cheat and gives some 
explanation for his or her behavior, I am unfair if I would 
penalize the student. * 

1.910 0.793 2.107 0.788 2.060 0.727 1.625 0.576 

7. If a student is offered a copy of a test, the offer should be 
refused. 2.582 0.555 2.968 0.831 2.987 0.759 3.458 0.721 

8. If a student is caught cheating, that student should plead 
innocent and force the school to prove the accusation. * 2.373 0.935 2.386 0.879 2.227 0.796 2.333 0.917 

9. When a student who denies cheating is found guilty, the 
student should receive additional punishment for lying. 2.896 0.855 2.941 0.803 2.955 0.719 3.042 0.908 

10. If a student accused of cheating admits having cheated, the 
punishment should be reduced to reward honesty. * 2.060 0.833 2.097 0.788 2.051 0.726 2.042 0.806 

11. Most students who don't cheat are just afraid of getting 
caught. * 2.209 0.993 2.135 0.909 2.129 0.808 2.125 0.947 

12. All tests should be open book, because in real life we can 
always look in the book. * 2.612 0.969 2.136 0.892 2.136 0.778 2.500 1.022 

13. A student who knows another student cheating and reports 
it should refuse to identify the cheater. * 2.134 0.600 2.307 0.818 2.234 0.739 2.417 0.830 

14. If over half the class is cheating on an assignment, the 
others are justified in cheating also. * 2.194 0.701 2.408 0.895 2.349 0.835 2.917 0.830 

15. Students should report by name anyone caught cheating. 2.940 0.814 2.957 0.739 2.916 0.675 3.083 0.584 
16. Students are justified in cheating if my grading system is 
unfair. * 2.627 0.935 2.201 0.827 2.178 0.747 2.542 0.932 

17. Most students who cheat are unethical people. 2.045 0.589 2.810 0.769 2.827 0.729 2.375 1.013 
18. Making up an excuse in order to withdraw from a test to 
avoid failing is cheating. 2.507 0.786 2.754 0.789 2.822 0.723 2.667 0.963 

19. Smart students make good grades without really having to 
study. * 2.582 0.801 2.393 0.943 2.325 0.828 2.208 0.977 

20. Students who cheat don't learn as much as others. 2.358 0.883 3.014 0.833 2.920 0.775 2.958 0.999 
21. There is really nothing wrong with cheating, other than the 
risk of being caught. * 2.373 0.775 2.491 0.935 2.438 0.838 3.292 0.908 

22. Tests don't measure useful knowledge or ability. * 3.090 0.866 2.261 0.869 2.230 0.805 3.042 0.751 
23. Most students who are accused of cheating are actually 
innocent. * 3.000 0.718 2.340 0.834 2.285 0.743 3.083 0.717 

24. Most high school students never cheat. 1.881 0.808 2.368 0.934 1.967 0.519 1.875 0.797 

25. It is lying when a student who cheated denies it. 3.075 1.005 3.052 0.829 3.006 0.710 3.250 0.847 

OVERALL 2.478 0.244 2.530 0.235 2.491 0.212 2.668 0.246 

Description Dis-agree  Agree  Dis-agree  Agree  

Interpretation Low 
Integrity  High 

Integrity  Low 
Integrity  High 

Integrity  

* Reverse scored items (“tolerant”) 
Weight     Mean Score Range  Qualitative Statement   Interpretation 
4 3.50-4.00  Strongly Agree  Very High 
3 2.50-3.49  Agree   High 
2 1.50-2.49  Disagree   Low 
1 1.00-1.49  Strongly Disagree  Very Low 
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Table 2. Mean Distribution and Standard Deviation of the Levels of Challenges and Difficulties Experienced by the (a) teachers, (b) students, (c) 
parents, and (d) school administrators on the Assessment of Learning Practices in this New Normal 

Challenges/Difficulties Encountered Indicators 
A. Teachers B. Students C. Parents D. School 

Administrators 
Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

1. Authenticity and integrity of student’s answers 3.537 0.559 3.220 0.697 3.196 0.594 3.458 0.509 
2. Giving timely feedback, and making follow ups 3.433 0.609 3.120 0.719 3.146 1.115 3.458 0.658 
3. Internet connectivity, power interruptions, and other technological 
and financial issues 3.493 0.637 3.127 1.262 3.133 1.377 3.625 0.495 

4. Limited assessment tools 3.134 0.716 2.969 0.677 2.997 0.625 3.167 0.702 
5. Late submission of required assessment tasks 3.403 0.698 2.675 0.870 2.779 0.770 3.375 0.770 
6. Lack of real-time interactions, poor communication channel 3.433 0.657 2.968 0.758 2.992 0.707 3.458 0.588 
7. External factors, like distractions in any form 3.433 0.722 3.003 0.732 3.031 0.619 3.375 0.576 
8. Too many activities/tasks to answer unmotivated the students to study 3.194 0.723 2.888 0.832 2.957 0.695 3.292 0.806 
9. Time constraints 3.119 0.708 3.001 0.692 2.979 0.605 3.208 0.588 
10. Some test items are unanswered 3.478 0.725 2.961 0.804 2.940 0.723 3.208 0.504 
11. The use of appropriate assessment method that is doable by the 
students independent learning 3.284 0.598 2.862 0.775 2.883 0.947 3.417 0.504 

12. The diversity of students and the limitations of each kind of 
assessment 3.343 0.565 3.009 0.807 2.973 1.153 3.333 0.482 

13. Students seem to take their tasks for granted, they procrastinate 3.507 0.533 2.913 0.775 2.912 0.694 3.375 0.576 
OVERALL 3.369 0.427 2.978 0.438 2.994 0.434 3.381 0.373 
Description Agree  Agree  Agree  Agree  
Interpretation High  High  High  High  

Weight     Mean Score Range  Qualitative Statement   Interpretation 
4 3.50-4.00  Strongly Agree  Very High 
3 2.50-3.49  Agree   High 
2 1.50-2.49  Disagree   Low 
1 1.00-1.49  Strongly Disagree  Very Low 

 
Table 2 showed the result of the challenges and 

difficulties experienced by the teachers, students, parents, 
and school administrators on the assessment of learning 
practices in this new normal. As reflected, all indicators 
were high based on the interpretation scheme in the study 
of Pornel, et al. [19]. The variability of the teachers’, 
students’, parents’, and school administrators’ responses 
have almost the same spread (M=3.369, SD=0.427; 
M=2.978, SD=0.438; M=2.994, SD=0.434; M=3.381, 
SD=0.373 respectively). Additionally, teachers, students 
and parents agreed that “authenticity and integrity of 
student’s answers” is a challenge, hence, this is the 
indicator perceived with the highest mean (M=3.537, 
SD=0.559; M=3.220, SD=0.697; M=3.196, SD=0.594 
respectively), while the school administrators perceived 
“internet connectivity, power interruptions, and other 
technological and financial issues” as the top difficulty 
(M=3.625, SD=0.495).  

These findings substantiated the research of Castroverde, 
et al. [14], which found that a common problem for 
teachers in monitoring students' performance is a lack of 
effective communication due to students' lack of gadgets, 
as well as unstable internet connectivity, because most 
monitoring is done via messenger and other social media 
platforms. Teachers utilize text messages as well, however 
there are some parents whose phone numbers are no 
longer current and cannot be reached. Also, validating 
students' learning is difficult for teachers because some 
modules are addressed by parents and tutors rather than 
the students. This is also consistent with Meccawy's [20] 
study, which indicated that many teachers were concerned 
about assessment integrity in this new normal because 
they find it difficult to detect who is genuinely taking the 

tests, and cheating will affect the meaning and general 
validity of the student's obtained scores. 

5. Conclusion and Recommendation 

Based on the study's findings, the integrity of mathematics 
classroom assessment in the new normal is a serious 
concern and a challenge for teachers, parents, and students 
alike. Assessment integrity has entered new area in light 
of the abrupt educational transition. It is being questioned 
due to the widespread availability of cheating techniques 
and the growing pressure on students to perform even 
during this trying times. More research may be performed 
in order to develop effective countermeasures to mitigate 
assessment dishonesty and to provide a long-term 
alternative approach for providing high-quality education 
especially in times of an emergency situation. 
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