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traditionally conceptualised as assessment literacy. In this paper

. , KEYWORDS
we present, firstly, an expanded conceptualisation of teachers Teacher identity; assessment
assessment work. Drawing on research on teacher identity, we posit identity; assessment literacy;
that teachers’ identity as professionals, beliefs about assessment, teachers’ work

disposition towards enacting assessment, and perceptions of their
role as assessors are all significant for their assessment work. We term
this reconceptualisation Teacher Assessment Identity (TAl). Secondly,
in support of this conceptual work, we present findings from a
systematic review of self-report scales on teacher assessment literacy
and teacher identity related to assessment. The findings demonstrate
that such scales and previous research exploring teacher assessment
practices have paid limited attention to what we identify as essential
and broader dimensions of TAl. We share our reconceptualisation and
analyses to encourage others to consider teacher assessment work
more broadly in their research.

Introduction

The significant role of assessment in student learning has been increasingly recognised over
the last three decades — not only the impact of externally-conducted accountability and
high stakes certification examinations but also the need for quality classroom assessment
in teacher practice (Baird, Hopfenbeck, Newton, Stobart, & Steen-Utheim, 2014; Black,
McCormick, James, & Pedder, 2006; Black & Wiliam, 1998; Shepard, 2000). What and
how student learning is assessed identify what is valued or important for students to learn
(Looney, 2014).

Assessment, simply defined as the process to establish what students know and are able
to do, is generally classified into two broad categories; assessment designed to support
teaching and learning in classrooms; and assessment programmes for public reporting,
certification, for selection and for system accountability (Barber & Hill, 2014). While these
two broad categories are sometimes referred to as formative and summative, respectively,
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these titles can be misleading. For example, on occasions, summative assessment, point-in-
time judgement of student achievement, can be designed with the sole purpose of improving
teaching and learning. On other occasions, evidence of student learning gathered primarily
through formative assessment to provide feedback to students and teachers on next steps
for teaching and learning may be included for assessment for reporting or certification.

This complex and overlapping interplay of assessment purposes and types adds to the
technical complexity of assessment as a process. Further complexity arises from the cur-
rent focus on assessment as a lever for school and system reform and for delivering hard-
to-achieve change in teaching and learning practices (Assessment Reform Group, 1999;
Heitink, Van der Kleij, Veldkamp, Schildkamp, & Kippers, 2016; Herman, 2004). Black
(2001) suggested at the turn of the millennium that assessment was beginning to feature
more and more in the dreams of educational reformers, not just as an object of reform, but
as the main instrument of reform. Looney (2014) described this optimism about the poten-
tial of educational assessment as ‘viral and normative in the networks of education policy
makers across the globe’ (p. 234). Assessment data have become a ‘publically acceptable
code for quality’ (Broadfoot & Black, 2004, p. 9).

Assessment literacy

In this context, it is not surprising that teacher capabilities to plan and implement quality
assessment tasks, to interpret evidence and outcomes appropriate to the assessment purpose
and type, and to engage students themselves as active participants in assessment of their
own learning have been the subject of considerable research.

These capabilities are often referred to as assessment literacy, a concept first introduced
by Stiggins (1991) writing in the context of the United States. Assessment literacy is usually
broadly defined, encompassing both assessment knowledge and skills related to teacher
practice (Popham, 2009; Stiggins, 1995) as well as use and interpretation of evidence to
inform instruction, generate feedback, guide student learning, and report student achieve-
ment (Stiggins & Duke, 2008; Webb, 2002).

Stiggins (1991) suggested that assessment literacy involved understanding how to pro-
duce good achievement data on both large-scale and classroom tests, and the ability to
interrogate and critique the tests or assessment approaches used and the data produced.
He referred to the ‘built-in alarms’ (p. 535) that alert those who are assessment literate,
that sound ‘when an assessment target is unclear, when an assessment method misses the
target, when a sample of performance is inadequate, when extraneous factors are creeping
into the data, and when the results are simply not meaningful to themy’ (p. 535). Of note, he
emphasised that knowing that there is a problem is not enough - those who are literate will
demand or make changes when that alarm sounds. Fullan and Watson (2000) added a colle-
gial dimension in their definition of assessment literacy as ‘the capacity of teachers - alone
and together - (a) to examine and accurately understand student work and performance
data, and, correspondingly, (b) to develop classroom, and school plans to alter conditions
necessary to achieve better results’ (p. 457).

Some years after he first introduced the concept, Stiggins noted positive developments
in the field of assessment literacy including the articulation of assessment competencies
for teachers developed jointly by the National Council on Measurement in Education, and
American Federation of Teachers, and the National Education Association (Stiggins, 1995).
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More recently, Popham (2009) suggested that assessment literacy was needed not only to
inform the assessment decisions teachers need to make, but also to challenge the high stakes
accorded to accountability tests that abound in education in the US.

Beyond assessment literacy

While the concept of assessment literacy continues to be widely used (see Khadijeh & Amir,
2015; Siegel & Wissehr, 2011, for example), a number of scholars have extended the concept
beyond teachers’ knowledge, understanding and skills. In his investigation of teachers’
conceptions of assessment in New Zealand, Brown (2011) draws on the earlier work of
Thompson (1992) in the field of the beliefs held by teachers about mathematics teaching and
learning. In addition to considering these beliefs, Thompson also proposed using the idea
of teacher’s conceptions ‘viewed as a more general mental structure, encompassing beliefs,
meanings, concepts, propositions, rules, mental images, preferences and the like’ (1992, p.
130). She further suggested that such conceptions might be ‘the rudiments of a philosophy
of mathematics’ (p. 131), although warned that in general they may be ‘eclectic’ (p. 135),
informed by classroom experience rather than any engagement with theory or research.
Brown (2011) suggests that conceptualisations act as a framework through which a teacher
views, interprets and interacts with the teaching environment. Such conceptions may not
be consistent with the expectations of policy, nor even with classroom practice.

Brown (2011) also notes that teachers have been reported as having multiple and con-
flicting conceptions of assessment. He points out that teachers have, in the same studies, at
once agreed that assessment can improve learning yet indicated that they treat assessment
as irrelevant. Other work by Brown and colleagues in Queensland, Australia, found that
further differences between beliefs and practice emerge when teachers are working with
different assessment purposes (Brown, Lake, & Matters, 2011).

Interestingly, work by Smith, Hill, Cowie, and Gilmore (2014) specifically explored the
assessment beliefs of pre-service teachers. Hypothesising that pre-service teachers bring
their personal histories to their perceptions of assessment, their study found that pre-service
teachers’ ‘experience of formal summative assessment, such as those they have experienced
in gaining qualifications, dominated their thinking and emotions’ (p. 313). Assessment
beliefs were shaped by their past experiences of being assessed, rather than by anything
they had been taught about assessment theories or the requirements of policy.

A similar case is made by James and Pedder (2006). They argue that insufficient atten-
tion is paid to teachers” values and beliefs which provide the necessary reason for teachers
to act. In their view, this failure to consider this dimension will lead to assessment for
learning (the focus of their study) being seen as simply another set of techniques to add to
the teaching repertoire. They suggested that ‘teachers’ values and the moral dimension of
their practice that these values express, needs to be acknowledged in a discourse that goes
beyond instrumental questions of method’ (p. 131).

Conceptions of assessment presume a more complex and iterative relationship between
knowledge and practice, than the relatively straightforward and apparently technical and
instrumental relationship enshrined in assessment literacy. Further, conceptions foreground
teachers’ beliefs about assessment (even those that may well be non- or ir-rational) as
significant in shaping classroom practice and are informed by a sociological as well as
psychological perspective. Assessment is seen a sociocultural activity that involves social



4 A.LOONEY ET AL.

interactions among stakeholders and the nature of learning itself (Broadfoot, 1996; Gipps,
2002). It occurs in a social context, influenced by national and state policies, expected learn-
ing (curriculum), pedagogical directions, and community expectations. Teacher assessment
knowledge is therefore a complex structure rather than a simple set of delineated skills that
can be implemented in any context.

While Stiggins promotes the concept and importance of teacher assessment literacy, he
also noted barriers to teacher assessment practice, including what he called ‘fear of assess-
ment and evaluation’ (1995, p. 243) arising from experiences of assessment and testing used
as compliance rather than learning or measurement tools:

For most practicing educators, this fear of assessment has been cultivated over many years as a

direct result of many levels of unpleasant assessment experiences. The foundation was laid in

during our youth, when our own teachers often left us wondering what would be on the test,

and how to prepare for it. In our youth, assessment was frequently used to gain compliance
rather than to promote improvement. (1995, p. 243)

In Stiggins’ analysis, referring to the US context, this negative association with assessment
continues through teacher preparation courses, and on into professional practice. There,
he maintained, the negative backwash from regimes of standardised testing leaves teachers
‘feeling victimised by assessment once again’ (p. 243).

This emotional aspect of assessment, not included in Brown’s conceptions of assessment
(2011), is not only associated with personal assessment biography or the strictures of high-
stakes accountability. It can also emerge from consideration of the role of the teacher in the
assessment process. The complexity of the task of judging student work in school classrooms
and in higher education is emphasised by Pryor and Crossouard (2008, 2010). It arises,
they suggest, from new conceptualisations of knowledge which see learning as ‘an onto-
logical as well as an epistemological accomplishment’ (Pryor & Crossouard, 2010, p. 265)
because it has consequences for the identity of the learner and the teacher. In proposing
their socio-cultural theory of formative assessment Pryor and Crossouard describe the latter
as a ‘complex and tricky process’ (2008, p. 6). Drawing on their research with teachers, they
noted that while task criteria were generally straightforward, the quality criteria were often
problematic because they drew on knowledge held only by the teacher, and because they
were generally influenced by conceptions of summative assessment. They conclude that ‘the
full implication of the social nature of formative assessment is that it is a site where both
teacher and student identities are formed’ (p. 9). Each aspect of teachers’ work is associated
with a particular version of the teacher:

The different identities of the educator as assessor, teacher, subject expert and learner all involve

different divisions of labour and rules shaping their interaction with students. The educator

therefore teaches different definitions of themselves to the students and develops different
relations with the students through them. (2008, p. 10)

Writing in 2004, Rea-Dickins noted that teachers face significant dilemmas in their assess-
ment practices; ‘sometimes torn between their role as facilitator and monitor of language
development and that of assessor and judge of language performance and achievement’
(p. 253).

Given that teachers’ conceptions, beliefs, experiences, and feelings are all significant in
their assessment work and in the role of assessor, we suggest that assessment literacy is not
sufficient to represent the range and complexity of these dimensions.
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Towards teacher assessment identity

Teacher identity is as familiar a concept in education literature as assessment literacy. It has
been explored in a variety of very different ways:

o from the perspective of the multiple re-inventions that teachers undergo in the course
of their professional lives (Hargreaves & Goodson, 1996; Mitchell & Weber, 1999);

« in terms of the narratives that teachers create to explain themselves and their work
(Connelly & Clandinin, 1999) and the metaphors that guide and inform how they see
themselves in relation to their students and professional settings (Leavy, McSorley, &
Boté, 2007); and

« inresponse to structural or political changes in education that re-frame or change how
teachers are understood and understand themselves (Mockler, 2011).

Most interpretations of teacher identity adopt a socio-cultural perspective, suggesting that
it is framed and re-framed over a career and mediated by the contexts in which teachers
work and live. Most also agree that teacher identity is not stable, but shifts over time as a
result of a range of external contextual and internal factors (Beijaard, Meijer, & Verloop,
2004; Day, Kington, Stobart, & Sammons, 2006; Mockler, 2011). Identity development is
neither simple nor linear: rather it is responsive to events and circumstances.

Mockler (2011) groups these events and circumstances under three headings: personal
experience; professional context; and external political environment (p. 521). While these
are not mutually exclusive, each has its own particular focus. Personal experience includes
biography and personal social history. In the case of teachers, over and above other pro-
fessional identities, it also includes influential personal experience of teachers, teaching
and schooling, including, as Stiggins noted, their historical experience of assessment. For
Shulman (1986) these ‘remembrances of teachings past’ (p. 12) can be valuable in guiding
the work of a teacher, and generally work as a source and a heuristic for teacher deci-
sion-making. In contrast, Wiggins and McTighe (2007) take a less optimistic view of such
memories suggesting that they have met many teachers in the course of their research
who misunderstand the role of the teacher because they imitate the teacher practice they
experienced as a student in class.

The professional context identified by Mockler (2011) comprises those factors that shape
the classroom work of teachers — curriculum, assessment system, school climate culture and
organisation, collegial relationships and experience of reform. Closely related to the latter
is MocKkler’s third set of factors, the political and the public, including media commentary
and debates about education and about teachers and their work, which reflect the degree
of public trust in teachers and in the teaching profession.

Beijaard et al. (2004) identified two further important dimensions of teacher identity.
They suggest that identity comprises a number of sub-identities, and that the emotional
dimensions of identity are important. They believe that in any analysis or discussion of
identity, place should be given to the question of how it ‘feels’ to be a teacher in the school
system at any point in time. Such emotion becomes particularly significant, it is suggested,
at times of educational reform (Hargreaves, 2003; Hargreaves & Lo, 2000), but tends to be
under-researched.

Day et al. (2006) have also noted that insufficient attention has been paid to emotional
factors in the discussion of teacher identity. In their review of the theme of personal and
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professional identities, they point to the important tension between the structures within
which teachers work and which exert influence on that work, and the agency of teachers,
which they describe as the ability to pursue valued goals. Both are significant in the con-
struction of teacher identity, and, suggest Day and colleagues, ‘emotions are the necessary
link between the social structures in which teachers work and the ways they act’ (p. 613).

Mockler notes the recent preference for the term teacher role which is associated with
the function of teachers, what they do, over consideration of teacher identity, associated
with who teachers are. The former is easy to see, codify and measure. This instrumentalist
perspective is reflected in debates about effective teaching, and in the professional codes or
standards developed and adopted across a number of jurisdictions to regulate entry into or
licence the teaching profession or to evaluate teacher performance (Mockler, 2011; Wyatt-
Smith & Looney, 2016). In contrast to the relatively constrained and check-list friendly
term teacher role, teacher identity is a more unwieldy concept, lending itself to multiple
interpretations and perspectives.

Arguably, a similar tension can be identified between the concept of teacher assessment
literacy, which we have suggested may be overly narrow and instrumentalist, and some of
the broader and more complex dimensions of teachers’ assessment work discussed above.
The latter, we suggest, might be more accurately represented as teacher assessment identity.

Conceptualising teacher assessment identity

Adie (2013), investigating teacher participation in an online moderation process, specifi-
cally referenced the concept of teacher assessment identity. In her study she used the term
to refer to the perception teachers had of themselves as assessors and discussed how teacher
participants had some concerns that they themselves might be personally judged by others
(their peers) in the discussion of how they had executed professional judgement (of students’
work). Concurrent with the development of our reconceptualisation of teacher assessment
identity, Xu and Brown (2016)" had undertaken a scoping review of 100 studies on teacher
assessment literacy and developed the framework of Teacher Assessment Literacy in Practice
(TALiP). A specific focus was to link education assessment research with implications for
teacher education. Three of the reviewed studies addressed teachers’ identity as assessor in
different contexts. Xu and Brown’s conceptual model presented a pyramid of six components
including knowledge base, teacher conceptions of assessment and emotional interactions
with assessment that might be resistant to change. The pinnacle of TALIP is ‘teachers’ identity
(re) construction as assessors’ (p. 158) as teachers develop from students to professionals
interacting with others and taking on the role of assessor.

Ecclestone and Pryor (2003), researching formative assessment, also addressed the ques-
tion of learner and teacher identity in assessment interactions. The focus of their analysis is
the learner and the experience of assessment, how ‘children bring complex dispositions to
the field of educational assessment’ (p. 474), and how ‘assessment systems have an impor-
tant impact on learning identities and dispositions as children become young adults and
then adult “returners” in an increasingly long life of formal learning’ (p. 472). For these
researchers, this socially complex interaction between assessment systems and learner iden-
tity has implications for teacher identity on two fronts. First, effective formative assessment
requires teachers to be ‘intellectually curious about the understandings of learners’ (p. 472),
and demands an openness to the learner’s experience of learning. Second, the interactions
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around assessment require teachers to strike a difficult balance between being supportive of
learners and being critical of them. The tensions of this dual role, the demands of respond-
ing to the complex dispositions of learners in the assessment process, and a recognition of
the ontological as well as the epistemological dimensions of learning all contribute to our
conceptualisation of teacher assessment identity.

Also significant in the literature on teacher identity, and for our conceptualisation of
teacher assessment identity, is the concept of teacher self-efficacy. This emerged from two
influential psychological theories: Locus of Control (Rotter, 1966) and Social Cognitive
Theory (Bandura, 1977, 1986). The latter is particularly significant in considering a con-
cept of teacher assessment identity as it connects self-efficacy with classroom actions. Self-
efficacy of teachers has been defined as ‘individual beliefs in their capabilities to perform
specific teaching tasks at a specified level of quality in a specified situation’ (Dellinger,
Bobbett, Olivier, & Ellett, 2008, p. 4). It reflects previous experiences and beliefs, Shulman’s
‘remembrances of teaching past, and is a predictor of future classroom practice (Smylie,
1988) including, it can be assumed, assessment practice. Dellinger et al. (2008) made spe-
cific reference to self-efficacy beliefs as a separate construct from self-efficacy, developing
a scale specifically associated with these beliefs which they describe as a ‘personal belief
that one is able to do what it takes (plan and act) to accomplish a task at a particular level
of quality’ (p. 752).

Closely aligned to the literature on the emotional dimensions of teacher identity is the
concept of teacher dispositions, a term which emerged in the education landscape in the early
1990s, thanks in no small part to the standards for teaching published in 2001 by the
National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE) in the United States
(NCATE, 2001). The standards codified the knowledge, skills and dispositions required of
teaching candidates. A definition of dispositions was offered:

The values, commitments and professional ethics that influence behaviors towards students,

families, colleagues and communities, and affect student learning, motivation, and development

as well as the educator’s own professional growth. Dispositions are guided by beliefs and atti-
tudes related to values such as caring, fairness, honesty, responsibility, and social justice. (p. 53)

Describing dispositions as a ‘murky concept’ (p. 253), and the field as lacking an agreed
definition, Schussler (2006) noted that this ambiguity did not prevent test companies from
constructing tests to ‘measure’ the dispositions of teachers and teacher candidates in the US
through a proliferation of questionnaires and other instruments. She added that ‘although
dispositions are addressed as entities that are conceptually distinct from skills and knowl-
edge, the existing paradigm of measuring observable behaviours is being used to assess
whether a teacher candidate possesses appropriate dispositions’ (p. 256). Schussler contends
that it is neither useful nor accurate to separate dispositions from understanding and skills.
Instead she proposes a view of dispositions as a point of convergence where the external
influences such as the system demands for assessment, or curriculum requirements or
school organisation for example, meet the teacher’s individual internal schemata of beliefs,
values, history and experience and a point of inception for teacher thinking and actions.
As ‘filters’ between the external requirements of assessment work in classroom and in the
education system, and the beliefs and values held by teachers about student learning and the
quality of student work, some of which have in turn been shaped by educational histories,
dispositions are a significant component of assessment identity.
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This conceptualisation of teachers as assessors has demonstrated that a broader dimen-
sionalisation of teachers’ work in assessment is needed to inform future research and quality
teacher assessment work. Many different aspects of teacher assessment knowledge, confi-
dence, personal disposition and emotional engagement with assessment affect teachers’ own
assessment practices in classrooms with learners. The conceptual analysis evolved from an
empirical large-scale project being undertaken by the authors to examine, and hence iden-
tify appropriate measures of, teacher assessment work. Having completed the conceptual
analyses, we then turned to examination of existing scales on teacher assessment literacy
and teacher identity related to assessment. Findings from a systematic review of these scales
within the new conceptualisation of teacher assessment identity follow.

Analysis of existing scales on teacher assessment literacy and teacher
identity related to assessment

As noted, the theoretical conceptualisation of teacher assessment identity emerged from an
externally-funded large scale research project to examine the relationship between teachers’
assessment practices and student learning and the need to identify an appropriate instru-
ment to gauge teachers’ knowledge of and engagement with assessment. For the project, such
an instrument needed to be broadly encompassing of the areas identified in the conceptual
analysis that might relate to teacher assessment practice.

As the starting point, we identified a number of scales developed for use in teacher
assessment literacy and teacher identity research. We confined our review and analysis to
self-report scales as such a format was not only necessary for our large-scale project but
would also enable adaptation in recognition of the important influence of different cultural
contexts on teacher assessment. The review of existing scales required two steps: firstly,
appropriate scale and item identification; and secondly, development of a coding schema
of items against both our conceptual framework and aspects of teacher assessment work.
The method employed to review and code existing scales, and findings of the analyses are
reported in the following sections.

Method: determining sources and trial development of coding schema

A recent systematic review of teacher assessment literacy measures reported in published
research (Gotch & French, 2014) provided an initial source of scales. Gotch and French
searched research publications in comprehensive education and social science databases
from 1991, following the introduction of ‘assessment literacy’ as an important component of
teachers’ work, to 2012. Search terms included assessment literacy, assessment, teacher com-
petence/y, and teacher understanding. They identified 36 instruments from 50 publications,
with different response formats such as objective tests, self-report scales and rubrics. While
Gotch and French’s purpose was to analyse the scales identified through their systematic
search from a psychometric perspective, the sources and scales they identified formed the
initial starting point for our consideration of dimensions of existing assessment instruments.

Trial and initial coding framework
The first phase of the analysis was to examine dimensions of teacher assessment work
addressed in ten of the scales identified by Gotch and French (2014, Appendix A, pp.
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46-58) as teacher self-reports of assessment literacy (Arter & Busick, 2001; Bandalos, 2004;
DeLuca & Klinger, 2010; Hambrick-Dixon, 1999; Kershaw, 1993; Mertler, 2000; O’Sullivan &
Johnson, 1993; Vanden Berk, 2005; Zhang & Burry-Stock, 1994, 2003). An initial framework
for coding categories was developed, based on the knowledge of the four members of the
research team, all of whom have expertise in the field of assessment. Initial coding of items
from the ten scales focused both on dimensions of teachers’ work as well as the topics they
addressed. Two team members independently examined the ten scales and trialled item
coding for 206 items. After initial coding, discrepancies were discussed and issues/nuances
in the coding scheme were identified and discussed by the four researchers. The development
of the coding scheme was iterative, taking place in parallel to the identification of relevant
scales, with several iterations and revisions occurring before the final coding scheme was
determined. All items were then coded according to the final coding scheme.

Identification of additional sources and items

As our conceptualisation of teacher assessment identity is more comprehensive than assess-
ment literacy, the focus of the review by Gotch and French (2014), a further database search
for scales related to teachers, teacher identity and assessment was undertaken. Additional
self-report scales were identified by searching scientific journal articles or book chapters
using Google Scholar and online databases such as ERIC. Search terms used included, for
example, ‘teacher’ in combination with ‘assessment literacy, ‘assessment identity’ or ‘class-
room assessment, and ‘questionnaire; ‘survey, ‘scale’ or ‘(audit) instrument. Prominent
journals in the area of assessment and measurement were searched.

A requirement for final analysis was that scale items were available in the publication
itself, or in supplementary materials. Items had to be related to teachers’ assessment knowl-
edge/skills/practices, confidence or disposition, not, for example, what students typically do
in classrooms. Some scales included items that were not specific to assessment, but applied,
for example, to instruction. In this case, the scale was included, but only items relevant to
assessment were selected. Items that had a very strong focus on psychometric test devel-
opment were also excluded from the item coding. Such items addressed teachers’ technical
skills in this area, such as the ability to conduct item and test analyses or calculate z-scores
for a test. Such conceptualisations of assessment literacy dominated US measurement in
the 1990s (DeLuca, LaPointe-McEwan, & Luhanga, 2016), but are not contemporary assess-
ment skills teachers would be universally expected to develop or hold (Joint Committee on
Standards for Education Evaluation [JCSEE], 2015). However, items addressing concepts
such as reliability and validity were included.

The additional search process resulted in 18 new scales from 10 publications, providing
a further 312 items for analysis (Brown, 2004; Dellinger et al., 2008; James & Pedder, 2006;
Leighton, Gokiert, Cor, & Heffernan, 2010; Lysaght & O’Leary, 2013; Panadero, Brown, &
Courtney, 2014; Pat-El, Tillema, Segers, & Vedder, 2013; Schulte, Edick, Edwards, & Mackiel,
2004; Smith et al., 2014; Young & Jackman, 2014). The results of the additional search and
details on all scales used for analyses are presented in Appendix 2, available as additional
online material. In total, 28 self-report scales based on 19 instruments described in 20 pub-
lications related to teacher assessment literacy and teacher identity related to assessment and
518 items were identified as suitable for coding (sources indicated with * in Reference list).
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Determination of final coding scheme

Developing a coding schema went through many iterations. We considered the elements of
assessment each item addressed, initially listing different aspects in an exhaustive list. As
we moved from initial coding of items to coding consensus and the final coding scheme,
it became evident that no singular classification of items, separating elements in a linear
fashion, would be sufficient to capture teacher assessment work. The coding of each item
needed to reflect multiple dimensions of the role of teachers as assessors (identity) as well
as different aspects and contexts of teacher assessment work, but in a manner that provided
overall cohesion. As elaborated below, the final coding scheme that emerged was a frame-
work whereby items were coded according to four identified classifications: (1) the teacher
assessment identity dimension; (2) aspect of assessment; (3) purpose of assessment; and
(4) external or classroom-based contexts of assessment.

Classification 1 addressed the dimensions of teacher assessment identity that related
teacher assessment knowledge and skills, their beliefs about assessment, their confidence in
their assessment knowledge, skills and practices, and their overall disposition to assessment,
including how they engage with assessment or view their assessment work or role.

Classification 2 addressed traditional aspects of teachers’ assessment practice in seven
subclasses: items that related to conceptual/theoretical frameworks of assessment; assessment
purpose and use of outcomes; assessment design and implementation; interpretation and
use of assessment information; collaboration with others in and out of school; connections
between assessment and instruction/curriculum; and developing a classroom assessment
environment for students.

Classification 3 addressed distinctions often seen in assessment literature regarding the
purpose of assessment in terms of formative, summative or diagnostic assessment, given the
focus in current assessment research on the influence of teachers’ enactment of formative
assessment and assessment for learning and student learning outcomes. When the purpose
of an item was unclear or unspecified, the item was coded as unspecified.

The final classification, Classification 4, referred to the assessment context, distinguishing
between teacher- and externally-developed assessment instruments or processes. When the
context was not clear, items were coded as teacher-developed.

Classification 2 involved the most complex analysis. The subclass codes emerged initially
through examination of scales identified from Gotch and French’s (2014) review and clas-
sifying items according to focus. Additional areas of teacher assessment practice identified
in research as good practice were also incorporated under Classification 2, even if not
present in the reviewed scales and items. For example, work from formative assessment and
assessment for learning identifies the importance of feedback, collaboration among teachers
and students sharing expectations and understandings of quality, and developing student
agency in assessment (Assessment Reform Group, 2002; Baird et al., 2014; Black & Wiliam,
1998; Fullan & Watson, 2000; Wyatt-Smith & Klenowski, 2013). The influence of teacher
assumptions about student learning progressions also needs consideration (Popham, 2011).

An identified issue in much assessment literature is the focus on generic assessment
strategies without an evidentiary basis for their applicability in different contexts (Coftey,
Hammer, Levin, & Grant, 2011; Cowie & Moreland, 2015; Svanes & Skagen, 2016).
Differentiating assessment by subject areas, by student level of schooling and to meet the
needs of diverse students was also identified by the research team as significant for teachers’
assessment work (Abedi, 2010; Cumming, 2012; European Agency for Development in
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Special Needs Education, 2009; Trumbull & Lash, 2013). Teachers with subject specialisa-
tions may be responsible for students of different ages but not confident in their assessment
knowledge and skills for these different students, or have different dispositions to assess-
ment for students of different ages. Effective assessment for students must be responsive
to different critical stages of learning, such as students in the middle years who are highly
self-aware, needing to build confidence, develop autonomy and sense of strengths (Wyatt-
Smith, Adie, Van der Kleij, & Cumming, in press). Teachers in contexts such as elementary
school may have responsibility for different subjects with the same age cohorts. Are teach-
ers necessarily knowledgeable about and confident in appropriate assessment strategies
in different subjects (Hodgen & Marshall, 2005)? In current equity policy contexts and
inclusive schooling, teachers express anxiety about creating fair and equitable assessments
for all students including students with disability (Forlin, Keen, & Barrett, 2008). Different
strategies may be needed for effective assessment with students with languages different
from the language of instruction (Trumbull & Lash, 2013).

Items in Subclasses 1 and 2, conceptual/theoretical frameworks and purpose and use of
outcomes (validity) were items that addressed global assessment concepts.

Items coded as Subclass 3, design and implementation, addressed activities in assessment
construction, designing assessments to align with curriculum expectations, administra-
tion related to implementation of standardised assessment procedures, developing and
using scoring models such as rubrics, judging student performance against rating scales
or criteria (marking), and tailoring assessment processes suited for students with diverse
learning needs.

Subclass 4 encompassed items that looked at how to interpret or use information for
instructional decisions (planning teaching), providing feedback to students, assigning grades
(determining an overall grade based on a student’s portfolio of evidence or multiple pieces
of assessment work), and reporting student achievement to parents or students.

Subclass 5 was developed specifically to identify items that reflected teacher work as
assessor as a partnership with colleagues.

Subclass 6 emerged to encompass items that investigated links between assessment and
curriculum and instruction generally, in terms of teachers’ assessment-related pedagogical
content knowledge and discipline area knowledge, particularly related to classroom-based
activities, rather than the formal assessment practices coded as Subclass 3. Items that investi-
gated teacher knowledge and understanding with respect to specified learning progressions
were coded under learning progressions. Questioning and techniques identified as assess-
ment for learning intended to assess students’” learning informally in ongoing classroom
interactions constituted the final subclass in this level. Identification and placement of
these last items caused considerable discussion, as they could also be related to formative
assessment purposes such as feedback under Subclass 4. Initially some items that involved
teacher questioning were coded under Subclass 3, as assessment construction. However,
Subclass 4 resulted to enable separation of assessment practices aligned with formal expec-
tations and more fine-grained informal assessment practices integrated with instruction.

Items coded under Subclass 7 reflect principles related to student engagement and agency
in assessment. These included sharing and/or negotiating goals and expectations (sharing
direction of learning), engagement of students in self-assessment, and peer assessment.

Thus, in the final coding scheme, an individual item from a scale could be coded, for
example, as related to teacher confidence in their assessment practices (Classification 1),
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interpretation and use of information (Classification 2), for formative assessment purposes
(Classification 3), in teacher-developed assessment (Classification 4). All items were coded
using the final coding scheme. The detailed coding scheme and results are provided in
Appendix 1.

Coding reliability

Initial inter-rater agreement between the two raters was 75% for the 206 items from ten
scales in Gotch and French (2014). Initial discrepancies related to ambiguity for interpre-
tation of items. Many items related to confidence interrelated with knowledge and skills, or
affective aspects. For example, a teacher’s response to ‘I am confident using assessments for
diagnostic evaluation, by itself, could not determine whether a lack of confidence was linked
to their level of knowledge/skills/practices of diagnostic evaluation. This interrelationship
was not usually able to be investigated in existing scales.

Discussions of discrepancies and nuances clarified defining aspects of the final coding
scheme which improved inter-rater agreement. The 18 scales from the second search stage
were then coded, with inter-rater agreement for these scales of 88%. Disagreement in cod-
ing was again due principally to double-barrelled questions or ambiguities presented by
possibilities for multiple coding of items. For example, an item coded as Disposition, ‘My
assessment practices have little impact on student achievement’ (self-rated from Strongly
Disagree to Strongly Agree), was ambiguous as to whether a teacher was rating their belief
of the role of assessment in their practice (not valuing or a strong objection to assessment)
or their confidence with their assessment practices. Each item for which there were different
initial rater codings was assigned a final consensus code following discussion.

Results and discussion

Results of the analysis of items from existing scales are provided in Appendix 1. As might be
expected, given the focus of much research on assessment literacy and despite our search to
identify more broadly conceptualised scales that identified any aspect of teacher identity and
assessment work or role, most scales and items focused on those areas strongly associated
with assessment literacy. For the coded items, 87% addressed teacher-developed assessment,
possibly reflecting exclusion of items focused on psychometric skills, but also reflecting the
overall focus of research on teacher assessment practice.

Over three-quarters of the items (78%) focused on the dimension of teacher assessment
knowledge, skills and practices (Classification 1). Nearly all of these were in the context of
teacher-developed assessment practices. Twelve per cent of items related to teacher con-
fidence in assessment, again predominantly for teacher-developed assessment activities.
Less than 10% of items were identified as relating to teacher dispositions in assessment,
with disposition compounded in only a small number of confidence items. These included
items such as ‘My assessment practices have little impact on student achievement’ (Vanden
Berk, 2005, p. 144) or ‘T consider the most worthwhile assessment to be assessment that
is undertaken by the teacher’ (James & Pedder, 2006, p. 118). More than half of the last
group of items were related to conceptual or theoretical assessment frameworks with the
remainder spread lightly across other assessment aspects.

The assessment content focus of items (Classification 2) was more distributed: 19%
of items investigated teachers’ engagement with conceptual and theoretical frameworks;
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13% were associated with assessment purpose and use of outcomes; 21% addressed assess-
ment design and implementation, including administration of assessment, and item and
assessment construction; 22% examined teacher interpretation and use of information;
6% addressed connections between assessment and instruction and curriculum; and, 18%
related to development of the classroom assessment environment for students.

The purpose of more than half the items (Classification 3) across all dimensions and
aspects was coded as unspecified. Twenty-two per cent and 24% of items overall addressed
formative or summative assessments, respectively. For items coded as related to knowledge,
skills and practices under Classification 1, 26% were identified as related to formative assess-
ment, 20% were related to summative assessment (of which 63% were for teacher-developed
assessment), and only 4 items, that specifically identified a diagnostic purpose, for example,
‘Diagnostic information from standardised tests is used to identify strengths and needs in
teaching and learning’ (Lysaght & O’Leary, 2013, p. 11), were coded as related to diagnostic
assessment. Nearly half of these items (48%) did not have a specific focus.

It is evident that the existing scales encompass a range of aspects of teacher work in
implementing assessment activities, especially in their classroom assessment. However, even
when viewed from the established perspective of assessment literacy, there are gaps. The
tendency of most scales was to have a generic focus; teacher assessment knowledge, skills
and practices were not distinguished according to the age of the learner or system stages
such as primary or secondary schooling. Most items that asked teachers about their knowl-
edge did not necessarily seek information on their confidence in applying their knowledge,
nor the extent to which they do so. From our perspective, the issue became the gaps and
omissions in the items coded - missing areas that could be considered important within
existing definitions of assessment literacy, and the additional conceptual dimensions we
identify for teacher assessment identity.

While some scales were contextualised within a subject area, generic scales did not
seek information about assessment within specific pedagogical content knowledge frame-
works. We only identified three items relating to such knowledge, for example, ‘Identify a
curriculum area that lends itself to performance assessment’ (O’Sullivan & Johnson, 1993,
p. 22). Teachers generally teach more than one subject area, especially in primary schools.
Questions arise as to whether teachers consider their knowledge, and confidence as equally
strong or weak across different subject contexts, or whether their beliefs about assessment
differ between mathematics for example, and areas such as art and music.

Diversity, even in its broadest definitions, was also a gap. Only seven items were coded as
addressing flexibility or adaptability of assessment for students with diverse needs, whether
due to language background, disability, or range of achievement levels within classrooms,
such as ‘Establishing student expectations for determining grades for special education
students’ (Zhang & Burry-Stock, 2003, p. 342) and ‘Accommodating assessment for ESL
students’ (DeLuca & Klinger, 2010, p. 432).

While items were identified that related to emphases in current research on formative
assessment and assessment for learning, including use of evidence from a range of sources
to direct teaching and improve student learning, there were still omissions. Major omissions
identified in the items coded, were items about teacher assessment practice in collaboration
with other teachers, valuable in developing teachers’ professional assessment knowledge
and deeper understanding of demonstrated quality of student work. Aspects of formative
assessment and assessment for learning addressing sharing learning goals, and peer and
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self-assessment, were relatively limited. Very few items addressed teacher and student agency
in assessment.

Most importantly, from our conceptual framework for teacher assessment identity, while
a proportion (10%) of items were coded as related to teachers’ assessment disposition, very
few of these related to engagement with specific assessment knowledge and skills or con-
fidence, such as ‘T want to learn new formative assessment strategies’ (Young & Jackman,
2014, p. 406). This is an area that needs to be addressed more deeply.

Conclusion

The principal focus and significant contribution of this paper is the reconceptualision of
teachers’ assessment work and the proposal of a new concept, beyond assessment literacy,
of teachers’ assessment identity. We have also identified that while existing scales, and
related research which focus on strategic and technical assessment skills have at least face
validity on many aspects of teachers’ work as understood in assessment literacy, their over-
all representation of teachers’ assessment work is limited. They ignore the more complex
dimensions of this assessment work. Recent work by Xu and Brown (2016) addresses these
complex dimensions and points to the significance of identity in teachers’ assessment work,
and in particular, in taking on the role of assessor. Our conceptualisation goes further;
we propose a dynamic and interactive teacher assessment identity constituted by beliefs,
feelings, knowledge and skills.

While we are undertaking further research to develop a Teacher Assessment Identity
Instrument to address the gap in current scales, we present these conceptual and analytical
findings to promote a broader perspective in research by assessment and, more generally,
education researchers on teacher assessment practices and engagement.

In summary, we propose that the role of the teacher as an assessment practitioner goes
beyond what has been previously identified through conceptualisations of assessment liter-
acy and what has been established through existing scales. This previous work has focused
on teacher knowledge and capabilities as distinct bases of practice. It is our contention
that when teachers assess more is in play than simply knowledge and skills. They may have
knowledge of what is deemed effective practice, but not be confident in their enactment of
such practice. They may have knowledge, and have confidence, but not believe that assess-
ment processes are effective. Most importantly, based on their prior experiences and their
context, they may consider that some assessment processes should not be a part of their
role as teachers and in interactions with students. Teachers can, quite literally, have mixed
feelings about assessment. These interlinked dimensions of teacher assessment identity are
represented in Figure 1 below.

We include the various dimensions of assessment literacy as described by Stiggins (1991,
1995) and Popham (2009) under the heading Tknow’. How a teacher feels about assessment,
the emotional dimensions of assessment identity as discussed by Beijaard et al. (2004), is
included under the T feel’ category, but the categories are intentionally linked to highlight
the interconnectedness of the disparate dimensions. The very particular and complex ‘role’
dimensions of teacher assessment identity, reflected in the work of Pryor and Croussouard
(2010) and Ecclestone and Pryor (2003), are identified as a further dimension, although this
dimension, together with assessment ‘feelings’ and ‘knowledge’ is informed and shaped by
teachers’ assessment dispositions, those points of inception to use Schussler’s terminology



ASSESSMENT IN EDUCATION: PRINCIPLES, POLICY & PRACTICE . 15

Figure 1. Reconceptualising teacher assessment identity.

(2006). Drawing on Shulman (1986), Broadfoot (1996) and Mockler (2011), we propose that
teachers’ beliefs about assessment, some of which are informed by their personal assessment
histories, also shape assessment identity. Finally, we consider that teachers’ sense of self-ef-
ficacy in assessment work, and the degree to which they feel in control of their practice,
drawing on the work of Bandura (1977, 1986), are also significant for assessment identity.
These cannot be considered in isolation from teachers’ understanding and experience of
their role as assessor, particularly in the light of the work of Day et al. (2006) on teacher
agency, and the importance of teachers” sense that they can pursue valued goals. We have
presented these dimensions as associated with a teacher subject, rather than as abstractions,
to emphasise our contention that who teachers are in the process of assessment is as impor-
tant as what they know and are able to do. This is at the heart of teacher assessment identity.

Following this work to date, we are now in the process of developing a new instrument,
the Teacher Assessment Identity Instrument (TAII) that will be cognisant of the multiple
dimensions and contexts of teachers’ assessment enactment that we have conceptualised.
The work is being undertaken within the Learning Sciences Institute Australia, Australian
Catholic University, supported by the National Council for Curriculum and Assessment,
Ireland and the National Institute of Education, Singapore. The intention is that the
Instrument will have international applicability, albeit with the need for local adaptations
in recognition of cultures and contexts of different education systems. Challenges to date
have been designing a new framework, based on Figure 1, for piloting and validation, in
combination with user-friendly self-report response forms. Once the TAII has been vali-
dated in three international educational systems, it will be used in our current project to
examine the import of teacher assessment identity in conjunction with classroom practices
and student learning, and for initial teacher education.

We present the findings in this paper to encourage international colleagues to engage
with the reconceptualised representation of teacher as assessor and to broaden research on
teacher assessment capability and engagement. This reconceptualisation of teacher assess-
ment identity encompasses not only a range of assessment strategies and skills, and even
confidence and self-efficacy in undertaking assessment, but also the beliefs and feelings
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about assessment that will inform how teachers engage in assessment work with students,
and focuses not simply on what teachers do, but on who they are.
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