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A B S T R A C T   

This article presents evidence of teachers’ assessment work to further understandings of the notion of teacher 
assessment identity. Data are drawn from transcripts of fourteen teacher meetings involving forty Australian 
middle-school teachers. Using discourse analysis, we examine teacher talk of their assessment practices to distil 
underlying influences on collective and personal decisions and actions. Results reveal three main influences on 
assessment identity: the policy context; teacher collaborative networks that build shared understandings and 
promote self-confidence in grading decisions; and inclusion of targeted resources. The findings can be used in the 
continuous development of assessment practices across pre- and in-service teaching.   

1. Introduction 

The construction of teacher assessment identity is a continuous 
process across pre- and in-service teaching. In a 2016 issue of this 
journal, Xu and Brown presented the teacher assessment literacy in 
practice (TALiP) framework, based on a scoping review of assessment 
literacy studies. This included “teachers’ identity (re)construction as 
assessors” as “the ultimate goal of TALiP” (p. 158). At a similar time, 
Looney et al. (online version 2016; published 2018) published their 
reconceptualization of teachers’ assessment practices rooted in a view of 
teacher assessment identity, which included interlinked dimensions of 
assessment knowledge, skills, confidence, beliefs, feelings, and role. 
Taking into consideration these two accounts of assessment identity, we 
understand teacher assessment identity to be an interweaving of sys-
temic and local assessment contexts with disciplinary and assessment 
knowledges and conceptions (including beliefs and values). In this way, 
we understand that teachers working within one education system may 
hold some shared practices but will also have quite individual assess-
ment identities. These different influences need to be considered in the 
support of in-service and pre-service teachers as they develop their 
assessment practices. 

There have been almost 200 articles that have referred to one or both 
articles (i.e., Looney et al., 2018; Xu & Brown, 2016) with some recent 
empirical work beginning to explore assessment identity in diverse 
contexts (e.g. Estaji & Ghiasvand, 2022, 2023; Feola et al., 2023; Gan & 

Lam, 2023; Leonardsen et al., 2022). In this article, we contribute to this 
exploration by drawing on teacher talk to empirically see school and 
classroom assessment practices and investigate the influences echoed in 
this talk. The assessment practices are situated within a policy context of 
data and evidence-informed decision-making, and national professional 
standards that include expected assessment knowledge and skills. While 
statements of professional standards are not uniform across all educa-
tion systems, the findings of this study are relevant to an international 
audience in that all teachers work within frameworks (e.g., policy, 
principles, curriculum) that regulate content, pedagogy, and assessment 
practices to differing degrees (Bourke et al., 2018; Skourdoumbis, 2019; 
Talbot, 2016). How these regulating mechanisms are taken up and 
appear as practice is of interest in this paper. 

Teacher talk of their school and classroom assessment practices are 
analyzed through discourse analysis methods proposed by Gee (2014), 
in particular his theoretical tool of Intertextuality. These methods 
enabled enquiry into how teacher talk of their local assessment practices 
merged with systemic policy and was recognized or accepted by other 
teachers as shared understandings of how assessment is conducted. The 
findings are discussed in terms of the situated nature of assessment 
practice and how targeted resources can support in-service and 
pre-service teachers to continually grow in their knowledge and skills as 
assessors. The article addresses three key questions: 

What does teachers’ talk reveal about their assessment identities? 
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How does systemic and local school policy and practices shape 
teachers’ enacted assessment identities? 

How can targeted resources stimulate thinking about assessment? 

This investigation is located within a larger Australian Research 
Council (ARC) Linkage project (LP180100046) that examined the use of 
scaled exemplars with cognitive commentaries1 of judgment decisions to 
support consistency of teacher judgments. The project was conducted 
from 2019 to 2022 across two Australian states. It involved over 200 
teachers in Years 4, 6, and 8 teaching in the disciplines of English, 
mathematics, science, and religious education. Teachers submitted 
assessment work samples, across the range of achievement levels or 
grades (A-E), for inclusion in pairwise comparison and standard setting 
processes (Humphry et al., 2023). Selected scaled exemplars were cho-
sen to represent A to E grades. Teachers wrote cognitive commentaries 
of these exemplars describing how the strengths and weaknesses of a 
performance came together in their overall judgment decision, as well as 
identifying next teaching steps to progress student learning (Wyatt--
Smith et al., 2024). Teachers then met online in year level and discipline 
groups to finalize the A to E cognitive commentaries for the selected 
exemplars. The data for this paper are drawn from the online meetings 
that occurred in the state of Queensland as teachers finalized the 
cognitive commentaries and discussed their assessment judgments and 
assessment practices more generally. 

The following section provides an overview of the theorizing of 
teacher assessment identity. Next, the research and assessment policy 
contexts and the research methods are presented, followed by the 
findings and discussion, which focus on three main influences on 
assessment identity. We provide evidence of how assessment identity is 
apparent in teacher talk. 

2. Assessment identity and practice 

Identity is a means of explaining and making sense of oneself in 
relation to the world at large; identity is socially constructed and always 
shifting and dynamic, rather than fixed (Van Landveld, Schoolneboom, 
Volman, Croiset, & Beishuizen, 2017). Professional identity is composed 
of multiple elements which continuously emerge within a given context 
(Garner & Kaplan, 2019). These elements include one’s ontological and 
epistemological beliefs, self-perceptions, purposes, and goals. Teacher 
professional identity may be considered “the personal version of the 
teacher role that a person construes within his or her lived context” 
(Garner & Kaplan, 2019, p. 9). 

Teacher assessment identity is typically considered an aspect of 
teacher professional identity (Estaji & Ghiasvand, 2022). In education 
systems where teachers are responsible for assessment, their assessment 
competence (knowledge and skills) and their beliefs about their role as 
assessors are implicit in every aspect of their work (Looney et al., 2018; 
Xu & Brown, 2016). In this context, assessment is interlinked with 
teachers’ decisions about planning, teaching, and their professional 
learning. How a teacher views their role as an assessor may affect the 
assessment knowledges and skills they seek to develop and their pro-
fessional discussions with colleagues. Assessment identity is, therefore, 
more than assessment knowledge, skills, and beliefs; it is the interaction 
of these aspects as well as a teacher’s own history with assessment that 
forms their assessment identity. 

Frameworks of assessment identity acknowledge that assessment 
operates within systemic boundaries and that teachers can exercise 

agency within these structures to differing degrees. Xu and Brown’s 
(2016) TALiP framework conceptualizes teacher assessment identity as 
the embodiment of teacher as assessor. In their view, assessment identity 
is constructed and reconstructed through reflection on assessment pro-
cesses. Such reflective practice leads to self-awareness as an assessor 
who can insightfully accommodate and translate assessment policies 
and principles to classroom practices. Foundational to assessment 
identity formation, in the TALiP framework, is the development of 
assessment literacy as a set of inter-related competencies based on 
mastery of assessment knowledge, including content knowledge (CK) 
and pedagogical content knowledge (PCK); knowledge of assessment 
purposes, content, and methods; grading; feedback; peer and 
self-assessment; assessment interpretation and communication; and 
assessment ethics. Above the knowledge base sit conceptions of assess-
ment, cognitive dimensions, views of learning, and epistemological be-
liefs and feelings about assessment. As teachers assess, these act as 
interpretative frameworks between the demands of the 
macro-sociocultural and micro-institutional contexts and teachers’ 
knowledge. 

Looney et al. (2018) described teacher assessment identity as “who 
teachers are in the process of assessment” (p. 456). Their model de-
scribes teachers’ assessment identities as dynamic and interactive, sha-
ped by their knowledge, skills, dispositions, beliefs about assessment, 
self-efficacy, and sense of agency in their roles. Furthermore, the 
socio-historical contexts of teachers and the political contexts in which 
they work shape their assessment identity. Similar to Xu and Brown 
(2016), Looney et al. acknowledge the affective and ethical dimensions 
of teachers’ assessment practices within situated contexts. More 
recently, Pastore and Andrade (2019), in presenting an expanded model 
of assessment literacy containing conceptual, praxeological, and 
socio-emotional dimensions, have also highlighted the importance of 
context in understanding how teachers develop capacity to be assessors 
of student work. 

How teachers’ knowledge and skills interact with their values, atti-
tudes, and beliefs about assessment in practice has been identified as a 
gap in research (DeLuca et al., 2016; Kippers et al., 2018). Recent 
empirical work across different contexts has started to take up this 
challenge. Studies have identified that assessment literacy and identity 
can be developed through reflection on assessment outcomes and 
practices (see DeLuca et al., 2023; Leonardsen et al., 2022). In partic-
ular, reflective practice with peers has been demonstrated as supportive 
for developing assessment literacy and identity for (1) Israeli mathe-
matics pre-service secondary teachers (Ayalon & Wilkie, 2020); (2) Irish 
student teachers’ online learning (Doyle et al., 2021); (3) United States 
university instructors (Feola et al., 2023); (4) Chinese English as a 
Foreign Language [EFL] teachers (Gan & Lam, 2023); and (5) Canadian 
on-line practica (Ge, 2024). In addition, the use of e-portfolios to pro-
mote reflection on assessment practices and beliefs was found to be 
supportive for novice and experienced EFL teachers in Iran (Estaji & 
Ghiasvand, 2022, 2023). However, the stresses of workload, particularly 
time for administrative tasks, continue to limit opportunities for 
meaningful discussions of student work (Bedford & Barnes, 2022). 

Another concern raised in the literature is how teachers “are pre-
pared to source and use evidence for improving learning and teaching” 
(Wyatt-Smith et al., 2017, p. 250); that is, how the range of data types, 
the complexities of judgment making and the translation of evidence to 
next-step teaching and learning and reporting is taught in real and 
meaningful ways. In this paper, by investigating how teachers’ assess-
ment identities are revealed in their talk, we aim to contribute to un-
derstandings of how teachers develop an identity as an assessor to 
support pre- and in-service learning. 

3. Research context 

In Australia, the assessment knowledge and skills expected of 
teachers are broadly described in systemic assessment policies and 

1 A cognitive commentary is a teacher’s explanation of their judgment of the 
quality of a student’s performance. The commentary describes what the teacher 
considered to be the strengths and weaknesses of the performance, and how 
these were combined to give an overall judgment. Commentaries can also 
describe next steps for teaching based on this analysis of the performance (see 
Wyatt-Smith & Adie, 2021; Wyatt-Smith & Bridges, 2008). 
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articulated in professional standards. Australian teachers of students in 
Years 1–10 are required by legislation to report to parents using A to E 
grades (or equivalent 5-point scale) (Australian Government, 2022). To 
support national consistency in reporting, the Australian Curriculum 
sets out the expectations for what students should be taught with an 
overall achievement standard for each year level and discipline 
(Australian Curriculum, Assessment and Reporting Authority [ACARA], 
2022b). State and territory governments are responsible for school ed-
ucation within the framework of national legislation and curriculum. 

Standard 5 of The Australian Professional Standards for Teachers 
(APST) lays out the expected assessment knowledge and skills across five 
focus areas: (1) Assess student learning; (2) Provide feedback to students 
on their learning; (3) Make consistent and comparable judgments; (4) 
Interpret student data; and (5) Report on student achievement 
(Australian Institute for Teaching and School Leadership [AITSL], 
2017). Of specific interest to this paper are focus area 5.3, which refers 
to teachers’ involvement in assessment activities such as participation in 
moderation meetings to support consistent and comparable judgments, 
and focus area 5.4, which identifies the need for teachers to interpret 
and use classroom and standardized test data to inform their teaching. 

This professional standard is taken up in the Queensland Department 
of Education policy, P-12 Curriculum, assessment, and reporting framework 
(P-12 CARF), which requires schools to:  

• use assessment and reporting data to determine the focus of 
moderation processes 

• use a whole school approach to moderation processes to align cur-
riculum, pedagogy, assessment and reporting; and to ensure consis-
tent judgments and accurate reporting against the achievement 
standards (Queensland Department of Education, 2022, p. 5, p. 5) 

Moderation processes are described as requiring “professional con-
versations and a series of calibration and confirmation activities to reach 
consensus about the evidence in student work against the relevant 
standard” (Queensland Department of Education, 2022, p. 23). Advice 
to Queensland teachers describes moderation occurring across four 
junctures or phases within the teaching/learning cycle. These processes 
are labelled ‘Before After End Moderation’: 

Moderation processes at multiple junctures ideally occur: 

• before assessment takes place, at the planning stage, and at appro-
priate times throughout teaching and learning  

• after assessment takes place, but before it is graded  
• after assessment is graded; and  
• at the end of the reporting period using student assessment folios. 

(Queensland Department of Education, n.d, n.p.) 

The CARF guidelines further direct schools to use summative 
assessment “to gather evidence and to report on student learning and 
academic achievement against the relevant standard” (p. 5) and 
formative assessment to “monitor student progress against the 
achievement standards using formal and/or informal monitoring tasks, 
to inform ongoing teaching and learning” (Queensland Department of 
Education, 2022, p. 6). 

As previously stated, the ARC Linkage project aimed to investigate 
whether the use of scaled exemplars with cognitive commentaries, that 
detail how qualities of performance were combined to reach a final 
grade, can improve teacher judgment consistency. The project consisted 
of five stages: (1) collection of classroom assessment tasks focusing on 
extended performances that include complex thinking; (2) pairwise 
comparison of tasks; (3) standard-setting; (4) development of cognitive 
commentaries; and (5) trial of scaled exemplars with cognitive com-
mentaries (see Humphry et al., 2023). 

Using scaled and/or common assessment tasks and consensus 
moderation for the purpose of comparability of grading has been utilized 
in Australian states for many decades. For example, Hill et al. (1997) 

discussed the use of reference tests to check for “the reasonableness of 
schools’ assessments” (p. 32) related to final year certification in the 
state of Victoria. Leigh-Lancaster and Rowe (1999) illustrated how 
extended common assessment tasks as used in Victoria can be part of a 
valid and reliable assessment system. Furthermore, in Victoria and in 
Queensland, consensus moderation has been extensively used to maxi-
mize the comparability of assessments (Hill et al., 1997; Stanley et al., 
2009; Wyatt-Smith & Colbert, 2014). For example, the system of 
consensus moderation in Queensland has been in operation for over 50 
years, with claims that participation in moderation discussions supports 
teacher learning about assessment (Allen, 2012; Maxwell & Cumming, 
2011), as well as recommendations for the need to strengthen the 
moderation system and ongoing research and development to ensure the 
reliability of such a system (Matters & Masters, 2014; Wyatt-Smith & 
Colbert, 2014). The current project differs from this group of work in 
that (1) the assessment tasks were not common, rather they were tasks 
selected or designed by individual schools or teachers; (2) the assess-
ment tasks were related to middle schooling rather than a high-stakes 
leaving certificate; and (3) the purpose of the scaled exemplars was 
for teacher use as a form of self-moderation to support judgment con-
sistency, rather than for the purpose of systemic verification of scoring 
comparability. 

This paper focuses on Stage 4 of the ARC Linkage study in which 
teachers wrote and submitted cognitive commentaries to the research 
team for two to three exemplars for their grade and discipline (e.g., Year 
4 English A grade). Commentaries written for the same exemplar were 
merged into one document by the research team:  

1. Each commentary was analyzed for points of confluence and 
disagreement.  

2. Points of confluence were merged into one composite statement.  
3. Points of difference were left in the commentary and highlighted. 

The merged commentaries were the focus of online meetings 
(120–150 min) in which teachers negotiated the wording of the set of A- 
E commentaries for their discipline and year level to progress to the final 
stage. There was a maximum of five teachers per meeting to allow for 
discussion and views from all participants to be heard. The discussions 
focused on how the expected standard was represented in the exemplar, 
as well as next-step teaching strategies to progress student learning. In 
these discussions, teachers also shared their classroom assessment 
practices and how consistency of judgment was ensured within their 
schools (see Adie et al., 2023). 

4. Methods 

This paper draws on transcripts of 14 Stage 4 teacher meetings that 
were conducted with 40 Queensland teachers (Table 1). Ethics approval 
was received from the Human Research Ethics committee of the 
Australian Catholic University (Ethics approval number: 2019–11H) and 
partner organisations. All participants provided signed consent for the 
meeting transcripts and their feedback to be used in publications. Video 

Table 1 
Number of teacher participants and online meetings (year level and discipline).  

Discipline Year level Teachers No. of meetings 

English 4 3 1 
6 1 1 
8 4 1 

Maths 4 6 2 
6 9 3 
8 2 1 

Science 4 4 1 
6 10 3 
8 1 1 

Total  40 14  

L. Adie et al.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                     



Teaching and Teacher Education 141 (2024) 104518

4

recordings of the online meetings were deleted after transcription as per 
ethical requirements. 

4.1. Analysis 

Analysis of meeting transcripts focused on what teacher discussions 
revealed about their assessment work and their assessment identity. 
Examination of the data corpus occurred in two stages. First, we iden-
tified major themes using an analytic method described by Braun and 
Clarke (2006). This is a flexible interpretative method whereby patterns 
of meaning are distilled and explored iteratively across the data set. 
After surveying the corpus, initial codes were generated that reflected 
key aspects of teacher assessment identity as conceptualized by Xu and 
Brown (2016) and Looney et al. (2018). These two models were used to 
direct attention rather than as pre-determined codes. A further analysis 
of each script was undertaken by writing reflections (one per script) 
highlighting how the data instantiated aspects of teacher assessment 
identity. 

Two researchers then independently constructed tables of our coded 
references to identify patterns of sub-themes, noting key ideas. These 
tables were compared to reach a shared interpretation of the data among 
the research team. Three overarching themes were identified: (1) in-
fluence of policy context in participant talk about their assessment 
practices; (2) importance of developing shared understandings of ex-
pected standards of performance through collaboration with colleagues, 
and impact on self-confidence; and (3) function of targeted resources to 
stimulate linking of teaching, learning, and assessing as continuous 
practice. 

Second, we used a discourse analysis method (Gee, 2014) to examine 
how participants’ language usage revealed latent or implicit social 
perspectives and features of identity. Gee’s discourse analysis is based 
on a view of language as both shaping and shaped by its social context; 
meaning can be understood only with reference to context. Gee de-
scribes his method of discourse analysis as a research tool to better 
understand the myriad ways people use language to create identities and 
to perform actions in the world. This analytic method met our goal of 
examining how teachers understood their roles as assessors within the 
education and school policy contexts in which they worked. 

Gee’s (2014) theoretical tool of Intertextuality offered a key lens to 
inquire into links between participant descriptions of their assessment 
practices and systemic texts such as the Australian Curriculum and state 
assessment policy. Direct or indirect quotation of texts in conversations 
implies a link of some kind. Gee provided several analytic tools that 
guide different questions to ask of a text, for example, why participants 
had worded utterances in particular ways and not others; why certain 
topics are chosen or omitted; what assumptions underlie language use; 
and how language is used to enact recognizable social identities. Ex-
amples of Gee’s analytic tools that were of particular use in our inves-
tigation are included in Table 2 with illustrative examples of participant 
talk and our analysis of this talk. 

4.2. Limitations 

Results of the project should be interpreted noting the following 
limitations. Data for this article were gathered from a single large 
Australian state where the employing authority had a longstanding 
declared policy commitment to teacher judgment using achievement 
standards and social moderation. A relatively small number of judges 
participated in the research. With a small sample, results depend more 
on the specific schools and contexts of participants than would be the 
case with a larger sample of teachers. Results are indicative but cannot 
necessarily be extrapolated to all teachers. 

5. Findings 

Our analysis identified three major influences in the formation of 

teacher assessment identity: (1) the policy context; (2) teacher collab-
orative networks that build shared understandings and promote self- 
confidence; and (3) the inclusion of targeted resources. 

Central to participants’ assessment practices were national and state 
policy and curriculum documents, including the Australian Curriculum 
and related artefacts provided by the Australian Curriculum Assessment 
and Reporting Authority (ACARA), the Queensland Curriculum and 
Assessment Authority (QCAA), and Queensland Department of Educa-
tion, which oversees education in Queensland and is the dominant 
employer of teachers. Local implementation of employer expectations – 
the enactment of the overarching syllabus documents – was evident in 
participants’ descriptions of their school assessment and moderation 
processes. 

Our analysis also revealed that processes built around collegial 
decision-making and developing shared understandings of expected 
achievement standards related to beliefs of fair assessment processes, 
improved teaching and learning, and increased confidence in oneself as 
an assessor. Furthermore, targeted artefacts that directed teachers’ gaze 
to connect their analysis of student work to specific next-step teaching 
strategies stimulated the perception of teaching, learning, and 

Table 2 
Examples of Gee’s (2014) discourse analysis tools in use.  

Tool Example in participant talk Analysis 

Big “D” 
Discourse 

When I started teaching about 
1000 years ago, marking was 
picking up your red pen and 
putting ticks and crosses even 
on English. 

Socially identifiable identity: 
historical notion of assessor as 
judge of student work. 
Socially identifiable activity: 
marking as a series of red pen 
ticks and crosses. 

Figured World “Can you just mark this one 
here and just give me two or 
three of yours?” I feel like 
that’s just a natural thing you 
just do. 

Type of world: grading of 
student work or judgment 
making is a collaborative 
activity that results in fairness 
for the student. 

Why This Way 
and Not 
That Way 

… that sentence in the C 
descriptor it says, “Predictions 
and explanations of inferences 
and results are based on 
scientific understanding and 
communicated in a formal 
way”. It doesn’t … you can see 
it doesn’t say that you have to 
justify. 

Rewording the final sentence to 
begin “you can see” adds 
emphasis to the unstated 
assumption that participants 
agree that the descriptors are 
authoritative in defining 
grades. 

Subject … coming back to having 
moderation at the start of a 
unit’s writing and teaching is 
that we know what we’re 
aiming for, and then we can 
check in on that student’s 
progress towards those goals as 
we go along. So, it’s certainly 
got value. 

The benefits of the before stage 
of moderation (that is, during 
planning) are promoted. 
A significant omission: 
participants never discussed 
explicitly or implicitly any 
resistance to moderation 
processes in schools. 

Making 
Strange 

… the simple statement like 
interpret a map, does that mean 
read a map? Does that mean 
they [students] can make a 
map? What does that mean? 
And if we all have that similar 
understanding or have a shared 
understanding of the word 
‘interpret’, that makes it a lot 
easier to then go, well here’s 
my success criteria for this. 

Why is the participant 
concerned with the meaning of 
“interpret”? The participant’s 
concern is linked to developing 
shared understanding of the 
term. The assumption is that 
shared understandings of terms 
will lead to easier (connected) 
teaching practices. 

Identities 
Building 

I think she did 3000 trials or 
something ridiculous. She’s 
then come up with 800 odd 
successes from that. She’s got 
the relative frequency of 
27.9%. She’s said that is the 
theoretical probability, instead 
of referring to it as the relative 
frequency. 

Using language related to 
mathematics (e.g., “trials”, 
“relative frequency”, 
“theoretical probability”) to 
enact a socially identifiable role 
as mathematics teacher, and so 
the authority to assess and 
comment on student work.  
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assessment as a continuous process in contrast to teaching isolated units 
of work. 

5.1. The policy context: intertextuality of systemic text and teacher talk 

National and state syllabus and curriculum documents provided an 
overarching context within which participants’ assessment practices 
were enacted. The words and phrases used by teachers aligned closely 
with official documents such as the Australian Curriculum (ACARA, 
2022a), and resources provided by the QCAA and the Queensland 
Department of Education (e.g., Curriculum into the Classroom [C2C],2 

the Guide to Making Judgments [GTMJ]3). The intertextuality (Gee, 
2014) between the teachers’ talk of their local assessment practices and 
national and state assessment policy and related documents suggests 
that their assessment practices and beliefs were directly or indirectly 
shaped by these documents. 

The authority of the Australian Curriculum was stressed by partici-
pants, for example, “if it’s [the assessment task] not matching the 
Australian Curriculum, then obviously that needs to be addressed”. The 
participant’s inclusion of “obviously” emphasizes that matching the task 
requirements and the Australian Curriculum is a taken-for-granted 
assessment practice in Queensland schools which did not require 
further justification. This assumption was also visible when participants 
described how the Curriculum was used to settle grading differences. 

My Assistant Principal always just goes back to the Curriculum. 
That’s literally, “Okay, we’ve got a disagreement. Let’s go to ACARA. 
Let’s look at the achievement standard and let’s have a look at a 
satisfactory portfolio, an above satisfactory” and it goes from there. 
So, it’s not opinions of teachers … 

The participant contrasts the act of “always” consulting the Curric-
ulum (“ACARA”, “achievement standard”, “satisfactory portfolio”) with 
the intuitive evaluations or “opinions of teachers”. The Curriculum was 
the authoritative source of the expected standard rather than what 
teachers themselves may think. Understanding context is important here 
– the teachers are required to teach the Australian Curriculum and state 
assessment policy emphasized the need for “consistent judgments and 
accurate reporting against the achievement standards” (Queensland 
Department of Education, 2022, p. 5). As illustrated in the following 
findings, teachers stated a belief in the fairness and impartiality of 
assessment judgments by being able to track decisions back to the cur-
riculum documents and related standards statements. 

The authority of the achievement standard was illustrated when 
participants used the wording of a descriptor to defend a decision: 

When you go back to that sentence in the C descriptor it says, 
“Predictions and explanations of inferences and results are based on 
scientific understanding and communicated in a formal way”. It 
doesn’t … you can see it doesn’t say that you have to justify. 

Having quoted the standard, the participant identified that justifi-
cation was not a requirement. The participant amends the final sentence 
to add “you can see” before “it [the descriptor] doesn’t” which implies 
an expectation that others will view this information in the same way. 

The close textual alignment between participant descriptions of their 
personal and school assessment processes and the state policy and sup-
porting documents was mirrored in every teacher’s discussion in the 

meetings. For example, one participant contrasted historic marking 
practices associated with accuracy and correcting errors – “ticks and 
crosses” with “your red pen” – with current practices of “finding evi-
dence” of achievement “to show me you understand or can do something 
in particular”. Another participant described their local assessment 
practices for summative and formative purposes: 

We annotate to collect evidence and assign a grade … that’s not the 
end of the student’s learning. That’s just a point in time thing … 
[which] says “These are the strengths. These were the things we need 
to work on. Here’s the implications for me as a teacher going forward 
to the next piece of work or all the things that are coming” because 
even though I might not assess exactly the same thing again, the 
student still needs to develop these skills, and that needs to inform 
my teaching. 

The participant described their summative assessment process of 
“collect[ing] evidence and assign[ing] a grade” and how this was “not 
the end” point. Rather, “going forward” used this evidence to ‘inform my 
teaching”. These examples illustrate a strong intertextual relationship 
between teachers’ descriptions of their assessment practices and state 
assessment policy. This relationship may be forged in initial teacher 
education as preparatory teachers learn the language of assessment. It is 
then further strengthened in school meetings, moderation discussions 
and ongoing professional learning events. The interweaving of these 
policy and curriculum texts are further illustrated in the following sec-
tions as teachers describe their work with colleagues and their devel-
oping confidence as an assessor. 

5.2. Teacher collaborative networks to build shared understandings and 
promote self-confidence 

Reflecting the Queensland CARF guidelines, participants described 
moderation as “not just an end point where we … have student work that 
we’re looking to grade from A to E – it’s about coming back, …devel-
oping that shared understanding of the Australian Curriculum first”. In 
this statement, moderation is a collegial process that connects curricu-
lum and assessment of student work to develop “shared 
understandings”. 

Participants described their involvement in a range of formal 
moderation processes in year level, whole-school, and district contexts: 
“Education Queensland … their directive is that we’re using the four 
phases of moderation”; “our focus at the moment is doing what the Ed. 
Queensland wants in regard to the four phases of moderation”. In these 
statements, teachers use the collective pronouns ‘we’ and ‘our’ to 
describe their responses to Departmental advice. In addition, “doing 
what the Ed. Queensland wants” and naming this as a “directive” il-
lustrates how systemic advice is seen as authoritative. It is notable that 
resistance to moderation was not presented as a topic by any of the 
teachers; rather their discussions showed a focus on improving their 
moderation processes to improve their assessment skills and judgment 
making. Assessment practice and learning about assessment were por-
trayed as a collaborative process, informed by official documents, but in 
which teachers took fully active roles in developing shared un-
derstandings of standards. 

Teachers spoke of embedding each phase of moderation into their 
teaching practices. Their involvement in the first phase of moderation 
(Before) was described as occurring during collaborative planning 
meetings: 

… when you fully unpack the Guide to Making Judgments [rubric], 
making sure there’s alignment between the task and the Guide to 
Making Judgments, making sure, seeing if there’s any changes that we 
need to make, and making sure that we’ve got alignment and 
consistent understandings across our cluster of schools as well. 

Using the rubric, teachers (“we”) decide collectively how to align 
their task expectations either within their school or within the group of 

2 C2C are units of work with accompanying assessment tasks, marking 
guides, and resources developed by the Queensland Department of Education to 
support teachers to deliver the Australian Curriculum. These materials are 
optional to use or adapt to school contexts (Queensland Department of Edu-
cation, 2020).  

3 The GTMJ refers to the criteria sheet or rubric. This may be in a traditional 
grid format or as a continuum (for an explanation of these types of rubrics see 
Matters, 2006; Wyatt-Smith & Klenowski, 2013). 
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schools (“our cluster”). Repeating “making sure” three times suggests 
the strength of the belief in the goal of comparability (“alignment”, 
“consistent understandings”) alongside the use of “we” and “our” to 
reinforce the imperative of shared understanding and agreement of 
assessment standards. 

Developing alignment and consistent understandings of the required 
standard of work was described by another participant as reducing “the 
potential for conflict” about a future grading decision: 

If you invest the time in the Before, [then] After [is], dead easy, 
whereas After used to have … the potential for conflict or robust 
conversation. Whereas putting in that Before phase, you iron out all 
of those issues then and you do have a lot more clarity around what 
we’re all looking for and what we’re teaching. So, we all teach better 
too. 

In the talk segment above we hear the teacher declaring that 
spending time during planning made assessment “dead easy”. The 
teacher identified “clarity” about standards (“what we’re looking for”) 
and how these will be taught as important considerations within the 
teaching team. In this statement, the teacher shifts the “robust conver-
sation” from the moderation stage to the planning stage so that these 
shared understandings of the required standard may be used to inform 
their teaching and subsequent assessment work. While the moderation 
phase is described as “dead easy”, the teacher couches their statement in 
phrases such as “potential for conflict” and “a lot more clarity” sug-
gesting that there is no guarantee of absolute alignment between the 
phases. The teachers’ approach is one of using assessment standards for 
the benefit of teaching, learning, and assessing rather than just assess-
ing. This belief – that shared understandings of criteria and standards led 
to better teaching – was expressed by participants across all meetings 
and never questioned or raised as a point of discussion. 

The importance of connecting planning and teaching through 
collaborative discussion to achieve consensus on the meaning of stan-
dard descriptors is further illustrated in another teacher’s description: 

What do we understand by that statement and what do we know 
about that cognitive verb? So, what does ‘interpret’ mean to you, 
you, and you, and you? And if we all see that differently, it makes it 
really difficult. So that’s why that Before phase is really important. 
So, when we’re having the simple statement like interpret a map, 
does that mean read a map? Does that mean they [students] can 
make a map? What does that mean? And if we all have that similar 
understanding or have a shared understanding of the word ‘inter-
pret’, that makes it a lot easier to then go, well here’s my success 
criteria for this. I need to teach this, this, this, and this, because I 
know what that word means. 

The participant described a process of seeking consensus around 
cognitive verbs such as “interpret” stressing that it has multiple possible 
meanings for different teachers (“you, and you, and you”). Different 
interpretations could create difficulties for teaching and assessing. 
Having canvassed some possible meanings (“interpret”, “read”, “make”) 
the participant explained that a “shared understanding of the word” 
makes it possible to define “success criteria” and, therefore, what to 
teach. There is an assumption that “a shared understanding” of these 
terms among colleagues is a central assessment goal and part of a 
teacher’s role. 

The second moderation phase focuses on calibrating markers before 
grading takes place. A participant related a process used in a large sec-
ondary school: 

There will often be sort of a meeting where the teachers gather to talk 
about a sample … What the Head of Department or the coordinator 
… will usually do is they’ll pick a paper out of the cohort and they’ll 
de-identify it and … copy that paper … and get every teacher to mark 
it … then checking that we are all marking in the same way and 
discussing any variations … and coming to a consensus and then 

making sure that consensus is written down and then communicated 
to all the staff. 

The authority of the Head of Department, the staff consensus 
reached, and the written communication of the consensus create an 
expectation of achieving comparable grading decisions. Teachers 
proudly shared the rigor of their multistep school processes to illustrate 
how “we are all marking in the same way”. 

In addition, teachers identified their individual processes to ensure 
comparable grading decisions. Asking a colleague for a second opinion 
was presented as typical and assumed shared professional practice: “Just 
like every other teacher at every other school, we’ll all go up to each 
other and go, ‘I don’t know what mark to give this one; can you help me 
decide?’” Another participant characterized this co-operation as 
“natural”: 

Just the lady I always work with … I go, “Oh, I’ve given this student 
this. Can you just have a little look? What would you give them?“, or 
sometimes I don’t even mark it down and go, “I’m really confused 
with this one” or “I feel like I really want to reward this kid. Can you 
just mark this one here and just give me two or three of yours?“. I feel 
like that’s just a natural thing you just do. 

Describing the practice of seeking a second opinion as “just like every 
other teacher” and “natural” identifies an embedded belief in grading as 
a process of collaboration. The quotes distinguished four possible rea-
sons why these teachers place importance on a second opinion rather 
than trust their own decision: (1) support with decision-making (“can 
you help me decide?“), (2) verification of a grading decision (“I’ve given 
this … What would you give them?“), (3) professional learning about 
scoring student work (to reduce confusion), and (4) a recognition of the 
possible impact of latent criteria on their grading (not to unduly “reward 
this kid”). There is a central belief here about grading as a collaborative 
and fair process. 

The third moderation phase involves teachers bringing a selection of 
marked assessments to confirm grades. One secondary teacher described 
these meetings: “We all bring our samples with us, and we all pass them 
around to each other … we just open straight up to the rubric, and we all 
argue why this one’s that one and why that one’s that one”. “The rubric” 
is presented as the linchpin to a rigorous process of negotiation (“we all 
argue”) and was apparent in each teacher’s description of their 
moderation meetings. These meetings were also described as a: 

very respectful environment … we take all the emotion out of it and 
we’re: “Hang on, I’m wondering if this has actually hit that stan-
dard”, or “I think this might be above that standard because” and 
we’re doing the justification … we come back to the achievement 
standard. 

The shared decision was reached by teachers putting forward pos-
sibilities (“hang on, I’m wondering if this has actually hit that stan-
dard”), with the phrase “I’m wondering if” softening the suggestion of 
disagreement. Teachers referred to the achievement standard as the 
reference point for their judgment (“hit that standard”), using evidence 
in the student work in their “justification” of a grade (“above that 
standard because …“). As another participant stated, “We’re not putting 
down, we’re actually building and supporting one another … Everyone 
has a voice equally, everyone’s involved equally, and no one has really a 
bad answer; we’re supporting one another through that discussion”. This 
participant suggested that moderation procedures rested on collegiality 
(“building and supporting one another”) in which views (“voice”) are 
exchanged (“everyone’s involved equally”) in the service of consensus 
and comparability of grading. 

Receiving this collegial endorsement of grading decisions was 
particularly important for those teachers in regional areas, often several 
hours away from the next nearest school: 

As teacher in charge of Year 8 for English, I’m just finding this 
[project] really handy because … it means that the judgments that 
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the existing English teachers and I have been making, I feel like we 
are on track … because it is really hard for us to identify that. 

The chance to identify comparability with other schools across the 
state was valued by this teacher and implies a context where compara-
bility of grading is sought. For teachers in regional and remote areas, 
accessing how other colleagues are judging student work was implicit in 
building confidence in themselves as assessors. 

Similarly, another participant “from a school that sometimes doesn’t 
always have the best reputation” found that “our As and Bs are quite 
comparable” and concluded that “we must be doing something right”. 
For this teacher, finding that their top performances (“our As and Bs”) 
were comparable to those in other schools validated the awarded grades 
and the pedagogy in the school. In these words, you can almost hear the 
relief and see the strengthened confidence going forward in their 
teaching and assessment practices. You can also see how identity as part 
of a school merges with their identity as an assessor. 

The End phase assesses overall achievement and is the final stage 
before reporting: “You’re actually mapping out every achievement 
standard for a student folio and then coming up with an on-balance 
judgment based on where the student’s at within each element, each 
achievement standard”. An “on-balance judgment” is described in 
Queensland assessment policy as “based on evidence of student perfor-
mance in the assessment folio”, an “overall level of achievement against 
the aspects of the achievement standard assessed” and for “each 
assessable element” (Queensland Department of Education, 2022, pp. 
11, 23). The teacher’s description of the End phase echoes the state 
assessment policy and guidelines. 

Comparability was also described as occurring among groups of 
schools in the same region or geographic cluster: “we take our samples 
and work with other cluster schools around us to compare as well”. 
Cluster moderation was discussed during the planning stage and after 
assessment: 

We have a validation process, but it’s not just with our school, it’s 
with the cluster. And sometimes … we moderate … and sometimes 
they’ll bring a different assessment that the school has created or like 
a C2C, and we go over the rubrics that we’ve got and make sure it 
connects with the questions and make sure that the students are able 
to get an A and is there things that we need to change before we give 
it to the students. 

The “validation process” involves neighboring schools checking 
alignment of “the rubrics” and the assessment task to ensure there are 
opportunities for students to demonstrate their mastery of the curricu-
lum, including at the A level. Cluster moderation focused on collabo-
ration with colleagues to establish comparable standards of assessment 
across schools and fine-tune assessment planning. 

Overall, moderation processes were described as focused on cycles of 
collegial practices seeking consensus in interpreting the Australian 
Curriculum and achievement standards and applying this to teaching 
and assessing. In doing so, teachers are performing the “consistent and 
comparable judgments” required by the Professional Standards (AITSL, 
2017). Receiving confirmation of grading decisions through these pro-
cesses increased teachers’ self-confidence as assessors. 

5.3. The inclusion of targeted resources for teaching, learning, and 
assessment 

Writing a cognitive commentary of a judgment involves deep 
thinking about the qualities evident in an assessment response. Teachers 
told us that this process helped them to develop their knowledge and 
understanding of student work, and the application of criteria and 
standards. The commentaries were used in two broad ways by the 
teachers. First, the scaled exemplars with associated commentaries 
developed as part of the project were used to sharpen understanding of a 
standard and inform A to E judgments. Teachers also used these to gain 

ideas for differentiated next-step teaching strategies. Second, teachers 
used the cognitive commentary template to develop their own com-
mentaries based on their student work samples. While this was not a 
project activity, the teachers could see the advantages of using the 
template in their practice. These two uses can be seen in the following 
illustrative examples of teacher talk. 

The cognitive commentary connected assessment with teaching and 
learning. This connection was described by one teacher as: “we were 
talking about some of the points [strengths and limitations] that people 
had made … that leads nicely into what, as a teacher, we could do, 
because there are activities [next-step teaching strategies] explained 
about these points”. Teachers found the range of suggested next-step 
teaching strategies provided useful options: 

I found it very valuable … hearing other people’s ideas on how to go 
back and improve it, particularly even with the high-level kids. 
Someone suggested modelling, teaching the same story but from 
different perspectives and perhaps making that a group activity 
where you give groups of kids, "Okay, you’re going to write it from 
this perspective. You’re going to try writing in third person. You guys 
are going to try this" … I think that’s really valuable to hear other 
people’s ideas. 

The link from areas for improvement to teaching strategies was 
continually noted by teachers as “valuable” for them. Having sugges-
tions for supporting students working at high levels of achievement was 
specifically noted. In the example above, the teacher emphasizes their 
point by listing the strategies that have been suggested, including for 
differentiated teaching. Another teacher contrasted the cognitive com-
mentaries with the systemic ACARA samples highlighting that the latter 
are “more annotated and don’t actually have the next step of teaching in 
areas of improvement”. 

Being new to the year level was another reason some teachers pro-
vided for finding the commentaries useful: 

I probably wouldn’t know, because I haven’t been on the grade level, 
where to go next with them [students]. But I found it really eye- 
opening that teachers could still find areas for improvement in this 
[A] sample. 

Participants identified that extending high-achieving students can be 
difficult, especially for those new to a year level. As this teacher states, it 
was “eye-opening” to see how others found areas for improvement in the 
A sample. 

Teachers also considered that the exemplars and cognitive com-
mentaries could be shared with students. 

I think having these samples and having it actually highlighted what 
they’re doing well, and I like it because it is student work. You can 
actually show students, this is what they’ve done, here’s the things 
that they’ve included, this is what you need to do. 

In this example, the teacher lists the appealing features of the scaled 
exemplars and commentaries to support students in analyzing and 
improving their work: “it is student work”, it highlights the strengths 
(“what they’re doing well”), and the work sample can be shared with 
students as illustrations of “what they’ve [other students] done”. 
Another teacher considered that they could create their own commen-
taries and use their analysis of strengths and weaknesses with students to 
track progress: “This is what your observations were in your assessment 
from last term. Let’s put that up on the board and let’s look at how can 
you interpret this table differently or how could we go about improving 
this”. 

Teachers also saw value in using the cognitive commentary template 
to conduct their own analyses to inform their planning and teaching. 

[I’m] starting to see an evaluation of student work as informing our 
next steps in teaching. I think the cognitive commentaries make that 
particularly clear for teachers and while I wouldn’t do it on every 
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sample, to actually sit with a set of samples like that and say, 
“Alright, our next unit of work that we’re about to start, what does it 
mean for us? Is there a different starting point from what we thought 
the starting point was, either better or worse?“. I think it does help to 
focus teacher planning. 

The template provided an avenue to enhance planning processes in 
this school. The teacher articulated an understanding of how analysis of 
student work is necessary to establish the “starting point” for teaching, 
which may be different from what was expected or written into a cur-
riculum document. Through their analysis of “a set of samples” using the 
template, the teaching team could “focus teacher planning” and directly 
respond to their students’ learning needs. 

Similarly, another teacher proposed that the cognitive commentaries 
enabled them to identify trends in students’ areas for improvement and 
how this could support their individualized or differentiated group 
teaching. 

What the cognitive commentaries allow us to do … is say, “Well, 
hang on, if there was something consistent to all the students at a 
particular level, that could be about my teaching and something I 
didn’t do in my teaching”, but if the reasons for the students being at 
the various levels are different, if I can’t find a pattern or a trend, 
then that might indicate that it’s about the individual next steps for 
those students. So, the cognitive commentaries could provide two 
types of feedback if we then looked at it through that lens. 

The value of analyzing student responses and the explicit connection 
to pedagogic decisions is evident in this teacher’s talk. The trends or lack 
of trends could provide information about unsuccessful teaching stra-
tegies that need to be adjusted or identify a gap in a student’s learning 
for individual attention. Other teachers also linked points for improve-
ment with next steps for teaching, moving beyond teaching the next unit 
of work to attending to learning needs. 

To have that cognitive commentary that says, these are the strengths, 
these are the things we need to work on, here’s the implications for 
me as a teacher going forward to the next piece of work … because 
even though I might not assess exactly the same thing again, the 
student still needs to develop these skills, and that needs to inform 
my teaching. 

This teacher has connected evidence of learning to the starting point 
for teaching in the next unit of work. The teacher takes this thinking 
forward by identifying that even though this is a different unit of work 
(“I might not assess exactly the same thing again”), there are core or 
basic skills that will need to be taught or revised for learning progress. 
Thinking about teaching in this way is distinctly different from moving 
onto the next unit of work. In this case, evidence of learning is guiding 
pedagogic decisions. In another example, a teacher is thinking aloud 
their analysis of a student’s response: 

Students need to understand the difference between physical and 
chemical changes … [this] needs to be clear in the next teaching, 
making sure students understand and can differentiate between them 
and just being able to identify that this one here was this change 
because of this. 

We can hear the teacher moving closer to the specifics of what needs 
to be taught. The teacher starts with a generic strategy, “understand the 
difference between physical and chemical changes” and concludes by 
specifying this as “identify[ing] that this one here was this change 
because of this”. This is now a tangible teaching point incorporating a 
framework for reasoning. 

In another example, primary school teachers stated how they could 
address weaknesses in performances within the teaching of related 
disciplines. 

Creating tables and graphs, they weren’t getting that very well … 
Sometimes you’re, “Well, we’ve finished that unit”, but we’re 

actually still going to do some maths, but with a science lens on. So, 
you can bring your science into your maths, your next steps. 

This talk illustrates how the next-step teaching section in the tem-
plate caused teachers to think about progressing student learning to 
include, across disciplines. 

Teachers identified how the commentaries could enhance their 
current assessment processes by reminding them of decisions made in 
planning meetings when marking. 

Sometimes we bring up past students’ work and be like, “This was the 
A, and this was the D”, and we just quickly all talk about it among us 
teachers and then just leave it at that. I do think having that com-
mentary would then be something that we can give teachers, so then 
in eight weeks’ time between that meeting and when they’re actually 
marking, they can have that with them to then actually remember 
what we spoke about. 

The teacher contrasts historic practices of using “past students’ 
work” with using the commentary as a memory aid. The commentary 
captures thinking about a judgment decision which is often forgotten 
after the discussion. The teacher notes the value of having this artefact to 
connect planning and marking or grading student work to support 
consistency in judgments. 

The scaled exemplars and commentaries also provided an overview 
of the quality of a particular standard of performance and supported 
teachers to make difficult judgment decisions: “Even those ones you’re 
not too sure on, you can actually compare and go, ‘Okay, well these sort 
of are like the figurative language that the A standard’s using’“. Here the 
teacher has recognized a similar quality of performance in the exemplar 
and their own students’ work. Unstated but inferred from this comment 
is that while the assessment tasks and student responses in the exemplars 
may differ from the work samples that the teacher is grading, they are 
still able to discern a quality or standard of performance and use this to 
inform their judgment. 

Finally, the conceptual features of the commentaries were consid-
ered by some teachers as useful for their reporting processes. 

We’re redoing our parent-teacher interviews … and we’re looking to 
that saying, “What are the strengths, mathematics, literacy, 
numeracy, areas of improvement, and our next steps for teaching?” 
So, conveying to the parents what we actually see next steps cur-
riculum wise, not just social, emotional discussions that can take up 
your whole time. And then convey it like, “This is what your child has 
shown, this is what we recognise their strengths and areas for 
improvement are, and this is what we’re doing as our next steps” … 
hence I’m excited to talk to you about it because we’re inspired by it. 

The template has been the inspiration for a focus on learning, 
providing a framework for this focus with parents that concludes with 
pedagogic actions. The teacher stresses their point by contrasting his-
toric parent-teacher meeting practices with the renewed focus on talking 
about student learning and direct connections to teaching. 

6. Discussion 

Previous models of teacher assessment identity, which have been 
largely built on research reviews and theoretical perspectives, have 
proposed that (1) assessment identity and teachers’ assessment de-
cisions are based on various kinds of knowledges, and (2) teachers’ 
beliefs about the cognitive and affective dimensions of assessment act as 
an interpretative framework within a socio-political context (Looney 
et al., 2018; Xu & Brown, 2016). Our empirical study provides evidence 
that teacher assessment identity is deeply embedded within and con-
structed in relationship to employer policy expectations and local school 
contexts. Teachers’ identity within their school and year level teaching 
group contributed to their assessment identity as they collaborated to 
develop their assessment knowledge and skills, and worked towards 
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what they viewed as fair assessment processes. Professional learning was 
a consequence of teachers’ deep analysis of student work using the 
cognitive commentary. Our findings identified that producing their own 
cognitive commentaries caused teachers to purposefully connect 
assessment, teaching, and learning. 

The analysis of teacher talk showed the pervasiveness of assessment 
policy on teachers’ accounts of their assessment practices with key terms 
and phrases seamlessly interwoven in teachers’ descriptions of their 
local assessment practices. Explicit and implied beliefs about compara-
bility and assessment were evident in these descriptions. For example, 
several aspects of fairness featured in the data, including teacher 
awareness of the influence of latent criteria, and ‘bias suppression” 
(Rasooli et al., 2019, p. 15) in the creation of comparable assessment 
conditions for all students. Such an interplay is indicative of the 
balancing between horizontal and vertical assessment knowledges 
described by DeLuca et al. (2019). Our evidence shows teacher assess-
ment identities as a balancing act as they worked to achieve compara-
bility of their judgment decisions, and align curriculum, teaching, and 
assessment responsive to student learning needs; these decisions were 
always contextualized within school curricula and policy contexts, 
broadly shaping teachers’ assessment identities. 

The valuing of collaboration in assessment practices was clear in the 
data. Teachers described school cultures of formal and informal co- 
operation with colleagues as helping to shape and finalize their 
grading decisions. Teachers connected their shared understanding of 
achievement standards to improved teaching and assessment processes. 
Pride in their school assessment processes was evident in their de-
scriptions and as they looked for ways to improve their assessment 
practices. Teachers’ pride was also evident when they found that their 
school gradings were similar to others across the state, especially for 
those teachers from less advantaged and regional areas. Confidence in 
themselves as assessors increased when they discerned their judgments 
as consistent with others. The collaborative efforts of teachers to sustain 
an assessment practice and consistency in teacher judgments focused not 
only on an individual assessment identity but also on an identity as part 
of a school community. Evident here is a relationship between collab-
oration and Looney et al.’s (2018) self-efficacy dimension of assessment 
identity, where collaborative contexts of assessment appear to support 
more efficacious practice in teachers. 

Two crucial implications of this research for teaching and teacher 
education are (1) the value of focused analysis of student work for 
building assessment skills and confidence; and (2) the prioritizing of 
collaborative activities, such as the development and use of resources, to 
support judgement making. The project has demonstrated the power of 
focused analysis of student work for professional learning as teachers 
identified a range of assessment and teaching practices to improve in 
their local contexts. In addition, targeting development on teaching 
strategies for progressing students achieving at an A standard was 
highlighted by teachers. Within our study, it was the cognitive com-
mentary template that focused teachers’ attention on how strengths and 
weaknesses of a response combined in an overall grade and led to 
consideration of next steps for teaching and learning, as well as reflec-
tion on improving related assessment practices. We propose that re-
sources that support teacher analysis of student work in this way can be 
used in teacher education and across a career to support teachers in 
cultivating their assessment identities and engaging in professional 
learning about assessment. Activities that build assessment knowledge 
and skills can promote teachers’ confidence in their role as an assessor. 
When teachers confidently use assessment to inform and improve their 
teaching and student learning, their identity as teacher-assessor is 
strengthened. 

7. Conclusion 

This study contributes to theory, research, and practice in teaching 
and teacher education by adding empirical evidence to the theory of 

assessment literacy and establishing a linkage between teachers’ 
assessment work and their identity. Our findings illustrate how the 
translation of assessment policy to practice is dynamic, embedded in 
context, and involves professional collaboration, targeted artefacts, and 
a willingness to reflect and enquire into practice. We have also identified 
how collaboration among teachers to develop shared understandings of 
achievement standards builds confidence in oneself as an assessor and 
promotes an assessment identity within a policy context. 

This empirical study advances the broader, international field of 
teacher education and professional learning by providing evidence from 
teachers of how they work to achieve and learn about fairness in 
assessment, in particular consistency in their grading decisions. Findings 
illuminate how deep interrogation of student work against standard 
statements, through guiding resources, offers promise for developing 
assessment literacies and ultimately a professional identity as a confi-
dent assessor of student work for pre-service and in-service teachers. 
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