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Authentic assessment: creating a blueprint for course design

Authenticity has been identified as a key characteristic of assessment
design which promotes learning. authentic assessment aims to replicate the
tasks and performance standards typically found in the world of work and
has been found to have a positive impact on student learning, solve
problems skills, autonomy, motivation, self-regulation and metacognition;
abilities highly related with employability. Despite these benefits, there are
significant barriers to the introduction of authentic assessment, particularly
where there is a tradition of ‘testing’ decontextualised subject knowledge.
One barrier may be the lack of conceptualisation of the term authentic
assessment sufficient to inform assessment design at the individual course
level. This article tackles that omission by a systematic review of literature
from 1988 to 2015. Thirteen consistent characteristics of authentic
assessment are identified leading to the classification of three conceptual
dimensions: Realism, Cognitive Challenge and Evaluative Judgement.
These dimensions are elaborated and used to propose a step-based model
for designing and operating authentic assessment in individual higher

education subjects (courses).

Keywords: Authentic assessment; Higher Education; Workplace

Introduction

Whilst there are different national traditions in assessment practices, we are witnessing

a paradigm change (Baeten, Struvyen & Dochy, 2013) involving a transformation from
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a culture of objective and standardised tests that are focused on measuring portions of
atomised knowledge, towards a more complex and comprehensive assessment of
knowledge and higher-order skills (Birenbaum, 2003; Shepard, 2000). This change in
assessment relates to the emergence of the Assessment for Learning (AFL) movement,
where all assessment contributes to helping students learn (Sambell, McDowell &
Montgomery, 2013). AFL allows teachers to gather information to adjust their teaching

and helps students to regulate their own learning (Wiliam, 2007; Wiliam et al., 2004).

From this perspective, assessment, teaching and learning are closely related, with each
one being part of the pedagogical process and where feedback is used to adjust the
learning cycle. Within this paradigm, authenticity has been identified as a key
characteristic of assessment design which promotes learning and employability
(Sambell, McDowell & Montgomery, 2013; Bloxham, 2015). Authentic assessment is

the focus of this article.

What is authentic assessment?

Authenticity is understood as realism, contextualisation and problematisation when
teaching and assessing curricular content (Benner et al., 2009; Raymond et al., 2013).
Realism involves linking knowledge with everyday life and work, contextualisation
characterises situations where knowledge can be applied in an analytical and thoughtful
way, and problematisation invokes a sense that what is learned can be used to solve a
problem or meet a need. Thereby authentic assessment aims to integrate what happens

in the classroom with employment, replicating the tasks and performance standards



typically faced by professionals in the world of work (Wiggins, 1990).

Benefits of authentic assessment

Studies indicate that authentic assessment has an impact on the quality and depth of
learning achieved by the student (Dochy & McDowell, 1997, Wiggins, 1993) and the
development of higher-order cognitive skills (Ashford-Rowe, Herrington, & Brown,
2014). Moreover, it improves autonomy (Raymond et al., 2013), commitment and
motivation for learning (Nicol, Thompson & Breslin, 2014), self-regulation capacity

(Pintrich, 2000), metacognition and self-reflection (Vanaki & Memarian, 2009).

Furthermore, authentic assessment is a response to criticisms of higher education.
Students have difficulty applying the knowledge acquired in different academic contexts
(Andrews & Higson, 2014). They feel unprepared for employment (Ellstrom &

Ellstrém, 2014) and insecure when they begin working (Ken & Chean, 2012).

Employers are dissatisfied with the performance of recent graduates, who they consider
rigid, unable to adapt to the demands of working life (Plump, 2010) and lacking basic
skills such as problem solving, critical thinking, communication skills and teamwork

(Singh, Thambusamy & Ramly, 2014).

In this context, authentic assessment appears as a model that can enhance employability
because it promote abilities needed in the workplace, like problems solving skills (Wu,
Heng & Wang, 2015), autonomy (Swaffield, 2011), motivation (Gulikers, Bastiaens,

Kirschner & Kester, 2008), self-regulation and metacognition (Wu, Heng & Wang,
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2015). Thus, provides the opportunity for students to practice skills and competences
that are valued in work. In undertaking the assessment they have to deploy skills, and
complete tasks that simulate the activities they will have to conduct in their future jobs.
This consolidates capabilities that are part of employability such as: coping with
uncertainty, working under pressure, planning and thinking strategically,
communicating and interacting with others (Andrews & Higson, 2008), as well as better
command of disciplinary content knowledge and skills, workplace awareness,

experience and generic skills (Dacre Pool & Sewell, 2007).

Barriers to implementing authentic assessment

This research was carried out in Chile where there is a strong culture of testing as the
principal form of summative assessment, particularly in lower level courses. This is
common in many higher education systems worldwide, where a focus on testing risks
encouraging  superficial approaches to learning (Beyaztas, & Senemoglu, 2015;
Endedijk & Vermunt, 2013) and measuring decontextualised memorization and
understanding of content, and not the integration or application of knowledge (Biggs, &
Tang, 2011) indicated by authentic assessment. Such learning is unlikely to be useful
beyond the classroom (Vanaki & Memarian, 2009; Wiggins, 1990). Teachers may use
multiple-choice tests with adequate validity and reliability indexes, but not question the
relevance and significance of the assessment. In such a culture, there is a reluctance to
use methods that evaluate the construction of knowledge, critical thinking or problem

solving (McCabe, & O'Connor, 2014).

Teachers are more willing to make changes where the assessment is of work place and



practical skills rather than subject knowledge (Biggs, & Tang, 2011; Watkins, Dahlin &
Ekholm, 2005). Teachers are reluctant to change formal assessments, such as exams,
because changing these practices makes great demands on time, energy, and intellectual
resources (Brush & Saye, 2008). They can also be perceived as risky (Deeley and Bovil,
2017). In addition, teachers must have deep disciplinary knowledge as well as great
cognitive flexibility to monitor, challenge, and guide learners toward problem solutions

that have disciplinary rigor (Saye, 2013).

Finally, whilst many professions have well-developed approaches to assessing practice-
based learning, the authentic assessment of university-based learning presents more of a
challenge. Although the literature provides a broad understanding of its purposes and
value, change may be hindered by a lack of conceptualisation of authenticity and

authentic assessment (Kreber et al., 2007), sufficient to inform individual course design.

In answer to this challenge, this article draws on a review of authentic assessment
literature to determine the essential design dimensions required to bring authenticity to
the assessment of classroom (as opposed to work-based) learning. It aims to advance
authentic and situated learning that encourages students to develop relevant
competencies for their working lives (Segers, Dochy & Cascallar, 2003). It concludes
by proposing a new 4 step model to implement authentic assessment derived from the

authors’ analysis of the existing literature.

Method

A systematic review of authentic assessment literature was carried out with the purpose
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of integrating, analysing and identifying central themes, following Randolph (2009). We
analysed 112 articles that focused on the subject and were published between1988 and
2015. The articles were identified in the Scielo, Scopus and Web of Science indexes,
and all of them were published in English language journals. The search keywords
were: authentic assessment, Authentic Intellectual work, Authentic Instruction. 35.7% of
articles referred to higher education whereas 64.3% were based in other education

sectors.

The analysis sought to identify the core concepts of this construct. A first read of the
articles explored the main characteristics of the construct and generated 13 central
characteristics. In an iterative process, a second read sought to deepen the analysis and
elaborate preliminary dimensions of the concept reflected by these characteristics. This
generated 3 dimensions. These preliminary ideas were tested in a third reading by two
research assistants who completed a template for each article. This format permitted the
researchers to indicate which characteristics from the list and which dimensions

appeared in each article.

The assistants worked independently and in parallel, completing the template for each
article. The concordance between the evaluators was analysed through the Cohen Kappa
coefficient. This generated a value of 0.82, showing a high level of agreement between
them. The characteristics most frequently related to authentic assessment were
identified, the dimensions that make it up were determined, and finally, a tentative
model was developed to underpin authentic assessments in higher education. This

model was used in a research project, funded by the Chilean Ministry of Education.



The results

The characteristics of authentic assessment

Thirteen characteristics of authentic assessment found in the literature were identified as
set out in Table 1. The following text draws on indicative examples of those texts to
illustrate the role of these characteristics in the development of the overall construct.

The 13 characteristics are highlighted in bold.

Archbald & Newmann coined the first formal use of the term “authentic” in the context
of learning and assessment in 1988. At first, these authors used the term authentic
performance, which was associated with production of knowledge, deep
understanding, integration of knowledge, and use of prior knowledge and relevant
performance beyond assessment. It has also been associated with Practical Use,
alluding to the purpose, utility or ultimate goal of learning, especially in primary school

(Meisels, Wen & Beady-Quick, 2010; Moon, Brighton, Callahan & Robinson, 2005).

Later, emphasis was placed on its relationship with higher-order thinking (Avery,
Freeman & Carmichael, 2012; Bosco & Ferns, 2014;), the ability to solve problems
(Elliot & Higgins, 2005; Newmann, King & Carmichael, 2007; Wu, Heng & Wang,
2015) and decision making (Newmann, Bryk & Nagaoka, 2001; O’haja, Dunlea &

Muldoon, 2013).

Wiggins (1993) and Torrance (1995) introduced the concept of relevance in assessment.
Authentic assessment engages students with problems or important questions, which
have worth beyond the classroom. The tasks are replicas or analogies of the types of

problems that are faced in working life. The idea is that students use knowledge to show
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Table 1. Dimensions of the Authentic Assessment (AA)

AA Dimensions N° and % of

articles in the

dimension

Concepts and ideas associated with AA, with

the N° and %of articles

Realism 79 (70.5%)

Cognitive 62 (55.35%)

Challenge

Evaluative 42(37.5%)

Judgement

-Problems contextualised to everyday life (55/

49%).

-Relevance beyond the classroom (54/ 48%).

-Authentic performance (48/ 43%).

-Competencies for work performance (32/ 29%)).

-Similar tasks to the real/working world (28/

25%).

-Practical value (5/ 5%).

-Higher order thought (54/ 48%).

-Ability to solve problems (52/ 46%).

-Ability to make decisions (20/ 18%).
-Feedback (45/ 40%).

-Formative sense (51/ 46%).

-Assessment criteria known a priori (20/ 18%).




effective and creative performances (Saye, 2013; Wiggins & McTighe, 2006).

In this way, researchers began to talk about authentic assessment as a strategy to relate
learning and work, creating a correspondence between what is assessed in the university
and what students need to do in the workplace (Gulikers, Bastiaens, Kirschner, 2004).
This methodology introduces similar tasks to those faced in real life or work (Brown,
2005; Raymond et al., 2013). However, the literature does not provide much detail
about these real-world elements and how this kind of assessment is properly
implemented (Cummings & Maxwell, 1999). Some refer to problems contextualised
to everyday life (Ashford-Rowe, Herrington & Brown, 2014). Benner et al. (2009)
consider that authentic assessment consists of asking students to tackle cases,
accompanied by a rubric for its assessment. The case must be a real-life situation, where

students are asked to apply their knowledge and make decisions to solve the problem.

Frey, Schmitt, & Allen (2012) went further in emphasising that the context of
assessment should be realistic and cognitively complex. The task should involve
performance and play a formative role (a characteristic noted in multiple articles).
From this perspective, authenticity became a crucial element for assessing relevant
skills for successful job performance (Gielen, Dochy, & Dierick, 2003; Segers, Dochy
& Cascallar, 2003). Assessment should be similar to what happens and what is
evaluated in the professional field including collaborative or peer-to-peer work

(Ashford- Rowe, Herrington & Brown, 2014; Raymond, et al., 2013).

Wiggins (1990) amongst other articles highlighted that the structure and expectations of

authentic assessment ought to be transparent: the assessment criteria should be known
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in advance. In this regard, feedback to students was central and they could repeat the
same assessment more than once, since the aim was that students learn and improve
their performance effectively (Swan & Hofer, 2013). Swaffield (2011) notes that wrong
answers are an opportunity to diagnose what needs to be improved. Error must be
worked on through mechanisms of self- and peer-assessment, using formative
assessment as a means of feedback (Boud & Walter, 1990; Frey, Schmitt & Allen, 2012;

Wu, Heng & Wang, 2015).

Table 1 sets out the central characteristics associated with authentic assessment
methodology found in the existing literature. It reveals that many of these are reflected
in a high proportion of research articles with the most frequent seven featuring in over
40%.

However, it is interesting to see that some characteristics with low frequency such as
ability to make decisions and teamwork/ collaborative work do not feature strongly in
the authentic assessment literature despite the reoccurring stress on these ‘soft skills’ for
employers (Archer & Davison, 2008, National Association of Colleges and Employers,
2016). This may be a consequence of the individualised nature of most assessment
methods but it suggests that authentic assessment approaches which do not foster these

skills will have less of a potential impact on students’ learning for employability.

Components of authentic assessment: Realism, Cognitive Challenge and Feedback
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The second reading distinguished three dimensions that represent the essence of
authentic assessment. These overarching dimensions are: 1) realism, 2) cognitive
challenge and 3) evaluative judgement and they are present in all theoretical
formulations of the concept. Table 1 also lists the dimensions and their component
characteristics according to the frequency of articles that refer to them as an inseparable

part of the authentic assessment.

1.- Realism. Realism can come in two forms: on the one hand, the presence of a “real
context” that describes and delivers a frame for the problem to be solved (Bosco &
Ferns, 2014). On the other hand, a task to be solved that is ‘similar’ to what is faced in

real and/or professional life (Saye, 2013).

In authentic assessment, the context is realistic when information about the described
situation-problem comes from real and/or professional life, involving pertinent and
relevant questions to solve (Swan & Hofer, 2013), applicable to realistic situations
(Wiggins & McTighe, 2006). This transfer is possible when ideas relate to facts and
skills to experiences, applying previous knowledge to new situations and tasks
(Ashford-Rowe, Herrington & Brown, 2014). This realistic context can be present in
exams and written tasks when items are prepared such as case analyses, problem

solving, and short or extensive essay questions, which act as a proxy of the real world.

The second way to create realism is through performance-based tasks, where students
produce work or demonstrate knowledge, understanding and skills in activities that are

close to the profession (Palmer, 2004). Wiggins & McTighe (2006) designated, as
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authentic assessment, requirements that demand a true representation of performance in
that field of employment. Teachers must know what are the typical tasks and functions
that employment demands, and design assessments that are authentic simulations of real

professional tasks.

2.- Cognitive Challenge. In authentic assessment, the task involves building
knowledge, and using higher-order cognitive skills, such as those proposed in Bloom
and Anderson’s taxonomies (Avery & Freeman, 2002; Wiggins, 1993). Through the
encouragement of assessment, it aims to generate processes of problem solving,
application of knowledge and decision-making which correspond to the development of
cognitive and metacognitive skills (Elliot & Higgins, 2005; Newmann, King &

Carmichael, 2007).

This type of assessment intends that students go beyond the textual reproduction of
fragmented and low order content and move towards understanding, establishing
relationships between new ideas and previous knowledge, linking theoretical concepts
with everyday experience, deriving conclusions from the analysis of data, allowing
them to examine both the logic of the arguments present in the theory, as well as its
practical scope (Gulikers, Bastiaens, Kirschner, 2004; O'haja, Dunlea & Muldoon,
2013). Students should not only respond well to a question, but also demonstrate
performances (such as critical and reflective analysis) and concrete products (such as a
diagnostic report), exhibiting genuine mastery of content (Avery, Freeman &

Carmichael, 2012).

Different research has compared short, medium, and long-term performances in tests

13



that measure memory skills in closed-response items and in tests involving cognitive
performances, measuring higher-order cognitive abilities using open answer items. The
results show that the stability in students' performance is greater in items that measure
complex cognitive abilities (Rawson, Dunlosky & Sciartellli, 2013) suggesting that
assessing higher-order cognitive performance generates a level of learning that lasts

over time.

Transfer of knowledge is promoted by such assessments, since they stimulate skills that
can be used in contexts other than academic ones that are required and valued in the
world beyond the university. This is reaffirmed by Bloxham & Boyd (2007), who argue
that being able to reproduce knowledge in a decontextualised examination does not
guarantee that knowledge can be used in a real-life environment. Students need to

practice these applications and knowledge transfer skills to solve real problems.

3.- Evaluative Judgement. One of the aims of authentic assessment is for students to
develop criteria and standards about what a good performance means in order that they
can judge their own performance and regulate their own learning; we are referring to
this as ‘evaluative judgement’, a term which is emerging in the literature to describe
these capabilities (Tai et al., 2016). Evaluative Judgement is a recognition that the
assessment of student achievement involves both standards (for example in rubrics) and
the practice of judgement (Wyatt-Smith and Klenowski, 2012). Developing the skills of
evaluative judgement is also considered beneficial to effective learning. Boud &
Molloy (2013) argue that in order to learn, students need to build a precise judgement
about the quality of their work, and calibrate these judgements in the light of evidence.

Thus, students can identify areas that need improvement and see changes over time,
14



developing a growing understanding of acceptable standards of performance (Boud &

Falchikov, 2006; Sadler, 1989; 2005).

A chief component of developing evaluative judgement is formative assessment.
Students need to be exposed to a variety of tasks with diverse performance
requirements, and have the experience of learning about quality, judging quality and
seeking and receiving feedback. As part of this, revealing assessment criteria to students
has been shown to help them compare their efforts with the desired standard and plan
their work (Pandero & Romero, 2014) although there is growing recognition of the
limitations of published criteria alone in conveying requirements. Furthermore, recent
developments in feedback research stress its potential to nurture students’ capacity for
independent judgement as well as problem-solving, self-appraisal and reflection
(Carless & Yang 2013). Studies increasingly emphasise the use of feedback dialogues to
engage students with disciplinary problems and to develop their self-regulation. They
posit students as active agents, inducted into their role in creating and using feedback to
help them improve their understanding of quality and to self -regulate their own work
accordingly (Carless & Yang, 2013; Boud & Molloy, 2013, Sadler 1989). Thus, when
evaluative judgement is incorporated into the assessment process, it adds to the
authenticity by, firstly, helping students understand the concept of teacher “quality” and
what it means for a task to be “of excellence” (Nicol & Macfarlane-Dick, 2006; Sadler,
2010) and, secondly, developing the lifelong capability to assess and regulate their

learning and performance.

Turning dimensions into design
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These three dimensions of authentic assessment clarify the construct in a way that holds
sufficient consistency across the articles to invite adoption by the sector; but the way to
implement this methodology is not sufficiently described in the literature. Of all the
reviewed articles, only 10.7% have an authentic assessment model that involves
practical conditions or principles to follow. One example is that of Gulikers, Bastiaens
& Kirschner (2006), who propose that authentic assessment has 5 practical
requirements. Ashford-Rowe, Herrington & Brown (2014) identified 8 relevant aspects
to consider in designing authentic assessment. The USEM model (Yorke, 2010) is
probably the most respected model in this field (Andrews & Higson, 2008; Brown,
2005) and is an acronym for four interrelated components of employability:

Understanding, Skills, Efficacy beliefs and Metacognition.

However, these examples do not entirely reflect the dimensions found in our review of
literature and remain largely at the level of required characteristics rather than a stage-
based model for planning implementation of authentic assessment by teachers and
programmes. Consequently, this paper concludes by drawing on the three dimensions
and their component characteristics to propose a tentative 4 step model for building
authentic assessments in higher education. The model has been developed by
considering how the three dimensions should influence curriculum design. The model
uses constructive alignment (Biggs & Tang, 2011) where the assessment is designed to
support the student in constructing relevant learning through alignment between the
learning outcomes, the teaching methods and the assessment. Deriving the learning
outcomes directly from the complexity of ‘Graduation Profiles’ and ‘Work

Requirements’ provides the potential for both realism and cognitive challenge (Step 1).
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Furthermore, the model draws on evidence relating assessment design to high quality
learning (Bloxham & Boyd, 2007) and leads to creating a rich context, worthwhile tasks
and use of higher order skills (Step 2). Finally, the model draws on the curriculum
design features associated with supporting evaluative judgement particularly in steps

three and four.

These 4 steps develop in different levels of abstraction, complexity, and application of
teaching practices. Step 1 takes a macro perspective linked with the relationship
between undergraduate programs and the working world, considering how the
curriculum can nourish a connection with the workplace. Step 2 advances to the
planning and design of assessment. Steps 3 and 4 have a micro perspective focusing on
what happens in the classroom. They identify concrete pedagogical strategies designed
to give students a more active role in their learning process and help them grasp
standards, practice judgement- making and receive feedback. This model has been
successfully implemented in a pilot study in two Chilean universities, involving 30

teachers from 6 undergraduate programs who had previously been trained in its use.

Proposal: a model to build authentic assessments in the university (see figure 1)

Step 1: Considering the Workplace Context.

la.- Graduation profile. The first condition is that the teacher knows and understands

the graduation profile of the programme that their course contributes to (often outlined
as programme learning outcomes). This profile represents the learning that all graduates

must deploy once they finish their studies and enter the labour market (often formulated
17



as a list of professional standards or competences). This will allow them to determine
how their course will contribute to the graduation profile and ensure, through
assessment, that students achieve the expected learning goals (Hart et al., 2011). For this
step, the teacher should ask: How does my subject connect and contribute to achieving
the competences of the graduation profile that this programme is committed to develop

in students?

1b.- Work requirements. It is necessary to nurture students’ skills for employment. This

may be specific professional skills but also transferable skills demanded by the world of
work and relevant whether the programme is vocational or non-vocational (Yorke &
Knight, 2004). The development of these skills must be part of the subjects that make
up the curriculum. In this way, it can be ensured that once graduated, professionals can

successfully face the typical problems of the workplace (Maxwell, 2012).

To respond to this stage, the teacher should ask: How is the knowledge and skills
learned in my subject related to the typical problems faced by professionals in the world

of work?

Step 2: Designing authentic assessment

To accomplish the second step, teachers” pedagogical decisions regarding the
assessment process must reflect the challenges that professionals of this discipline face
in work. This can be seen in three areas: a) decisions about the conditions in which the
assessment is taken (for example, individual or group, access to reading and
information, time available), b) decisions about the assessment formats (for example,

online or in the classroom, open or closed construction answer, development of
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disciplinary knowledge or deployment of professional performance), ¢) decisions about
the kind of problem to which students will apply knowledge (for example, derived from
employers, former students or students’ experience in professional placements). In
relation to c, professional problems derived from contemporary work places assist
courses in keeping their assessment problems up to date with the demands of the

working world for that profession.

2a.- Drafting rich context. The first dimension that distinguishes an authentic

assessment is its realism (Bosco & Ferns, 2014; Saye, 2013). It refers to a simulation of
real-work or real-world situations that function as a proxy for professional performance.
In creating a problem situation, we place the student in a real context that urges them to
make decisions about what they need to do. In this way, it is not a matter of the student
reproducing course content but of discriminating what areas of their learning are needed

to answer the question.

The inclusion of context in the question can also be used to bring authenticity to
traditional written tests, in problem-solving items, brief and extended development
questions, case analyses and even multiple-choice questions. This is done by the
construction of realistic and problematising contexts that must be analysed in order to

answer.

2b.- Creating a worthwhile task. One challenge of authentic assessment is to make sure

that the methods go beyond academic formats and become useful for third parties (in
addition to the teacher and the student). The idea is that the teacher, when designing an

assessment strategy, thinks: "to whom would it be important that my students learn this
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knowledge?". Based on this question, the assessment design may consider the
participation of third parties in the form of clients, employers, colleagues from the same
or from another profession, and/or external teachers that review and evaluate the
performance of the students. Moreover, another possible role for "third parties" is as
beneficiaries of students' knowledge. For example, receiving treatment, intervention or
advice (Andrews, & Higson, 2008; Brown, 2005). This strategy gives a purpose to

student learning, making it meaningful.

2c.- Requiring higher order skills. authentic assessment is designed to promote the use
of higher order cognitive skills related to using, modifying, or rebuilding knowledge
into something new. This is based on the higher levels of cognitive skills identified in
Bloom's taxonomy (Bloom, Masia, & Krathwohl, 1964) and its later formulations
(Marzano, & Kendall, 2008, Kennedy, 2007). Authentic assessment, thus, privileges the
judgement of students’ cognitive ability to judge, decide, criticise, suggest, design,

innovate, propose or to invent.

To meet the guidelines of his second step, teachers must design assessments that test
knowledge construction and application in contextualized and realistic questions. For
example, assessment of intelligence theories in psychology might use, as context, a
dialogue between two primary teachers. They discuss why some of their students’ don't
learn as expected and posit different reasons, using different theories of intelligence.
The questions can ask their students to infer: a) the theory of intelligence used by each
teacher, b) possible critiques that each teacher would make of the other’s reasoning, c)
possible teaching practices that each primary teacher must use. The aim is to ask

students to use their knowledge to identify, analyze, apply, transfer, conclude and decide
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in a real situation that has an impact on others (in this case, school students).

Step 3: Learning and applying standards for judgement

Steps three and four of the model are necessarily integrated as a cyclical process of
guidance and feedback loops (Hounsell et al., 2008) which enable students to both
improve their learning and develop evaluative judgement. They are set out separately
here to emphasise the importance of the different steps. Section three focuses on
helping students grasp standards and practice evaluative judgement whereas section

four outlines the specific stages of feedback.

3a.- Assessment criteria and rubrics. Rubrics typically combine assessment criteria with

the standards required to achieve different grades and are challenging to write when
assessment tasks require complex and divergent responses. A key characteristic of
authentic assessment is that such information is known to students in order that they can
gradually develop the ability to evaluatively judge their own work and that of others on
the journey to becoming autonomous students and, eventually, professionals. Therefore,
consideration should be given to criteria and standards and how to make these available
to the student. These include not only published criteria (‘explicit’) but also the ‘latent’
and ‘meta’ criteria used in the act of judgement (Wyatt-Smith and Klenowski 2012).
The latter two are not readily communicated because of their tacit nature and require
engagement in judgement as in 3c. Explicit criteria are, therefore, only a first stage in a
continuum of processes to help students acquire knowledge of assessment expectations

(O’Donovan, Price & Rust, 2004).

3b.- Engage students with criteria. Assessment is a ‘social and cultural practice’ (Wyatt-
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Smith & Klenowski, 2012: 37) where teachers acquire tacit knowledge of standards and
judgement through participation, observation, imitation, and dialogue (Rust, Price &
O’Donovan 2003). Therefore communicating the tacit aspects of assessment criteria to
students requires similar approaches. For example, actively engaging students in
marking using assessment criteria and exemplar assignments can significantly improve
their performance (O’Donovan, Price & Rust, 2008). Alternatively, the act of co-
creating assessment criteria with students assists them in developing evaluative
judgement (Fraile, Pandero & Pardo 2016) as it provides a clear opportunity for detailed

dialogue about standards.

3c.-_Judgement-making practice. A complementary process to engaging students with
criteria is providing them with the opportunity for self and peer assessment using those
criteria.  Evidence suggests there is formative benefit from judgement activities,
providing students with feedback both as a peer reviewer and as a receiver of peer
review (Dawson et al., 2017). These activities can help to clarify the assessment criteria
and better understand what is expected of student's performance level (Nicol &
Macfarlane-Dick, 2006). Dawson et al. (2017) stress the value of self-assessment in
helping students identify criteria to use in judging their own assignments and Tai et al.
(2016) found explicit benefits of peer observation and feedback in developing students’
evaluative judgement. Opportunities for judgement can also be provided by engaging
students with exemplars; that is anonymised examples of student work (Handley &
Williams, 2011: 103). Exemplars, involving different levels of accomplishment, can be
marked and discussed by the students to help them discover the criteria used through

concrete expressions of different levels of achievement.
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Step 4: Giving Feedback

Feedback research is increasingly emphasising a change from a traditional approach
which generally positions students as passive recipients (Carless et al., 2011). Recent
work advocates ‘Feedback mark 2’ (Boud & Molloy 2013) where feedback is part of an
assessment cycle involving students as active in gathering and responding to feedback.
In this model, feedback to foster evaluative judgement involves dialogue with and
between students with a view to helping them clarify appropriate criteria, make
increasingly accurate judgements about their own performance and decide what changes

they need to make.

In this fourth step, teachers must provide formative instances, in which students assume
an active role in identifying and understanding the gap between their performance and
the one expected, and also analyze what action to take, discovering strategies to reduce

that gap.

4a — Formative feedback. There is a tendency to think about feedback as information

provided to students in response to a completed assignment. However, the emphasis on
evaluative judgement in creating authentic assessment means that students need access
to feedback throughout their studies. There are numerous ways to help students acquire
and consider formative feedback including peer review, practice tasks, group test taking,

observations of work colleagues and feedback on draft assignments.

4b.- Summative feedback. Summative feedback is often important for quality assurance
purposes as teachers are held to account for the quality of their information to students

explaining marking decisions. However, the impact of such feedback is often limited.
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Such feedback must provide information to students about their performance in a way
that helps them understand the strengths and weaknesses of their work (Panadero,

Brown & Strijbos, 2016).

4c.- Sustainable feedback. Sustainable Assessment, coined by Boud (2010), is
intrinsically linked with the concept of evaluative judgement. It was defined as
assessment that meets students’ present needs and prepares them to meet their own
future learning needs. The intention is that students gradually become able to make
judgements about their own performance, a crucial element of professional work.
Therefore, it is important that students learn how to gather, recognise and use feedback

in the absence of a teacher.

Conclusion

The literature identifies multiple benefits to students (and to employers) from the use of
authentic assessment. However, devising authentic assessment, particularly in systems
with strong traditions of ‘testing’, is not easy as we lack a robust concept on which to
base guidance for assessment design and operation. This article has attempted to
contribute to the debate by clarifying three key dimensions of authentic agssessment.
These dimensions provide guidance for teachers seeking more authentic assessment,
including assessment-related teaching practices which develop ‘authentic’ capabilities
for employment. The breadth of the dimensions and their reflection in the proposed
four step model encourages the integration of discipline-specific skills and knowledge

with application in the workplace but also, importantly, with the generic capacity to
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evaluate and improve performance. They also highlight the complexity of learning for
authentic practice and the potential of assessment to create a richer learning

environment and build capability for higher order and lifelong learning.

Arguably, the step-based model guides those reluctant to adopt authentic assessment by
providing concrete stages that can be applied to traditional testing methods, for example
by describing a rich context for, and demanding problem-solving and decision-making
in, individual questions. We recognize that comprehensive knowledge of a ‘graduation
profile’ may be beyond most teachers. However, clarification of ‘programme outcomes’
reflecting the ‘graduation profile’ can provide the basis for a mapping exercise for
individual courses, identifying how their course/s contributes to teaching and assessing
the programme outcomes. This approach reflects growing efforts to encourage a
programme approach to assessment design and its capacity to improve the student

learning experience.

The next stage is to further test, evaluate and refine the model and consider its
acceptability with those most reluctant to adopt authentic methods in assessing
classroom learning.  We welcome feedback from others who are interested in
implementing authentic assessment, particularly in higher education systems with

strong traditions of testing.

References

25



Andrews, J. & Higson, H. 2008, “Graduate Employability, “Soft Skills” versus “Hard”
Business Knowledge: A European Study”. Higher Education in Europe 33 (4):

411-422. doi: 10.1080/03797720802522627.

Andrews, J. & Higson, H. 2014. “Is Bologna Working? Employer and Graduate
reflections of the quality, value and relevance of business and management

education in four European Union Countries”. Higher Education Quarterly 68

(3): 267-287. doi: 10.1111/hequ.12054.

Archbald, D.A. & Newmann, F. M. 1988. Beyond standardized testing: Assessing
Authentic Academic Achievement in the Secondary School. Reston, VA: National

Association of Secondary School Principals Assessment.

Archer, W. & Davison, J. 2008. Graduate Employability: What do employers think and

want? London, CIHE.

Ashford-Rowe, K., Herrington, J., & Brown, C. 2014. “Establishing the critical
elements that determine authentic assessment”. Assessment & Evaluation in

Higher Education 39 (2): 205-222. doi: 10.1080/02602938.2013.819566.

Avery, P. & Freeman, C. 2002. “Developing Authentic Instruction in the social studies”.

Journal of Research in Education 12 (1): 50-56.

Avery, P.G., Freeman, C. & Carmichael, D. 2012. “Developing Authentic Instruction in

the Social Studies”. Journal of Research in Education 12 (1): 50-56.

Baeten, M., Struvyen, K. & Dochy, F. 2013. “Student — centred teaching methods. Can

they optimized students’ approaches to learning in professional higher

26



education?”. Studies in Educational Evaluation 39 (1): 14-22. doi: 10.1016/

j.stueduc.2012.11.001

Benner, P., Sutphen, M., Leonard, V. & Day, L. 2009. Educating Nurses: a call for
radical transformation. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. doi:

10.3928/01484834-20120402-01

Beyaztas, D. 1., & Senemoglu, N. 2015. “Learning approaches of successful students
and factors affecting their learning approaches”. Education and Science 40

(179): 193-216.

Biggs, J. & Tang, C. 2011. Teaching for quality learning at university: What the student

does. Maidenhead, Berkshire: Open University Press.

Birenbaum, M. 2003. “New insights into learning and teaching and their implications
for assessment”. In Optimizing New Modes of Assessment: In Search of Qualities
and Standards. Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic Publishers. doi:

10.1007/0-306-48125-1.

Bloom, B., Masia, B., & Krathwohl, D. 1964. Taxonomy of Educational Objectives.

New York: McKay.

Bloxham, S 2015. “Assessing assessment: new developments in assessment design,
feedback practices and marking in higher education”, in Fry, H., Ketteridge, S.
& Marshall, S. A. Handbook for Teaching and Learning in Higher Education

(4th Edn), p107-122. Abingdon: Routledge.

27



Bloxham, S. & Boyd, P. 2007. Developing effective assessment in higher education: a

practical guide. Maidenhead: Open University Press.

Bosco, A.M. y Ferns, S. 2014. “Embedding of authentic assessment in work- integrated

Boud,

Boud,

Boud,

learning curriculum”. Asia- Pacific Journal of Cooperative Education 15 (4):

281- 290.

D. 2010. “Sustainable assessment: rethinking assessment for the learning
society”. Studies in Continuing Education, 22 (2): 151-167. doi:

10.1080/713695728.

D. & Falchikov, N. 2006. “Alligning assessment with long-term learning”.
Assessment and Evaluation in Higher Education 31 (4): 399-413. doi:

10.1080/02602930600679050.

D. & Molloy, E. 2013. “Rethinking models of feedback for learning: the
challenge of design”. Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education 38 (6):

698-712. doi: 10.1080/02602938.2012.691462.

Boud, D. & Walter D. 1990. “Making the most of experience”. Studies in Continuing

Education 12 (2): 61-80. doi: 10.1080/0158037900120201.

Brown, S. 2005. “Assessment for Learning”. Learning and Teaching in Higher

Brush,

Education, 1: 81-89.

T, & Saye, J. 2008. “The Effects of Multimedia-Supported Problem-based

Inquiry on Student Engagement, Empathy, and Assumptions about History”.

28



Interdisciplinary Journal of Problem-Based Learning 2 (1): 21-56. doi:

10.7771/1541-5015.1052.

Carless, D., Salter, D., Yang, M., & Lam, J. 2011. “Developing sustainable feedback

practices”. Studies in Higher Education 36 (4): 395-407.

Carless, D & Yang, M 2013. “The feedback triangle and the enhancement of dialogic

feedback processes” Teaching in Higher Education 18 (3): 285 297.

Cummings, J] & Maxwell, G. 1999. “Contextualizing authentic assessment”. Assessment
in Education: Principles, Policy & Practice 6 (2): 177-194. doi:

10.1080/09695949992865.

Dacre Pool, L. & Sewell, P. 2007. “The key to employability: developing a practical
model of graduate employability”. Education + training 49 (4): 277- 289. doi:

10.1108/00400910710754435.

Dawson, P., Boud, D., Tai, J., Ajjawi, R. & Panadero, E. 2017. Building courses to
develop ‘evaluative judgement’: learning to make decisions about quality work.

Assessment in Higher Education conference. Manchester, UK: June.

Deeley, S.J. & Bovill, C. 2017. “Staff student partnership in assessment: enhancing
assessment literacy through democratic processes”. Assessment & evaluation in

Higher Education 42 (3): 463-477.

Dochy, F. & McDowell, L. 1997. “Assessment as a tool for learning”. Studies in
Educational Evaluation. 23 (4), 279-298. doi: 10.1016/

S0191-491X(97)86211-6.
29



Elliott, N. & Higgins, A. 2005. “Self and peer assessment — does it make a difference to
student group work?” Nurse Education in Practice 5: 40-48. doi: 10.1016/j.nepr.

2004.03.004.

Ellstrom, E. & Ellstrom, P. E. 2014. “Learning outcomes of a work-based training
programme”. European Journal of Training and Development 28 (1): 180-197,

doi: 10.1108/EJTD-09-2013-0103.

Endedijk, M. D., & Vermunt, J. D. 2013. “Relations between student teachers’ learning
patterns and their concrete learning activities”. Studies in educational

evaluation, 39 (1): 56-65. doi:10.1016/j.stueduc.2012.10.001.

Fraile, J., Panadero, E., & Pardo, R. 2016. “The effect of co-created rubrics on self-
regulation, performance and self-efficacy.” Paper presented at the 8th Biennial

conference of EARLI SIG 1: Assessment & Evaluation, Munich.

Frey, B. Schmitt, V. & Allen, J. 2012. “Defining authentic classroom assessment”.

Practical Assessment, Research & Evaluation 17 (2): 1-18.

Gielen, S., Dochy, f. & Dierick, S. 2003. “Evaluating the consequential validity of new
modes of assessment: the influence of assessment on learning, including the
pre-, post-and true assessment effects”. In Optimising new models of assessment:
in search of qualities and standards. Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic Publishers.

doi: 10.1007/0-306-48125-1 3.

30



Gulikers, J., Bastiaens, T. & Kirschner, P. 2004. “A five-dimensional framework for
authentic assessment”. Educational Technology Research and Development” 52

(3): 67-85. doi: 10.1007/BF02504676.

Gulikers, J., Bastiaens, T. & Kirschner, P. 2006. “Authentic assessment, student and
teacher perceptions: the practical value of the five dimensional framework”.
Journal of Vocational Education and Training 58 (3): 337-357. doi:

10.1080/13636820600955443.

Gulikers, J., Bastiaens, T., Kirschner, P., & Kester, L. 2008. “Relation between student
perceptions of assessment authenticity, study approaches and learning outcome”.
Studies in Educational Evaluation 32: 381-400. doi: 10.1016/j.stueduc.

2006.10.003.

Handley, K & Williams, L. 2011. “From copying to learning: using exemplars to engage
students with assessment criteria and feedback”. Assessment & evaluation in

higher education 36 (1): 95- 108.

Hart, C., Hammer, S., Collins, P. & Chardon, T. 2011. “The real deal: Using authentic
assessment to promote student engagement in the first and second years of a

regional program”. Legal Education Review, 21 (1): 97-121.

Hounsell, D., McCune, V., Hounsell, J. & Litjens, J. 2008. “The quality of guidance and

feedback to students”. Higher Education Research and Development. 27 (1): 67.

31



Ken, T. & Chean, Y. 2012. “Business Graduates’ competences in the eyes of the
employers: an exploratory study in Malaysia”. World Review of Business

Research 2 (2): 176-190.

Kennedy, D. 2007. Writting and using learning outcomes. Ireland: Watermans Printers.

Kreber, C., Klampfleitner, M., McCune, V., Bayne, S. & Knottenbelt, M. 2007. “What
do you mean by “Authentic? A comparative review of the literature on
conceptions of authenticity in teaching”. Adults Education Quarterly 58 (1):

22-43, doi: 10.1177/0741713607305939.

Marzano, R., & Kendall, J. 2008. Designing and assessing educational objectives:

Applying the new taxonomy. California: Corwnin Press.

McCabe, A., & O'Connor, U. 2014. “Student-centred learning: the role and
responsibility of the lecturer”. Teaching in Higher Education 19 (4), 350-359.

doi: 10.1080/13562517.2013.860111.

Maxwell, T. (2012). “Assessment in higher education in the professions: action research
as an authentic assessment task™. Teaching In Higher Education 17 (6): 686-696.

doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13562517.2012.725220.

Meisels, S.J., Wen, X., & Beachy-Quick, K. (2010). Authentic assessment for infants
and toddlers: Exploring the reliability of the Once Scale. Applied Developmental

Science, 14(2), 55-71. doi: 10.1080/10888691003697911.

32


http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13562517.2012.725220
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10888691003697911

Moon, T.R., Brighton, C.M, Callahan, C.M. & Robinson, A. (2005). Development of
authentic assessment for the middle school classroom. Journal of Secondary

Gifted Education, 26(2/3), 119-134.

NACE (2016) Job outlook 2016: the attributes employers want to see on new college
graduates’ resumes. Bethleham, PA, NACE http://www.naceweb.org/career-
development/trends-and-predictions/job-outlook-2016-attributes-employers-

want-to-see-on-new-college-graduates-resumes/ (accessed Oct 2017)

Newman, F., Bryk, A. & Nagaoka, J. 2001. Authentic intellectual work and
standardized test: conflict or coexistence?. Chicago: Consortium on Chicago

School Research.

Newmann, F., King, B. & Carmichael, D. 2007. Authentic Instruction and Assessment.
Common Standards for Rigor and Relevance in Teaching Academic Subjects.

Document Prepared for the lowa Department of Education.

Nicol, D. & Macfarlane-Dick, D. 2006. “Formative assessment and self-regulated
learning: a model and seven principles of good feedback practice”. Studies in

Higher Education 31 (2): 199-218. doi: 10. 1080/03075070600572090.

Nicol, D., Thomson, A. & Breslin, C. 2014. “Rethinking feedback practices in higher
education: a peer review perspective”. Assessment & Evaluation in Higher

Education, 39 (1): 102-122. doi: 10.1080/02602938.2013.795518.

33



O’Donovan, B., Price, M. & Rust, C. 2004. “Know what I mean? Enhancing student
understanding of assessment standards and criteria”. Teaching in Higher

Education 9 (3): 325-35.

O’Donovan, B., Price, M. & Rust, C. 2008. “Developing student understanding of
assessment standards: a nested hierarchy of approaches”. Teaching in Higher

Education 13 (2): 205-17.

Ohaja, M., Dunlea, M. & Muldoon, K. 2013. “Group marking and peer assessment
during a group poster presentation: the experiences and views of mindwifery
students”. Nurse Education in Practice 13 (5): 466-470. doi: 10.1016/j.nepr.

2012.11.005.

Palmer, S. 2004. Authenticity in assessment: reflecting undergraduate study and
professional practice. European Journal of Engineering Education 29 (2):

193-202, doi: 10.1080/03043790310001633179.

Pandero, E. & Romero, M 2014. “To rubric or not to rubric? The effects of self-
assessment on self-regulation, performance and self-efficacy”. Assessment in

Education: Principles, Policy and Practice 21 (2): 133 — 148.

Panadero, E., Brown, G. T. L., & Strijbos, J. W. 2016. “The Future of Student Self-
Assessment: a Review of Known Unknowns and Potential Directions”.
Educational Psychology Review 28 (4): 803- 830. doi: 10.1007/

s10648-015-9350-2.

34


http://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s10648-015-9350-2?wt_mc=internal.event.1.SEM.ArticleAuthorOnlineFirst

Pintrich, P. 2000. “Multiple goals, multiple pathways: the role of goal orientation in
self-regulated learning and achievement”. Journal of Educational Review 92:

544-555. doi: 10.1037/0022-0663.92.3.544.

Plump, C. 2010. “Dealing with problem employees: a legal guide for employers”.

Business Horizons: 53: 607-618. doi: 10.1016/j.bushor.2010.07.003.

Randolph, J. 2009. “A guide to writing the dissertation literature review”. Practical

Assessment, Research & Evaluation 14 (13): 2-13.

Rawson, K., Dunlosky, J., & Sciartellli, S. 2013. “The power of successive relearning:

improving performance on course exams and long term retention”. Educational

Psychology Review 25: 523-548. doi: 10-1007/s10648-013-9240-4.

Raymond, J., Homer, C., Smith, R. & Gray, J. 2013. “Learning through authentic
assessment. An evaluation of a new development in the undergraduate
midwifery curriculum”. Nurse Educational and Practice 13 (5): 471-476. doi:

10.1016/5.nepr.2012.10.006.

Rust, C., Price, M., & O’Donovan, B. 2003. “Improving students learning by
developing their understanding of assessment criteria and processes”.

Assessment and Evaluation in Higher Education 28 (2): 147-64.

Sambell, K., McDowell, L. and Montgomery, C. 2013. Assessment for Learning in

Higher Education. London: Routledge.

Sadler, R. 1989. “Formative assessment and the design of instructional systems”

Instructional Science 18: 119-144. doi: 10.1007/BF00117714.
35



Sadler, R. 2005. “Interpretations of criteria-based assessment and grading in higher
education” Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education, 30 (2): 175-194. doi:

10.1080/0260293042000264262.

Sadler, R. 2010. “Beyond feedback: developing student capability in complex
appraisal” Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education, 35 (5): 535-550. doi:

10.1080/02602930903541015.

Saye, J. 2013. “Authentic Pedagogy: its presence in social studies classrooms and
relationship to student performance on state-mandated tests”. Theory &

Research in Social Education 41: 89-132. doi: 10.1080/00933104.2013.756785.

Segers, M., Dochy, F., Cascallar, E. 2003. Optimising new models of assessment: in
search of qualities and standards. Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic Publishers. doi:

10.1007/0-306-48125-1.

Singh, P, Thambusamy, R. & Ramly, M. 2014. “Fit or Unfit? Perspectives of employers
and university instructors of graduates” generic skills”. Social and Behavioral

Sciences 123: 315-324. doi: 10.1016/j.sbspro.2014.01.1429

Shepard, L. (2000). Assessment in a learning culture. Educational Researcher, 29 (7),

4-14.

Swaffield, S. 2011. “Getting to the heart of authentic assessment for Learning”.
Assessment in Education: Principles, Policy and Practice. 18 (4): 433-449. doi:

10.1080/0969594X.2011.582838.

36



Swan, K., & Hofer, M. 2013. “Examining Student-Created Documentaries as a

mechanism for engaging students in authentic intellectual work”. Theory &

Research in Social Education 41: 133-175. doi:

10.108.0/00933104.2013.758018.

Tai, J., Canny, B.J., Haines, T.P. & Molloy, E.K. 2016. “The role of peer-assisted
learning in building evaluative judgement: opportunities in clinical medical
education”. Advances in Health Sci Educ 21: 659—-676.

Torrance, H. 1995. Evaluating authentic assessment. Buckingham: Open University
Press.

Vanaki, Z., & Memarian, R. 2009. “Professional Ethics: beyond the -clinical

competency”. Journal Professional Nursing 25: 285-291. doi: 10.1016/

j.profnurs.2009.01.009.

Watkins, D., Dahlin, B., & Ekholm, M. 2005. “Awareness of backwash effect of
assessment: A phenomenographic study of the views of Hong Kong and Swedish

lectures”. Instructional Science 33: 283-309. doi: 10.1007/s11251-005-3002-8.

Wiggins, G. 1990. “The case for authentic assessment”. Practical Assessment, Research

& Evaluation 2 (2): 28-37.

Wiggins, G. 1993. Assessing Student Performance. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Wiggins, G. & McTighe, J. 2006. “Examining the Teaching Life”. Educational

Leadership. 63 (6): 26-29.

37



Wiliam, D., Lee, C., Harrison, C., & Black, P. 2004. “Teachers developing assessment
for learning: impact on student achievement”. Assessment in Evaluating 11 (1):

49-65. doi: 10.1080/0969594042000208994.

Wiliam, D. (2007). “Keeping learning on track: Formative assessment and the
regulation of learning”. In Second Handbook of mathematics teaching and

learning. Greenwich, CT: Information Age.

Wu, X., Heng, M. & Wang, W. 2015. “Nursing students’ experiences with the use of
authentic assessment rubric and case approach in the clinical laboratories”.

Nurse Education Today 35: 549-555. doi: 10.1016/j.nedt.2014.12.009.

Wyatt-Smith, C. & Klenowski, V. 2012 “Explicit, latent and meta-criteria: types of
criteria at play in professional judgement practice”. Assessment in Education:

Principles, Policy and Practice, 20 (1): 35- 52.

Yorke, M. 2010. “Employability: aligning the message, the medium and academic
values”. Journal of Teaching and Learning for Graduate Employability, 1 (1):

2-12.

Yorke, M. and Knight, P.T. 2004. Embedding Employability into the Curriculum. York:

HEA.

38



