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Abstract: Authentic assessments in undergraduate STEM courses promote higher-order thinking and real-world relevance and 

are increasingly recognized for supporting student learning and inclusivity. This study examines the prevalence of authentic 

assessments– characterized by realism, cognitive challenge, and evaluative judgment– within an undergraduate natural resource 

(NR) department at a research-intensive (R1), predominantly white institution (PWI) in the United States (U.S.) Instructors of NR 

courses completed a survey to score the authenticity of their assessments, providing data on the design and implementation. 

Results revealed that while 42% of courses (n=26) met high authenticity standards, traditional exams remained dominant. Only 

four high-authenticity scoring courses used authentic assessments in place of traditional exams. These findings highlight the need 

for broader integration of authentic assessment practices to foster inclusivity and prepare students for real-world challenges. This 

manuscript also offers insights for future research and implications for faculty development, policy, and assessment practices. 

 

Keywords: Authentic Assessment; Higher Education; Inclusive Learning; Racially Marginalized Students. 
DOI: https://doi.org/10.31756/jrsmte.4111SI        

Introduction  
 

Context and Importance of Authentic Assessment in STEM 

Science, Technology, Engineering, and Mathematics (STEM) education is crucial in preparing students for real-world 

challenges upon graduation. However, traditional assessment practices—dominated by standardized and memory-

based evaluations—often fail to measure essential skills such as critical thinking, problem-solving, and application of 

knowledge in professional contexts (Biggs & Tang, 2011; Shepard, 2000). Recent educational initiatives, including 

those from the National Science Foundation (NSF), emphasize the need for equitable and inclusive approaches to 

education that better support diverse student populations (National Science Foundation, n.d.). “Authentic 

assessments”—evaluations that require students to apply their knowledge in real-world contexts, engage in higher-

order thinking, and reflect on their performance—offer a promising alternative that moves beyond memorization 

toward inclusivity (Shepard, 2000; Villarroel et al., 2017; Schultz et al., 2022). 

 

Despite growing advocacy for improved assessment practices, traditional exams remain the dominant form of 

evaluation in STEM disciplines (Schultz et al., 2022). These conventional methods often privilege students with strong 

test-taking abilities while disadvantaging those from racially marginalized (RM) backgrounds, who may face 

additional barriers in standardized testing environments (Supovitz & Brennan, 1997; Penfield & Lee, 2010). 

Assessment practices that do not account for diverse cultural and experiential knowledge can contribute to disparities 

in student performance and retention rates (Solano-Flores & Nelson-Barber, 2001). The natural resource (NR) 

discipline, in particular, has historically struggled with racial underrepresentation, and the persistence of exclusionary 

assessment practices may further limit the participation and success of RM students (Sharik et al., 2015; Polka, 2019; 

Rodriguez & Peterson, 2020).  
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Addressing the Research Gap 

While studies have explored the benefits of authentic assessment across various disciplines, limited research has 

examined its prevalence within NR programs at research-intensive (R1), predominantly white institutions (PWIs). 

Furthermore, there is a need to investigate whether instructors' perceptions of their assessments align with objective 

measures of authenticity. Understanding these dynamics is crucial for advancing inclusive assessment practices and 

fostering more equitable learning environments. 

 

This study addresses this gap by investigating the extent to which authentic assessments are implemented within an 

undergraduate NR department at an R1 PWI in the United States. Using a survey developed from Hobbins et al.'s 

(2021) rubric for authentic assessment, this research seeks to: 

1. Examine the prevalence of authentic assessments within NR courses. 

2. Compare instructor self-reported assessments with researcher-assigned authenticity scores to assess potential 

discrepancies. 

3. Highlight implications for faculty development and institutional policy to promote inclusive assessment 

practices. 

This research aims to inform the integration of authentic assessment practices in higher education, enriching the 

learning experiences of diverse student populations and ensuring that educational practices align with the evolving 

needs of students and the professional world. This study aims to address the following research question: What is the 

prevalence of authentic assessment within an undergraduate natural resource (NR) department at a research-intensive 

(R1) predominantly white institution (PWI) in the United States (U.S.)?  

 

While the resulting survey is a valuable tool, its true significance lies in what it can reveal about current assessment 

methods and how that information can be applied in research and practice. By providing educators, administrators, 

and researchers with a standardized way to evaluate assessment authenticity, this work opens the door for more 

consistent and meaningful comparisons across disciplines and institutions. This research helps lay the groundwork for 

enhancing assessment strategies to better prepare students for real-world challenges and contribute to more inclusive 

and equitable educational environments. 

 

Authentic Assessment: A Framework for Evaluation  

The essence of authentic assessment, which serves as a pedagogical framework for this study, falls within three 

overarching dimensions: realism, cognitive challenge, and evaluative judgment (Villarroel et al., 2017). Hobbins et 

al. (2021) provide a definition rooted within these three dimensions: “Authentic assessment refers to a formally 

evaluated assessment activity which engages students with problems or important questions that are relevant to 

everyday life beyond the classroom; prompts students to use higher levels of thinking to extend knowledge and 

thinking, while also providing an opportunity to enhance self-regulated learning by engaging with grading criteria and 

providing and receiving feedback” (p. 1262). 
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Realism describes the alignment of questions or tasks in the classroom with tasks one may face in one's professional 

life (Hobbins et al., 2021). This dimension is especially relevant in performance-based tasks where students 

demonstrate their knowledge in a way that represents performance found in the workplace (Villarroel et al., 2017; 

Saye, 2013; Palmer, 2004). 

 

Cognitive challenge refers to assessments requiring higher-order cognitive skills, as defined by Bloom’s taxonomy 

(Anderson et al., 2001). The transfer of knowledge necessary for cognitive challenge goes hand in hand with the 

previously mentioned dimension of realism, in that students need to be able to practice skills required of them beyond 

a traditional exam at a university. In other words, successfully memorizing information for a decontextualized exam 

does not indicate how well that same individual can utilize that knowledge when needed in the real world (Villarroel, 

2017; Bloxham & Boyd, 2007). 

 

Evaluative judgment refers to the need for students to judge the quality of their work and performance. Two ways 

exist to accomplish this (Villarroel et al., 2017; Hobbins et al., 2021). First, students should judge the quality of their 

work based on criteria (typically through provided rubrics), and second, they should provide and receive feedback on 

their work (Hobbins et al., 2021). 

 

Workforce Preparation and Student Well-Being 

The current workforce faces a significant challenge as recent graduates often lack the necessary skills and adaptability 

to meet the demands of a professional environment. Employers express concerns about graduates' problem-solving 

abilities, adaptability, and communication skills (Singh & Ramly, 2014; Villarroel et al., 2017). This issue contributes 

to heightened stress among graduates, who feel unprepared as they enter the workforce (Villarroel et al., 2017). 

Authentic assessments can help bridge this gap by aligning student learning experiences with professional expectations 

(Hobbins et al., 2021). 

 

Additionally, traditional, high-stakes assessments contribute to significant test anxiety, particularly when framed as 

evaluative tools with severe consequences (von der Embse et al., 2017). Students in high-stakes, summative courses 

often describe these exams as “weed-out” mechanisms prioritizing stress over learning (Kenyon, 2023). In contrast, 

assessments framed as “learning scenarios” or “activities” result in lower levels of test anxiety and improved 

performance (Keppell & Carless, 2006; Durning et al., 2016). For example, although presentation-based assessments 

can still induce anxiety, they provide students with valuable workplace preparation, improving confidence in 

professional communication (Jones et al., 2020). 

 

Surface learning, often involved in passing traditional assessments, is no longer helpful in a world with information a 

click away (Lynam & Cachia, 2017). Educators must prepare students to be employees who can problem-solve, make 

decisions, source credible information, communicate, and work well in a team; it is no longer enough to be 

knowledgeable in their field (Lynam & Cachia, 2017). Educators can create dynamic and engaging environments that 
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foster critical thinking, problem-solving skills, and creativity by moving away from traditional assessment practices 

and embracing authenticity in practice. 

 

Paper Structure 

This manuscript is organized to present findings on the prevalence of authentic assessments within an undergraduate 

NR department. The introduction provided background on the significance of authentic assessments in promoting 

inclusive learning. The methods section describes the survey development and implementation, detailing the process 

of gathering instructor data. The results section presents key findings on assessment practices within the department, 

followed by a discussion of these findings in the context of existing literature. Finally, the conclusion outlines the 

implications for faculty development and future research directions. 

Methods 

Study Design and Conceptual Framework  

This work is inspired by Hobbins et al. (2021), who documented authentic assessment within an undergraduate health 

science curriculum using a rubric aligned with Villarroel et al.'s (2017) core dimensions of authentic assessment. This 

study builds upon their work by transforming the rubric into a survey format tailored to systematically assess 

instructors’ assessment practices.  

 

Participant Sampling and Context 

All instructors teaching undergraduate NR courses at a R1 PWI were invited to participate (N=50). A total of 26 

instructors responded, yielding a 52% response rate. While this convenience sample limits broad generalizability, it 

offers a meaningful snapshot of departmental assessment practices. The sample size was appropriate for descriptive 

analysis of ordinal survey data, providing reliable medians, modes, and frequency distributions (Bartlett, Kotrlik, & 

Higgins, 2001; VanVoorhis & Morgan, 2007). An estimated margin of error of approximately 10% at a 95% 

confidence level further supports the reliability of the descriptive findings (Cochran, 1977). 

 

Survey Development Process 

Survey development incorporated cognitive testing and iterative refinement to ensure clarity and alignment with 

research goals (Willis & Artino, 2013). Experts in education research and faculty development reviewed early drafts, 

leading to improvements such as reordering questions, revising language for clarity, and enhancing inclusivity. 

Additional usability features, including a progress bar and navigation buttons, were added to support participant 

experience. 
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Survey Instrument Components:  

The final survey included the following sections: 

1. Consent and Course Identification: Instructors began by reviewing an informed consent statement and 

identifying the course they reported on. They were asked to complete the survey separately for each course 

they taught. 

2. Assessment Focus: Instructors were prompted to select the single assessment type most influential in 

determining final grades (e.g., midterm, final exam, project). 

3. Assessment Characteristics: 

a. Multiple-choice questions aimed to determine the dominant form(s) of participation required for the 

identified assessment (e.g., multiple choice, presentation, or essay), the cognitive skill(s) engaged 

by the assessment (e.g., memory skills, application, and/or analytical skills), and the methods of 

feedback used for the assessment.  

b. Likert-scale questions asked instructors to rate the extent to which the assessment engaged students 

with problems relevant to their future professional lives and the opportunities provided for students 

to judge their own performance. 

4. Demographic Information: Instructors reported their current position, age group, racial or ethnic background, 

and gender identity. 

5. Supporting Documentation: Instructors were given the option to upload files of their course syllabus and the 

assessment in question to provide additional context. 

 

Data Analysis 

Survey data were analyzed to determine the prevalence of authentic assessment methods within the department. Given 

the limited response rate (covering 26 out of 50 courses), there was insufficient data to perform statistical comparisons. 

Instead, descriptive statistics, including frequencies and percentages, were used to summarize key findings. 

 

The primary researcher scored each assessment based on survey responses and documents uploaded by instructors. 

This scoring process used the rubric originally by Hobbins et al. (2021), which was used in survey development. The 

researcher’s scores were necessary for standardizing the results, enabling a systematic comparison and evaluation of 

assessment practices across courses. These standardized researcher-assigned scores were analyzed descriptively to 

identify trends and patterns in authenticity across the curriculum, which are summarized in the following section. 

Results 

Before interpreting the results of this analysis, it is essential to acknowledge that the dataset's relatively small sample 

size (n=26) limits broader generalizability. Given the ordinal nature of Likert-scale data, the study reports medians, 

modes, and frequency distributions rather than means and standard deviations, ensuring appropriate treatment of 

ordinal-level data (Jamieson, 2004). While self-reported scores offer valuable insight into instructors’ perceptions of 

their assessments, they may be influenced by individual biases or varying interpretations of authenticity criteria. 

Therefore, the researcher-assigned scores, based on a standardized rubric, provide a more consistent measure of 
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authenticity and are the primary focus of analysis. Figure 2 below highlights the discrepancies between the two scores 

(self-reported by instructors and researcher-assigned). By focusing on the researcher’s scores, we aim to minimize 

subjectivity and enhance the findings' validity to reflect the authenticity level accurately. 

 

Also worth noting is a possible participation bias inherent in the dataset, as those who are particularly passionate about 

providing unique and meaningful assessments—potentially resulting in higher authenticity scores—may have been 

more likely to respond to the survey invitation. This suggests that the survey responses may disproportionately 

represent individuals already committed to authentic assessment practices. As a result, researchers may infer that the 

prevalence of such practices among those who did not participate is likely lower. 

 

Response Rate 

Out of the 50 instructors invited to participate in the survey, responses were collected for 31 courses, with 26 

responses providing sufficient information for analysis. This resulted in a response rate of 52%. Given the focus on 

descriptive rather than inferential statistics, the sample size was deemed appropriate for identifying trends in 

assessment practices within the department. 

 

Prevalence of Authentic Assessments 

A percentile-based approach was used to determine the prevalence of authentic assessments. The 75th percentile cutoff 

(scores of 9 to 12 on the 0–12 scale) was used to classify an assessment as high in authenticity, ensuring that only 

assessments meeting a substantial portion of the rubric’s criteria were categorized as authentic. The decision to use 

this cutoff also aligns with standard practices in educational assessment (Cohen, 1988; McMillan &Foley, 2011), 

where scores in the top quartile are often associated with high levels of achievement or quality. 

 

Among the 26 responses included in the analysis, 42.3% (n=11) of assessments fell within the high authenticity range 

(refer to Figure 3). Despite these scores, traditional exams remained the predominant assessment type. Among the 11 

high-authenticity courses, only four replaced traditional exams with authentic assessments, as evidenced by the 

instructors’ uploaded syllabi. The remaining seven required students to also take traditional assessments.  

 

Descriptive Statistics 

The researcher-assigned scores were analyzed using appropriate measures for ordinal data (see Table 1). The median 

score of 8.0 and mode of 9.0 suggest that many courses incorporated some degree of authentic assessment, though 

variability remained high. While most scores aligned between self-reported and researcher-assigned scores, there were 

notable instances where the researcher’s assessment was more critical, leading to lower scores, with only two instances 

of the researcher-assigned score being higher than self-reported scores (refer to Figure 2).  

 

Demographic Trends 

The dataset includes five distinct age groups: "25-34”, “35-44”, “45-54”, “55-64”, and “65 or older”. The most 

common age group is "35-44," with 12 respondents. In terms of racial and ethnic background, five were identified: 
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"White," "Prefer not to say," "Hispanic or Latino," "Hispanic or Latino & White," and "Asian." The majority of 

participants identified as "White" (20 out of 26). Additionally, most respondents self-identified as male (18 out of 26), 

while the other eight self-identified as female. 

 

Table 1 

Summary of Descriptive Statistics for Researcher-Assigned Assessment Scores 

 

Statistic Score 

Median 8.0 

Mode 9.0 

Minimum 0.0 

Maximum 11.0 

 

Figure 2 

Discrepancies between researcher-assigned and instructor-reported scores highlight tendencies to over- or under-

report authenticity 

 
Note: This scatter plot shows the frequency of discrepancies between researcher-assigned and instructors’ self-

reported authenticity scores. The x-axis represents the difference in points between the two scores, while the y-axis 

shows how often each discrepancy occurred. 
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Figure 3 

Distribution of Instructor Self-Reported and Researcher-Assigned Authenticity Scores

 
Note: This bar chart compares the frequency distribution of authenticity scores as reported by instructors (blue bars) 

and as assigned by researchers (yellow bars). The 75th percentile cutoff is indicated by the dashed red line at a score 

of 9. Scores ranging from 9 to 12 are considered “authentic,” with these assessments being categorized as such based 

on their evaluation scores. 

 

Gender-Based Discrepancies in Scoring 

Over-reporting authenticity was observed in four male instructors and three female instructors. Under-reporting 

authenticity was less common, with only one male and one female instructor reporting scores lower than those 

assigned by the primary researcher. Although these discrepancies are not directly related to the primary research 

question, they are crucial to recognize as they highlight the potential for over- or under-reporting tendencies in self-

reported data. This calls for the development of survey instruments that can mitigate bias and capture more accurate 

self-assessments. 

Discussion 

Limitations 

While this study provides important insights into assessment practices within an NR department, several limitations 

must be considered. First, the relatively small sample size (n=26) and the study’s confinement to a single department 

at an R1 and PWI limit the generalizability of the findings. Departmental culture, including attitudes toward 

assessment, diversity initiatives, and instructional support, likely influenced the prevalence of authentic assessments 

observed and may differ significantly across institutions or disciplines. It’s also possible that the dataset only partially 

captures the diversity of assessment practices across the entire department, especially since participants who are more 

engaged with authentic assessment may have been more likely to respond, introducing potential participation bias. 

Additionally, while the majority of female instructors in the department responded to the survey (8 out of 12), the 

overall gender imbalance in the department’s faculty (12 female, 23 male) limited our ability to draw meaningful 

conclusions about gender-based differences in assessment practices. 
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This study relied on Likert-scale responses representing ordinal, not continuous data. While many studies treat Likert-

scale responses as interval data, doing so assumes equal distances between response options, which is not always valid 

(Jamieson, 2004). We addressed this by using median, mode, and categorical groupings rather than mean and standard 

deviation. These methods limit the depth of insight into experiences with authentic assessments. Qualitative data, such 

as interviews or focus groups, could provide a deeper understanding of the challenges and successes in implementing 

these practices. 

 

Standardized, researcher-assigned scores may introduce subjectivity due to the limitations of the survey design. The 

survey's structure may have prevented participants from providing the detail necessary for a fully accurate assessment, 

potentially affecting the researcher-assigned scores. As a result, the rubric-based scores assigned by researchers to the 

instructors’ descriptions of assessments may have led to under- or over-estimating certain assessments' authenticity. 

While the survey was developed based on an established rubric, it may have limitations in fully capturing the 

complexity of assessments. Some nuances of assessment design and implementation may not be easily conveyed 

through the survey’s multiple-choice and Likert-scale questions, further limiting the depth of the findings. 

 

During the analysis of the survey responses, it was observed that for the two evaluative judgment questions—namely, 

"What opportunities do you provide for students to judge their own performance on your assessment?" and "What 

forms of feedback do you provide to students for this assessment?"—the researcher-assigned scores were often 

consistent with the self-reported scores. This consistency arose primarily due to the researchers’ reliance on available 

survey data and uploaded documents to verify the accuracy of the instructors’ responses. Given the subjective nature 

of these questions and the limited detail in the survey responses, it was challenging to assign an objective score that 

may have differed from an instructor’s assessment. Any significant deviation would require more robust evidence or 

more transparent documentation than available. 

 

Persistence of Traditional Exams 

This study highlights a persistent gap between authentic assessment design and implementation, particularly the 

continued dominance of traditional exams. Using a percentile-based cutoff to define "authentic" assessments 

effectively identified courses that met a high standard of assessment authenticity. Even among courses with high 

authenticity scores, most still incorporated traditional exams alongside more authentic methods. This finding 

highlights a disconnect—while many assessments were designed with authentic elements, traditional exams continue 

to dominate, suggesting that a total shift away from conventional assessment methods has not yet been realized. This 

illustrates the ongoing challenge of integrating authentic assessments as the primary evaluative tools in higher 

education. 
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Conclusions and Implications 

This study examined the prevalence of authentic assessments within an NR department at an R1 and PWI. By 

leveraging a survey developed from the Hobbins et al. (2021) rubric, this research provides insights into whether 

authentic assessment practices are being adopted and where traditional assessments still dominate. Approximately 

42.3% of the assessments analyzed met high standards of authenticity. However, many of these courses still relied on 

traditional exams, illustrating a gap between authentic assessment design and implementation in place of traditional 

methods. This research emphasizes the need for a deeper integration of authentic assessments in higher education, as 

such assessments foster more inclusive and equitable learning environments and better prepare students for real-world 

challenges. 

The survey tool uncovers the current assessment practices and offers a foundation for improving future assessments 

across institutions. By consistently measuring assessment authenticity, educational institutions can make informed 

decisions, enhance curriculum development, and better support instructors in transitioning to more meaningful, 

student-centered assessment methods. 

 

Implications for Theory, Practice, and Policy 

The findings from this study suggest that while there is a growing emphasis on authentic assessments in higher 

education, the persistence of traditional assessment methods indicates a potential disconnect between theory and 

practice. From a theoretical perspective, this highlights the need to better understand the factors supporting or 

hindering the adoption of authentic assessments. From a practical perspective, educational institutions may need to 

provide more support and resources to instructors to help them transition from traditional exams to more authentic 

assessment methods. For instance, resources such as the Authentic Assessment Toolbox (Mueller, n.d.) or the 

University of Illinois Center for the Advancement of Teaching Excellence (Messier, 2022) provide practical guidance 

and examples of authentic assessments across disciplines. 

 

Institutional and department support in the form of tenure, promotion, and retention guidelines would also be 

beneficial. Policymakers should consider developing guidelines or incentives to encourage the broader use of authentic 

assessments, potentially leading to more meaningful and applicable student learning experiences. 

 

The implications of these findings are also significant for RM students. Given that traditional assessments have been 

shown to disproportionately disadvantage RM students (Supovitz & Brennan, 1997), the continued reliance on these 

methods may perpetuate existing inequities in educational spaces. Authentic assessments, which often allow for more 

culturally relevant and inclusive tasks (Penfield & Lee, 2010), offer a pathway to mitigate these disparities by 

providing RM students with more opportunities to succeed and demonstrate their competencies in ways that resonate 

with their lived experiences. By offering this flexibility in how students engage with course material, they can draw 

on their various cultural capitals. This aligns with frameworks like Community Cultural Wealth (Yosso, 2005), 

highlighting the strengths RM students bring to academic spaces. By validating and integrating these forms of cultural 
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capital into assessment, authentic assessments not only foster academic success but also promote students' confidence 

and agency. When RM students are empowered to use their unique perspectives and skills, they counteract the deficit 

model that often frames their academic performance in traditional assessments (Yosso, 2005). By adopting these 

practices more widely, institutions can help close the achievement gaps that persist for RM students and contribute to 

more equitable educational outcomes across diverse student populations. 

 

Future Research 

Building on the findings of this study, future research will involve student interviews and the application of a novel 

framework in STEM courses, aiming to explore the intersection of authentic assessment, racial equity, and student 

learning experiences. This work aims to deepen our understanding of how authentic assessments can help reduce 

academic disparities between racially marginalized (RM) students and their peers (Supovitz & Brennan, 1997). 

Incorporating student voices will also allow for triangulation of the current study’s findings on assessment prevalence, 

offering a more comprehensive understanding of assessment dynamics from both instructor and student perspectives. 

 

Other avenues could involve a more in-depth investigation into the barriers preventing the widespread adoption of 

authentic assessments despite their recognized value. Qualitative studies could provide insights into faculty challenges 

and the support they need to implement these practices effectively. Research could explore students' perspectives on 

authentic assessments, examining their experiences, perceptions, and concerns. Given that assessments reflect what 

instructors value (Kenyon, 2023), future research could explore understanding how students engage with authentic 

assessments and their impact on student motivation and learning to provide insights for refining assessment practices 

which help students build connections between what they are learning and what they will need to know in the future. 

Further research could also examine the impact of authentic assessments on student learning outcomes, comparing 

them to traditional exams to evaluate their effectiveness in promoting deeper learning and critical thinking skills. 

Finally, longitudinal studies could track the adoption of authentic assessments over time, assessing whether 

educational policies or interventions influence their uptake across different institutions. 
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Appendix- Authentic Assessment Survey 

 
Welcome to the assessment survey!  

 

We want to assure you that your responses will be kept confidential. This data will be used solely for research 

purposes and will not be shared in a way that could personally identify you. 

 

If you have received a recruitment email mentioning multiple courses, we kindly ask that you complete the survey 

separately for each course. Don't worry, there will be a question to identify the course each time. Your feedback for 

https://doi.org/10.1002/TEA.1018


276 | M A R S H ,  H A G A N  &  B E N S O N  

 

each course is greatly appreciated! 

 

There are a few things we'd like you to keep in mind while taking this survey: 

 

1. We ask that you consider the single assessment type that carries the most weight in determining a student's overall 

grade in your course. This may be a midterm, final exam, or project. 

 

2. Please evaluate and provide responses specifically related to the chosen assessment only. Avoid generalizing your 

responses to include other assessments or aspects of the class. 

 

3. Please respond honestly, there are no right or wrong answers here. It may be helpful to have your assessment 

and syllabus file open while taking this survey. 

 

Your feedback is valuable and we are very thankful for your time in taking this survey!  

  

Q1 Please enter your first and last name.  

 

(Note: This information will only be used to identify who has not yet responded. All survey results will be de-

identified and analyzed in an aggregated manner to ensure confidentiality.) 

 

________________________________________________________________ 

  

  

Q2 Please select the course code for which you will be taking this survey:  

 

Q3 You selected 'other course not listed here'. Please enter the course code and name for which you are taking this 

survey: 

 

 

  Approximately how many students are typically enrolled in this course? 

  

  

Q4 Per the instructions, now is the time to identify the single assessment type that carries the most weight in 

determining a student's overall grade in your course.  

 

This assessment is considered this course's_______.  

o Midterm Exam (1) 
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o Final Exam (2) 

o Project (4) 

o Other (Please specify) (3) __________________________________________________ 

  

 Q5 _______% of a student's final grade comes from this assessment type. 

(Please enter a number between 1 and 100.) 

  

Q6 What are the dominant forms of participation that are required for this assessment type? (Please select up to two) 

▢  Multiple Choice (1) 

▢  Matching (2) 

▢  Fill-in-the-blank/Short answer (3) 

▢  Presentation (4) 

▢  Essay (5) 

▢  Other (please describe) (6) __________________________________________________ 

  

Q7 To what extent does this assessment engage students with problems that are relevant to their future professional 

life beyond the classroom? 

o Minimally; a gap remains between classroom and real-world context (1) 

o Moderately; it begins to bridge the gap between classroom and real-world context (2) 

o Highly; it bridges the gap between classroom and real-world context (3) 

 

Q8 What cognitive skills does this assessment require students to utilize? 

▢  Memory Skills: students identify and/or provide info or facts; recognition or understanding (associated 

verbs: identify, describe, summarize, define, recount, explain) (1) 

▢  Application and Analytical Skills: requires the unpacking and organization of information in multiple 

sources, types or relationships; requires a response to a hypothetical situation (associated verbs: compare /contrast, 

relate, interpret, integrate) (2) 

▢  Transfer skills: requires students to design or put elements together to form a coherent whole and/or make 

an original product (associated verbs: judge, decide, critique, suggest, design, create, innovate). (3) 

 

Q9 What opportunities do you provide for students to judge their own performance on your assessment? 

o Students are provided with criteria published to Canvas AND latent criteria prior to taking the assessment (e.g., a 

follow-up to initial instructions via discussion or email, graded exemplars, or assessment criteria that are co-created 

with students). (2) 
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o Latent criteria are not only provided and published to Canvas prior to taking the assessment but students are 

engaged with such criteria pre- &/or post-completion. (e.g., critiques/critical reflections, self and/or peer assessment 

using those criteria) (3) 

o Students are provided with explicit criteria published on Canvas prior to taking the assessment. (e.g., instructions, 

rubric, grading scheme) (1) 

o No opportunities are provided for students to judge their own performance. (0) 

Q10 What forms of feedback do you provide to students for this assessment? 

o Students are only given a grade (0) 

o Content-specific feedback and/or a grade is provided. (1) 

o Content-specific feedback AND generic skill (communication, leadership, integrity, creativity, attention to detail, 

etc.) feedback are provided. (2) 

o Content-specific feedback AND generic skill feedback are provided in response to multiple iterations of a similar 

assignment (whether graded or ungraded) (i.e., drafts, practice tasks.) (3) 

  

Q11 Please upload a copy of the syllabus for the course.  

(Note: PDF, DOC, or DOCX file type preferred) 

  

Q12 Please upload a copy of the assessment for which you've taken this survey (PDF, DOC, or DOCX file types 

preferred).  

Should you need to upload multiple files, you can create a single PDF or upload a compressed .zip file with all 

attachments.  

 

(Note: We prioritize the integrity of your assessment and preventing any cheating or unauthorized access. Your file 

will be securely stored in a password-protected Box account with limited access. Your test materials will remain 

confidential and inaccessible to unauthorized parties.) 

  

Q13 Please indicate your current position at the university: 

o Professor (1) 

o Associate Professor (2) 

o Assistant Professor (3) 

o Senior Lecturer (7) 

o Principal Lecturer (8) 

o Lecturer (4) 

o Adjunct faculty (5) 

o Other (please specify) (6) __________________________________________________ 

  

Q14 What is your age group? 
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o 25-34 (1) 

o 35-44 (2) 

o 45-54 (3) 

o 55-64 (4) 

o 65 or older (5) 

o Prefer not to say (6) 

Q15 What is your racial or ethnic background? (Please select all that apply.) 

▢  American Indian or Alaska Native (1) 

▢  Asian (2) 

▢  Black or African American (3) 

▢  Hispanic or Latino (4) 

▢  Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander (5) 

▢  White (6) 

▢  Prefer not to say (8) 

▢  Other (please specify) (7) __________________________________________________ 

  

Q16 What is your gender identity? (Please select all that apply.) 

▢  Male (1) 

▢  Female (2) 

▢  Non-binary (3) 

▢  Genderqueer (4) 

▢  Transgender (5) 

▢  Gender non-conforming (6) 

▢  Prefer not to say (7) 

▢  I use a different term (please specify) (8) __________________________________________________ 

  

Q17 Many of your recruitment emails request that you take this survey for more than one course. Would you like 

to submit another response now?  

o Sure! Submit and start the survey over for a different course. (1) 

o I will take it again later through the original link. (2) 

o N/A- I only need to take it for one course. (3)
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