Evaluating the products of an authentic assessment task
Introduction. Authentic assessment tasks have long been recommended as valuable tools to engage and motivate students. Such tasks are valued because they represent what students wish to accomplish as professionals, positively influencing their aspirations and motivations by explicitly demonstrating relevance of assessment tasks (Herrington & Herrington, 1998; Meyers, 2009). However, given the choice available to students in completing authentic tasks and novelty of outcomes, the products of such assessment may vary in authenticity. 
Aims. This study aimed to develop a method of evaluating authenticity in student assessment products and to elucidate students’ perceptions regarding the task. 
Methods. Second year occupational therapy students were asked in a physiology course to create an information sheet for other health professionals about a disease or condition, and were awarded marks for content but not presentation. The students’ products (n=59) were later evaluated for authenticity using a novel rubric developed during this study. Students’ perceptions regarding what made their information sheet real and their approach to creating it were evaluated by qualitative content analysis. 
Results. The results demonstrate that authenticity of the information sheets was measurable and variable, with most having moderate to high authenticity. However, there was no correlation between authenticity and course grade. Students highlighted that the presentation and content of their information sheets increased its realism, and said they were influenced by a desire to provide information at a level and in a manner appropriate for their target audience. Few were deterred by the lack of presentation marks.
Discussion. When given choice, students respond by creating products that are authentic. They are strongly influenced by the defined audience, despite the challenges this poses, and exhibit professionalism through their assessment products.  
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