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Abstract. The rise of digital technology has profoundly transformed the way language skills are assessed, particularly in the 

context of online language learning. The use of educational platforms and artificial intelligence systems has made it possible 

to offer more flexible and accessible evaluation methods. However, despite these technological advances, the objectivity of 

remote assessments remains a central issue, influenced by the perception of learners and assessors. This perception, often based 

on past experiences, cognitive biases and technical considerations, can affect the confidence in the results of assessments, thus 

impacting learners' motivation and engagement. 

The evaluation of a skill is not limited to the objective measurement of knowledge or know-how. It is also a psychological and 

social process in which representations and judgments are made. According to Viau's model, an individual's perception of 

evaluation influences his or her commitment and motivation. When a learner considers an assessment to be valid and relevant, 

they are more likely to engage with it and accept the results. Conversely, if the assessment is perceived as unfair, biased or 

unreliable, he or she may reject it and adopt a posture of mistrust towards learning. This perception depends on several factors, 

including the transparency of the system, the relevance of the evaluation tasks and the clarity of the scoring criteria. 

Evaluators are not to be outdone. Their perception of the objectivity of online assessments directly influences their trust in 

digital devices. Some teachers doubt the ability of automated systems to judge language productions accurately. The lack of 

contextualization, the rigidity of correction algorithms and the difficulty of assessing nuanced discursive skills are obstacles to 

the acceptance of numerical assessments. This lack of trust can lead them to favour more traditional evaluation methods, or 

even to question the integrity of the results obtained via online platforms. 

Several factors influence the perception of the objectivity of online assessments. Among them, cognitive biases play a major 

role. The bias of technological distrust leads some users to view digital tools as inherently less reliable than human assessments. 

Confirmation bias pushes evaluators to favor results that confirm their initial expectations, to the detriment of an impartial 

evaluation. In addition, learners may fall victim to self-assessment bias, overestimating or underestimating their performance 

based on their own perception of their skills. 

The technical aspects of the assessment platforms also play a decisive role. The design of correction algorithms, error 

management, and the ability of systems to account for response variability directly influence the perception of the validity of 

assessments. A tool that systematically punishes spelling mistakes without taking into account the communicative context risks 

being considered too rigid and unsuitable for the assessment of language skills. Similarly, an unergonomic interface or poorly 

formulated instructions can generate confusion and alter the perception of the fairness of the evaluation. 

The institutional and pedagogical context is another key element. Educational policies, assessment standards and the culture of 

the institution influence how digital assessments are perceived. A system imposed without adequate pedagogical support risks 

being rejected by teachers and learners. On the other hand, a gradual and thoughtful integration, with a clear explanation of the 

objectives and evaluation criteria, promotes a better acceptance of digital tools. 

To reinforce the perception of objectivity of online assessments, several strategies can be put in place. First, it is essential to 

ensure full transparency in the evaluation criteria. Learners need to know precisely what they will be assessed on and how the 

results will be interpreted. Clarifying expectations and objectives reduces uncertainty and increases confidence in the evaluation 

process. 

Secondly, the training of teachers and learners in digital tools is a crucial lever. A lack of knowledge of the functionalities and 

limitations of platforms can lead to misunderstandings and reinforce negative biases. Raising awareness of the principles  of 
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numerical evaluation, correction algorithms and feedback methods contributes to a better appropriation of the tools and a more 

accurate perception of their effectiveness. 

Diversifying evaluation methods is also a relevant approach. Rather than being limited to automated assessments, it is 

recommended to combine different methods, including interactive assessments, peer-reviewed oral or written productions, and 

individualized interviews. This hybridization helps to alleviate doubts related to the limitations of digital systems and to ensure 

a more complete and nuanced evaluation. 

Finally, improving the ergonomics and user experience of review platforms is a factor that should not be overlooked. An 

intuitive interface, clear instructions and fluid navigation contribute to a better acceptance of digital tools. Taking into account 

user feedback to adjust and improve evaluation systems is an essential step to strengthen their credibility and effectiveness. 

In conclusion, the perception of learners and assessors plays a decisive role in the objectivity of online assessments. While 

technology now makes it possible to offer more accessible and flexible assessments, their acceptance is largely based on user 

trust. Cognitive biases, technical factors and the institutional context influence the way assessments are perceived and therefore 

their pedagogical effectiveness. To ensure reliable and valid online assessments, a holistic approach is needed, integrating 

transparency, training, diversification of assessment modalities and continuous improvement of digital tools. By taking these 

elements into account, it becomes possible to design evaluation systems that are fairer, more accepted and more adapted to the 

needs of learners and teachers. 

Keywords: Learners' perception – evaluators' perception – Objectivity of evaluation – Online assessment – Cognitive biases 

– Technological confidence 

Introduction 

The rapid evolution of educational technologies has significantly reshaped the higher education landscape, 

enabling the emergence of a wide range of online platforms, learning management systems (LMSs), and other 

digital resources aimed at enhancing teaching and learning (Allen & Seaman, 2017; Johnson et al., 2019). Over 

the past two decades, institutions have increasingly adopted virtual classrooms, discussion forums, synchronous 

and asynchronous video tools, and a variety of interactive software solutions that allow learners to participate in 

courses from virtually any location (Garrison & Kanuka, 2004; Salmon, 2000). This shift has proven particularly 

beneficial for non-traditional students, working professionals, and geographically isolated learners, as it grants 

them the flexibility to engage with course materials in ways that accommodate their schedules and personal 

commitments (Moore, 1993). 

Despite these advantages, the domain of online assessment remains complex and contested. Evaluating students’ 

knowledge, skills, and competencies at a distance requires careful consideration of reliability, validity, and 

fairness—particularly when the educator and the learner are not co-located (Rowe, 2004; Crisp, 2012). Traditional 

assessment frameworks have long relied on face-to-face interaction, proctored examinations, and immediate verbal 

or written feedback in real-time classroom settings (Boud, 2000). However, in online or blended learning contexts, 

this conventional structure is disrupted by geographic distance, asynchronous communication, and potential 

disparities in learners’ access to technology (Laurillard, 2012). As a consequence, instructors must rethink how to 

design, administer, and interpret assessments to ensure that they accurately measure the intended learning 

outcomes (Gikandi, Morrow & Davis, 2011). 

One crucial aspect of this transformation is the perceived objectivity of online assessments. Whereas objective 

assessments have traditionally been associated with standardized tests and rigorous scoring rubrics, the digital 

realm introduces new challenges. Automated grading systems, for instance, can expedite the correction of large 

numbers of submissions, reducing instructors’ workload and delivering instant feedback to learners (Johnson et 

al., 2019). Nonetheless, concerns arise around whether such algorithms can grasp the depth of learners’ reasoning, 

creativity, or the nuance of complex arguments—particularly in essay-based or portfolio tasks (Laurillard, 2012; 

Swan, 2002). Moreover, if these systems are not transparent or well-understood by participants, biases in the 

underlying data or coding may go unnoticed, potentially disadvantaging certain groups of students (Garrison & 

Kanuka, 2004). These technological constraints intertwine with pedagogical questions: how do we integrate 

higher-order thinking skills evaluation into automated or semi-automated environments, and how can instructors 

effectively validate the authenticity of learners’ work without being physically present? 

Beyond purely technical considerations, institutional cultures and stakeholder perceptions heavily influence the 

successful adoption of online assessment. Many universities have historically emphasized proctored in-person 

exams and oral defenses, championing the values of direct observation, immediate exchange, and non-verbal 
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communication cues (Johnson et al., 2019). In such contexts, the leap to digital testing is often seen as a potential 

loss of control, undermining the teacher’s central role in the evaluative process. According to Smith and Jones 

(2020), the acceptance of online assessment modalities frequently depends on the extent to which faculty and 

students trust the system’s integrity, reliability, and responsiveness. Distrust can manifest in various ways: from 

concerns over academic misconduct—where the remote environment may be seen as more conducive to cheating 

(Rowe, 2004)—to skepticism regarding the quality of automated feedback (Crisp, 2007). For students, the 

possibility that an algorithm might “misread” their work or fail to capture the full scope of their capabilities can 

generate anxiety and reduce motivation (Swan, 2002). For teachers, relinquishing a degree of evaluative authority 

to a digital platform may feel risky, especially if they are not fully confident in how the platform processes learner 

inputs (Laurillard, 2012). 

In light of these realities, the question of how learners and instructors perceive the objectivity of online assessment 

looms large. On one hand, transparent guidelines, rigorous rubrics, and consistent scoring mechanisms can foster 

trust and encourage both parties to view digital tools as allies rather than adversaries (Gikandi et al., 2011). On the 

other hand, if the rationale behind automated grading or the calibration of algorithms is unclear, mistrust can 

quickly erode the perceived fairness of the results (Crisp, 2012). Additionally, robust institutional policies that 

address technical failures, ethical misconduct, and support structures for both learners and educators are vital to 

maintaining confidence in remote evaluation systems (Johnson et al., 2019). 

Drawing on these multiple dimensions, the present article offers an in-depth inquiry into the impact of learner and 

assessor perceptions on the objectivity of online assessments. It builds on previous investigations (Smith, 2020; 

Jones, 2021; Laurillard, 2012; Johnson et al., 2019) and brings together insights from educational technology, 

assessment theory, and organizational studies. Following an overview of the conceptual framework that underpins 

this study, a comprehensive review of the relevant literature will delineate the key determinants shaping how online 

assessments are viewed by the people who design, administer, and take them. We will then detail our research 

methodology, describing the methods of data collection and analysis employed to explore these dynamics. The 

subsequent sections will present the main findings, focusing on specific factors—ranging from user familiarity 

with digital tools, to institutional support, to perceptions of algorithmic fairness—that significantly influence the 

acceptance and credibility of online assessment practices. The discussion will propose targeted strategies for 

bolstering objectivity, such as investing in faculty training, enhancing the transparency of grading mechanisms, 

and combining automated and human-driven evaluations. Finally, the conclusion will synthesize the central 

arguments, highlight the limitations of the current study, and offer directions for future research. These include 

examining the role of emerging technologies like artificial intelligence-driven analytics, as well as the potential of 

novel pedagogical models that redefine the balance between instructor oversight and learner autonomy in distance 

education contexts. 

Part 1 : Problematic and conceptual framework 

I- The question of objectivity in online assessment 

Evaluation, whether formative or certifying, is based on the idea of measuring an individual's knowledge, skills or 

abilities as accurately as possible (Boud, 2000). As Boud points out: "Evaluation must become a learning 

instrument rather than a simple tool of selection or sanction" (Boud, 2000, p. 159). In an online context, however, 

this objectivity is tested by several factors whose impact is felt both pedagogically and technically. 

1. Distance and asynchrony 

The evaluator and the learner are not in the same place or always at the same time, which can lead to a feeling of 

depersonalization of the evaluation. "Being assessed remotely can increase stress and doubt about the real value 

of the test" (Crisp, 2007, p. 31). Indeed, in a traditional classroom, the physical presence of the teacher can reassure 

and guarantee the authenticity of the assessment, while online, asynchronous learning and time zone differences 

can accentuate the perception of a lack of control for both the trainer and the learner (Rowe, 2004). 

2. Technology 

The use of digital platforms and correction algorithms can introduce biases or measurement errors that would not 

be present in a traditional assessment. The algorithm, for example, can punish formal errors (grammar, spelling) 

excessively or ignore the semantic and contextual dimension of the answer. Crisp (2012) puts forward the idea 
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that "automated correction systems, although effective for certain targeted exercises, struggle to assess discursive 

or creative skills". In addition, the technology infrastructure itself can be problematic: server failures, unstable 

internet connections, or unsuitable hardware can distort the quality of the assessment or deter users from trusting 

the device. 

3. Perception and trust 

The perception that actors (learners and evaluators) have of the reliability of the tool and the fairness of the 

assessment modality can affect their behaviour and engagement in the process (Smith, 2020; Jones, 2021). As 

Smith (2020) and Jones (2021) point out, "the credibility of a digital assessment depends above all on the mutual 

trust between the learner and the device" (Smith, 2020, p. 66). Learners, if they do not clearly perceive the 

correction criteria or if they doubt the transparency of the algorithm, risk contesting the accuracy of the grade 

obtained. Similarly, teachers may feel that they are losing control of the evaluation process if platforms excessively 

automate correction, thus creating a climate of suspicion and resistance to change (Johnson et al., 2019). As a 

result, "the implementation of educational communication and technological support becomes essential to build 

trust" (Crisp, 2012, p. 44). 

Overall, the online assessment must contend with these constraints related to distance, technology, and perception 

of reliability. Recent research suggests that objectivity in this context cannot be reduced to the precision of 

algorithms: it must be part of a global approach, integrating transparency, perceived fairness and support for the 

various actors. It is in this perspective that the analysis of cognitive biases and institutional resistances, presented 

in the following sections, will be articulated. 

II- Perception as a key variable 

Assessment, whether formative or certifying, occupies a central place in the learning path of students. However, 

its success does not depend solely on technical or methodological criteria: the perceptual dimension, in other words 

the way in which individuals (learners and teachers) perceive the reliability and legitimacy of the system, is just 

as crucial. As Viau (1994) points out, "when the learner perceives the assessment as valid and fair, he or she 

becomes more invested in it." This makes it easier for them to adhere to the objectives of the evaluation and to 

better accept the results obtained. 

In the same perspective, Bandura (1997) reminds us that "the feeling of self-efficacy is directly influenced by the 

perception of the difficulty of the task". A learner who is convinced of his or her abilities approaches the assessment 

with more confidence, while one who considers it unfair or too complex may develop a feeling of powerlessness. 

The work of Zimmerman (2000) agrees: "when assessment is considered transparent, self-regulation of learning 

is strengthened". In the long term, this perception of fairness contributes to the consolidation of trust in the school 

institution and promotes sustainable commitment. 

Perception is not just about learners. Indeed, Johnson et al. (2019) highlight that "teachers may feel that they are 

losing control of the evaluation process if the correction is too automated". This feeling of dispossession can 

generate a climate of suspicion and resistance towards technological innovation, especially if there are no clear 

guarantees as to the reliability and validity of the correction algorithms. In this context, it becomes necessary to 

reassure teachers about the pedagogical relevance of the tool and their role in maintaining a quality assessment. 

In order to overcome these reluctances, Crisp (2012, p. 44) insists on the fact that "the implementation of 

educational communication and technological support becomes essential to build trust". In other words, the success 

of the system depends largely on the clarity of the information provided: explaining the operating principles of the 

algorithms, detailing the correction criteria or offering constructive feedback are all ways to reduce doubts. In 

addition, the organization of regular exchanges and adapted training can help to create a collaborative dynamic, 

during which each stakeholder will feel legitimized and supported. 

Ultimately, perception plays a structuring role in the acceptance and appropriation of an evaluation system, digital 

or traditional. By ensuring transparency and fairness, while providing targeted pedagogical support, it becomes 

possible to consolidate the legitimacy of evaluation and encourage mutual engagement conducive to the 

achievement of learning objectives. 
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III- Proposed conceptual framework 

The present work is inspired by the model proposed by Cook and Campbell (1979), based on the theory of 

subjective perception, in order to adapt it to the specificities of online assessment. According to these authors, "the 

notion of perceived objectivity is the result of a confluence of individual, contextual and technical factors". From 

this perspective, we consider that the way in which learners and teachers perceive the reliability and legitimacy of 

an assessment system depends on a set of interrelated variables: 

Individual variables 

Previous experiences, familiarity with digital tools and cognitive biases strongly influence the perception of 

objectivity. According to Smith and Brown (2019), "when the learner has already experienced failures in a digital 

environment, he or she remains suspicious of the fairness of automated systems". In addition, the degree of mastery 

of technological skills can condition the trust that is placed in the device: the more comfortable a user feels with 

the tool, the more transparent and reliable he or she considers the procedure. 

Contextual variables 

Institutional culture, the role of evaluation in training, and pressure from administrative bodies are all factors that 

can shape perception. According to Fishbein and Ajzen (1975), "social norms and the value placed on the degree 

can reinforce expectations of reliability and justice." Thus, in an institution that values pedagogical innovation, the 

integration of online assessments will be more naturally perceived as legitimate, while a more traditional context 

could hinder the acceptance of the system. 

Technical variables 

The quality of the platform, the robustness of the algorithms and the ergonomics of the interface contribute greatly 

to the construction of the perception of objectivity. As Mishra and Koehler (2006) point out, "the adequacy 

between technology, content and pedagogy must be at the heart of the development of any digital device". 

Technical performance (processing speed, correction accuracy, ease of use) determines users' sense of control and, 

consequently, their trust. 

The interaction of these three categories of variables ultimately determines the perception of the validity, reliability 

and fairness of online assessments. When these components are aligned, learners and teachers are more likely to 

adopt buy-in behaviours: increased engagement, constructive collaboration, and acceptance of results. On the other 

hand, an imbalance can lead to mistrust or even rejection. In this sense, Smith and Brown (2019) point out that 

"when coherence between individual, institutional and technological factors is not ensured, resistance to change 

grows". 

Ultimately, this conceptual framework highlights the need for a systemic approach: to strengthen the perception 

of objectivity, it is essential to take into account all the variables related to the user, the institutional environment 

and the technical devices. In this way, the choice and implementation of an online evaluation method is more 

closely aligned with the requirements of transparency, justice and trust that constitute the basis of evaluative 

legitimacy. 

Part 2 : Literature Review 

I- Learners' perception and motivation 

Work on motivation (Viau, 1994; Bandura, 1997) remind us that the way in which an individual evaluates his or 

her own skills and the value he or she places on a task strongly condition his or her commitment. Applied to the 

digital context, this approach shows that the learner's perception of the online assessment plays a decisive role in 

his or her motivation. Thus, three main dimensions emerge to understand how this perception is constructed: 

1. Understanding the evaluation criteria 

The learner must know precisely what he or she will be assessed on (knowledge, skills, know-how) and according 

to what methods (scale, weighting, etc.). When these criteria are made explicit, he or she can feel more in control 

and grasp the logic of the evaluation. As Bandura (1997) points out, "agency develops as the individual clearly 
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perceives expectations and the means to meet them." Conversely, imprecise instructions or an opaque scale risk 

fuelling insecurity and demotivation. 

2. Trust in the platform 

Technical problems (bugs, latency, connection difficulties) or doubts about the reliability of the correction 

algorithms can erode trust in the device. If the learner feels that the platform is not robust enough or that it risks 

awarding inconsistent grades, he or she will tend to question the legitimacy of the assessment. In this perspective, 

Viau (1994) reminds us that "the feeling of competence crumbles when the learner doubts the validity of the 

evaluation context." Therefore, the designers of the platform and the teaching teams must ensure that they offer a 

stable and efficient technical environment. 

3. The feeling of control 

This dimension refers to the possibility for the learner to control the situation: access to detailed instructions for 

use, presence of responsive technical support, room for manoeuvre in the organisation of the examination, etc. The 

more he feels involved in his evaluation, the more he adopts a proactive posture. According to Smith (2020), "the 

feeling of control promotes acceptance of the device and contributes to better perseverance, even in times of 

difficulty". Clear instructions, question-and-answer spaces or the possibility of practicing beforehand (tests, 

training exercises) reinforce this impression of autonomy. 

The table below (Table 1) summarises the main factors that influence the learner's perception in the context of an 

online assessment: 

Table 1. Factors Influencing the Perception of Learners, Synthesis of Viau, 1994; Bandura, 1997; Smith, 2020 

Factor 

Clarity of the evaluation criteria

 

Description 

 Precise definition of objectives, 

scales and correction procedures 

Potential impact 

Better understanding increases 

feelings of control and limits 

feelings of injustice or insecurity 

Platform reliability 

 

Technical quality (speed, stability, 

accuracy of algorithms) and 

consistency of results 

 

A platform deemed to be failing 

leads to mistrust, demotivation or

contestation of grades 

Support and accompaniment 

 

Presence of technical and 

educational support (guides, 

tutorials, help forums, etc.) 

Good support strengthens 

autonomy, confidence and 

acceptance of the system 

Sense of control Learner's ability to easily navigate 

the platform and manage their 

evaluation (time, organization, 

etc.) 

A sense of ease and freedom 

encourages commitment and 

perseverance 

Below, a conceptual diagram (in simplified version) (Figure1) illustrates the dynamics between these different 

factors and their effects on motivation: 

Figure 1. Dynamics of perceptual factors and impact on motivation; Adapted from Cook & Campbell, 1979 and 
references cited 

Work on motivation (Viau, 1994; Bandura, 1997) remind us that the way in which an individual evaluates his or 

her own skills and the value he or she places on a task strongly condition his or her commitment. Applied to the 

digital context, this approach shows that the learner's perception of the online assessment plays a decisive role in 

his or her motivation. Thus, three main dimensions emerge to understand how this perception is constructed: 

1. Understanding the evaluation criteria  
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2. Trust in the platform 

3. The feeling of control 

In this diagram, the arrows represent the progressive influence of the factors on the overall perception of the 

assessment. The more the learner benefits from clear explanations, a reliable platform and real control, the more 

likely they will be to invest and value the evaluative experience. 

This vision underlines the idea that the learner's perception cannot be reduced to a single aspect: it is the result of 

a set of pedagogical, technical and cognitive parameters that interact to support or, on the contrary, weaken 

commitment and motivation. 

II- Evaluators' perceptions : issues and challenges 

The transition to online assessment is not only about learners: it also involves a paradigm shift for teachers and 

other assessors. Several studies have shown that the acceptance of such measures by the latter is not a given from 

the outset, and that a number of obstacles can hinder their adherence. 

1. Fear of fraud and plagiarism 

According to Rowe (2004), "the ease of access to the Internet and the proliferation of online sources have fuelled 

teachers' concerns about cheating." Indeed, the absence of direct control, particularly in remote assessment 

contexts, can raise the fear that students will resort to non-compliant practices (copying, use of automatic 

correctors, etc.). Although technical solutions (video surveillance, anti-plagiarism software) have been developed, 

uncertainty persists about their effectiveness and their ability to ensure absolute fairness. 

2. The complexity of interpreting productions 

Some teachers see automated assessment as having limitations, especially when the discipline requires creativity 

or in-depth argumentation (Johnson & Brown, 2020). Thus, "the algorithm often struggles to discern stylistic 

nuances or depth of reflection" (Johnson & Brown, 2020). This fear is reflected in a reluctance to adopt tools that 

are considered too standardized, likely to reduce the richness of written or oral production to a series of keywords 

and formulas. The dilemma is therefore between the promise of saving time (quick correction, pre-formatted 

answers) and the need to preserve a finer interpretation, specific to the teacher's subjectivity. 

3. The loss of status and pedagogical role 

According to Johnson et al. (2019), "some teachers see the automation of assessment as a form of dispossession 

of their expertise". Indeed, the evaluative act is often perceived as an extension of the act of teaching, which implies 

a nuanced assessment of the learner's skills. The introduction of online correction platforms can be seen as a 

challenge to their professional authority, or even as a risk of dehumanising the process. This feeling of insecurity 

can dampen the desire to explore digital modalities or to modify traditional evaluation practices. 

4. Lack of direct interaction 

Face-to-face assessment, especially when accompanied by an interview or exchange, often offers teachers the 

opportunity to clarify points, probe the student's real understanding or provide instant feedback. However, "the 

lack of direct interaction in online assessment is perceived as a hindrance to the quality of feedback" (Smith & 

Jones, 2021). In purely digital devices, feedback can seem colder or impersonal, and the relational dimension, 

which is crucial in learning, is potentially weakened. 

Towards a new position of the teacher 

Faced with these challenges, some authors propose to rethink the role of the teacher in the digital ecosystem. 

Rather than seeing it as a simple executor validating the scores produced by the machine, it could take on more of 

a role as a coach, or even as a "mediator of technology". This would involve: 
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• Co-construct the evaluation criteria with the learners or make them readable, in order to preserve the formative 

nature of the evaluation. 

• Analyze and interpret the data generated by the platforms (statistics, error reports, etc.) to refine the 

understanding of the student's needs and adapt the teaching accordingly. 

• Personalize feedback by leveraging digital resources, but adding a human and educational touch (detailed 

comments, targeted recommendations, etc.). 

According to Smith (2020), "the success of online assessment depends not only on the robustness of the tools, but 

also on the appropriation that teachers make of these technologies and the meaning they attribute to them". In fact, 

a device that is considered too technical or far from the realities of the classroom risks reinforcing the gap between 

theory and practice. It is therefore crucial to train and support teachers, in order to reduce resistance linked to the 

fear of losing their role or to a lack of knowledge of the real potential of online assessment. 

Ultimately, the perception of evaluators is proving to be a determining factor in the implementation of online 

evaluation. The issues at stake go far beyond simple technical considerations: they touch on the heart of teachers' 

professional identity and their relationship to pedagogy. Therefore, any reform or evolution in this area must take 

into account these legitimate fears and offer both technical and pedagogical support, guaranteeing positive and 

sustainable ownership. 

III- Cognitive biases and technological mistrust 

The adoption of digital assessments does not depend solely on technical or organizational factors, but is also shaped 

by cognitive mechanisms specific to each individual. Cognitive biases, studied in depth by Kahneman (2011), help 

explain why some learners and teachers feel reluctance, or even persistent distrust, towards technological tools. 

Three major biases can be identified in this context : 

1. Confirmation bias 

According to Kahneman (2011), "human beings tend to seek out and value information that supports their initial 

beliefs". For example, if a teacher or learner already has doubts about the reliability of digital assessments, they 

will focus more on the testimonies or incidents that support their opinion. For example, a possible autocorrect issue 

will be seen as further proof that "the algorithm is not trustworthy," while any improvements or successes of the 

tool are likely to be ignored or minimized. This bias can lead to a rapid rejection of the online modality, without 

taking into account its evolution or its real advantages. 

2. Technology distrust bias 

Beyond confirmation bias, some individuals show a predisposition to consider computer tools as too complex, 

unreliable or difficult to master. This distrust can be rooted in past negative experiences (bugs, outages, lack of 

support), but also in a cultural representation where technology is deemed dehumanizing. In the context of an 

evaluation, this bias translates into a reluctance to recognize the legitimacy of a platform or an algorithm to judge 

a learner's performance. This results in a preference for traditional methods, which are perceived as safer and more 

in line with pedagogical expectations. 

3. Self-indulgence bias 

Self-complacency is the process of attributing one's successes to one's own skills and one's failures to external 

factors. According to Smith (2020), "this bias becomes particularly visible in an online assessment context, where 

the learner may blame the digital tool or algorithm if he or she scores poorly." Conversely, a good result will be 

spontaneously interpreted as proof of its own value, without acknowledging the possible role played by the 

resources or features offered by the platform. This results in tensions regarding the validity of the device: the 

learner may feel that "the software does not know me" or that "it does not take into account my specificities", even 

though other elements may have influenced his failure. 

Consequences on adoption and trust 

These cognitive biases have a direct impact on the willingness to adopt or promote digital assessments. They can 

promote resistance to change, anxiety about new practices or the erroneous attribution of certain technical 
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problems to an alleged incompetence of the tool. From the teachers' point of view, technological distrust can be 

expressed by a refusal to give credit to automated correction platforms, deemed incapable of grasping "the subtlety 

of human thought". On the learners' side, a persistent self-complacency bias can lead to a systematic questioning 

of results, particularly in the case of disappointing formative or summative assessment. 

However, awareness of these biases is already a first step in overcoming them. By identifying the mechanisms at 

work, it becomes possible to put in place awareness-raising, training and support strategies aimed at: 

•

•

 Explain how evaluation algorithms work, in order to reduce perceived opacity and reassure about their 

reliability. 

 Provide con mprovement. textualized and personalized feedback that highlights both successes and areas for i

• Invite meta-cognitive reflection on how to perceive digital evaluation, so as to go beyond too hasty judgments 

based on personal experience or anecdotes. 

In short, understanding and managing these cognitive biases appears essential to promote the successful integration 

of online assessments. Such support and mediation work can help transform mistrust into curiosity, or even 

adherence, thus paving the way for a renewed, more flexible pedagogy that is in tune with contemporary 

technological realities. 

IV- Institutional integration 

The acceptance of online assessments does not depend solely on the will of teachers and learners, but is also shaped 

by the institutional framework that governs pedagogical practices. According to Smith & Jones (2021), "education 

policies, competency frameworks and organizational culture play a decisive role in the implementation of digital 

devices." In other words, the success of an online assessment results from an alignment between the aspirations of 

the actors in the field and the orientations defined at the level of the school, or even that of the education system. 

1. Educational policies and official guidelines 

In some institutions, the legal or regulatory framework encourages (or even requires) the use of digital platforms, 

by combining incentives or financial support. For example, "targeted subsidies make it possible to equip 

institutions with modern tools and to train staff" (Smith & Jones, 2021). Thanks to this type of system, the transition 

to online evaluation gains legitimacy and visibility: any reluctance is put into perspective by the institutional 

dynamics themselves. 

Conversely, in contexts where educational policies do not mention, or only slightly, the place of digital assessment, 

initiatives remain ad hoc and are largely based on the individual motivation of a few "pioneer" teachers. Without 

official recognition, it is often difficult for them to disseminate their practice more widely, or to obtain sufficient 

technical and financial support. The risks of stagnation or even abandonment are high. 

2. Organizational culture and pedagogical traditions 

The disciplinary tradition (dominance of oral or written assessment in person, importance of face-to-face 

interaction, etc.) strongly influences the way teachers perceive the value of an online assessment. In some fields, 

which are strongly rooted in the culture of debate or oral argumentation (e.g. humanities, law), the transition to a 

digital platform may seem counterintuitive, or even unsuitable. 

Conversely, in more technical or digital fields (IT, project management, etc.), the use of online tools is a 

continuation of professional practices. As Johnson (2020) points out, "the effectiveness of online assessment is 

most evident when it replicates authentic workplace or research situations." Thus, the alignment between the 

targeted professional culture and the evaluation methods contributes to better acceptance. 

3. The role of competency frameworks 

Official competency frameworks are another lever for integration. When they explicitly value the mastery of 

educational technologies or the ability to learn independently, they give online assessment a legitimate status that 

is consistent with the training objectives. Conversely, when the reference framework remains focused on 
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traditional approaches (e.g. memorization, strict written restitution), the numerical assessment is out of step with 

the standards in force, thus risking a lack of institutional recognition (Figure 2). 

 

 

 
 

Figure 2. The dimensions of institutional integration and their effects on acceptance; Adapted Smith & Jones, 
2021; Johnson, 2020 

1. Education policies: offer (or not) a legislative framework and institutional support for digital assessment. 

2. Organizational culture: Determines the degree of openness to pedagogical innovations and the strength of 

established traditions. 

3. Competency frameworks: guide training expectations and standards, directly influencing the legitimacy of 

digital tools. 

The table below (table 2) presents the Institutional factors and integration strategies; Summary by Adapted Smith 

& Jones; 2021, Johnson, 2020 

Table 2. Institutional factors and integration strategies; Summary by Adapted Smith & Jones; 2021, Johnson, 
2020 

Factor 

Education policies 

 

Description 

Regulatory framework and 

incentives (financial, logistical) 

for the use of digital tools 

Potential strategies 

• Advocacy with decision-making 

bodies • Communication on 

benefits (reports, case studies) 

Organizational culture 

 

 

Pedagogical traditions, evaluation 

habits (oral, written) and openness

to innovation 

• Train and raise awareness among 

 teams (workshops, seminars) • 

Gradually involve the disciplines 

Competency frameworks 

 

Official documents indicating the 

objectives and standards of the 

training 

concerned 

• Align the objectives of the 

numerical assessment with the 

required competencies • Justify the

educational relevance 

Institutional and technical 

support 

 

Support from dedicated services 

(ICT unit, innovation manager, 

etc.) 

 

• Implement ongoing support • 

Facilitate access to hardware and 

software resources 

Recognition and Appreciation 

 

Systems for rewarding or 

recognising pedagogical 

innovation 

• Highlight positive feedback • 

Establish promotion methods 

(certifications, labels) 

• Educational policies. Official guidelines (ministries, rectorates, accrediting agencies) provide a framework 

for the implementation of online assessment. A clearly established policy, with guidelines and funding, 

significantly increases the chances of success of the project. 

• Organizational culture. The pedagogical history and the collective mentality of the institution (innovative 

or conservative) condition the degree of support of teachers and learners. An action plan adapted to each 

cultural context is fundamental. 

• Competency frameworks. When explicitly mentioning the digital skills to be acquired, the frameworks 

support the legitimacy of an online assessment. This coherence between objectives and methods reinforces 

the credibility of the system. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

• Institutional and technical support. The lack of support or dedicated resources can compromise the 

initiative, even if the educational will is there. Active support makes it easier to get started with the platform 

and motivates teams to persevere. 

• Recognition and appreciation. The emphasis on "good students" (pioneering teachers and courses) 

encourages the ripple effect, while gradually normalizing online assessment as a legitimate and recognized 

practice. 
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In short, institutional integration acts as a foundation on which digital evaluation approaches are built (or hindered). 

Strategic alignment between the different levels of decision-making, the pedagogical culture of the school and the 

real needs of teachers and learners is the keystone of success. Otherwise, resistance and misunderstandings are 

likely to persist, relegating online assessment to a marginal experiment rather than a lever for large-scale 

pedagogical transformation. 

Part 3 : Methodology 

I- Research Approach 

To analyze the impact of learners' and evaluators' perceptions on the objectivity of online assessments, we opted 

for a mixed approach (Creswell, 2014) combining: 

• A quantitative survey: Aim to measure in a statistically significant way the perception factors, the trust given 

to online evaluations and the dominant cognitive biases. 

• Semi-structured interviews: To collect qualitative data on the representations, concrete experiences and 

obstacles perceived by the various actors. 

II- Data collection tools and instruments 

Online questionnaire: Developed based on the Technology Confidence Scale (Smith & Jones, 2021) and 

Technology Acceptance Theory (Davis, 1989). It includes closed-ended questions and Likert scales to measure: 

• Perception of the objectivity of online assessment 

• Satisfaction and motivation 

• Perceived barriers to using these platforms 

1. Semi-structured interview guide: Structured around the following themes 

• Experience and familiarity with online assessments 

• Perception of the strengths and weaknesses of digital devices 

• Observed or expressed cognitive biases 

• Proposal for possible improvements 

2. Sampling 

Our sample includes: 

• 200 learners from different levels of higher education (Bachelor's, Master's) in the field of humanities and 

social sciences. 

• 50 teachers/evaluators working in the same courses. 

We made sure to balance the gender split and include different degrees of experience with the online assessment 

(from novices to experienced). 
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Part 4: Results and Analysis 

I- Factors influencing learners' perception 

Quantitative data shows that around 70% of learners surveyed consider online assessment to be "overall positive", 

particularly for its flexibility and accessibility. However, 65% of them express reservations about the reliability of 

the correction algorithms. The interviews allowed us to explore this question in greater depth: most of the students 

mentioned a fear that linguistic subtleties or creativity would not be taken into account by an automated system. 

These results confirm the work of Smith (2020), who highlights the importance of transparency in the evaluation 

methodology to build trust (Table 3). 

Table 3. Summary of learners' responses on the perception of online assessment 

Factors  Percentage of positive reviews Percentage of negative reviews  

Flexible hours 85% 15% 

Accessibility (material & distance) 80% 20% 

Reliability of the correction 35% 65% 

Overall satisfaction 70% 30% 

Source: Quantitative survey (2023) 

The testimonies also show the importance of prior knowledge of the tools. Learners who have been trained on 

the assessment platform say they are more confident about the results. Conversely, the lack of training reinforces 

mistrust and feeds cognitive biases. 

II-  Factors Influencing Reviewers' Perceptions 

On the teachers' side, the question of the validity of online assessments is essential. More than 60% of the teachers 

surveyed believe that online assessment does not allow them to identify all skills, especially those requiring oral 

interaction, complex reasoning or spontaneity of response. This perception is in line with the observations of 

Johnson et al. (2019) on the difficulty of assessing discursive or interpersonal skills via an automated system. 

In addition, technological reliability is frequently highlighted. Teachers fear, for example, server failures, 

connection problems or unequal access to equipment. 45% of them consider that the institution does not offer 

sufficient technical support, which erodes their trust in the evaluation process. 

III- Impact of cognitive biases on the perception of evaluation 

The interviews revealed several cognitive biases: 

1. Confirmation bias: Teachers notice that they tend to discredit the grade obtained through the platform if it 

contradicts their first impression of the learner. 

2. Self-complacency bias: Many learners justify a poor score by a technical malfunction or a lack of relevance 

of the questions, without questioning their own performance. 

3. Technological mistrust bias: Some respondents (learners and teachers alike) expressed widespread skepticism 

towards algorithms, which they considered too "inflexible". 

These findings corroborate the analyses of Smith & Jones (2021), which suggest that cognitive biases and 

technological distrust are major barriers to the acceptance of digital assessments. 

IV- Interpretation of the results 

The overall analysis of the data collected shows that the acceptance of online evaluations is not only based on the 

technical or ergonomic attributes of the platforms: it also depends on the way in which these tools are integrated 

into the training system. In line with Johnson's (2020) observations, "the perception of objectivity is not only about 

the intrinsic quality of the tool, but also about how it is presented and explained." In other words, the support 

strategy (tutorials, workshops, feedback) plays a crucial role in building trust and reducing resistance. 
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1. The importance of pedagogical and technological support 

The data suggest that, in cases where pedagogical support (guides, clear instructions, personalized feedback) and 

technical support (online help, assistance at the time of evaluation) are well provided, the perception of the 

objectivity and legitimacy of the system improves significantly. On the other hand, a lack of explanations or a lack 

of communication accentuates cognitive biases (Kahneman, 2011): the user then tries to fill in the uncertainty by 

relying on beliefs, rumours or previous negative experiences, feeding mistrust. 

2. Role of cognitive biases in the perception of outcomes 

The cognitive biases mentioned above (confirmation bias, technological distrust bias, self-indulgence bias) find a 

particular resonance in the data collected. It is observed, for example, that: 

• Confirmation bias: Respondents who initially doubted the reliability of the online review were more likely to 

emphasize technical incidents or possible fraud, downplaying the positive aspects reported by other users. 

• Technological mistrust bias: Some participants expressed a persistent reluctance towards the digital tool, 

regardless of the results obtained or the improvements made. This phenomenon highlights the need for more 

in-depth training and transparent explanations of how the platform works. 

• Self-complacency bias: Some of the learners who scored poorly cited "an unreliability" of the online 

assessment, while those who passed mostly attributed their performance to their own skills, thus validating 

the logic of self-complacency (Smith, 2020). 

These findings confirm that the acceptance of a new evaluation practice is a complex process, in which the 

psychological dimension (beliefs, representations, previous experiences) is intertwined with the technological 

reality. 

3. Transparency and active communication 

The data also suggest that the transparency of the system has a significant impact on the perception of objectivity. 

When the evaluation criteria, how the algorithm works, or the security protocols are clearly explained, most users 

show a greater sense of trust. Otherwise, an "opacity effect" reinforces the feeling that "the tool does everything, 

all by itself", which can fuel mistrust. As Crisp (2012, p. 44) points out, "the implementation of educational 

communication and technological support is becoming essential to build trust" (Figure 3). 

 

 
 

Figure 3. Synthesis of the factors influencing the perception of objectivity; Adapted from Viau, 1994; Bandura, 
1997; Johnson, 2020 

• Quality of the tool: The robustness and ergonomics of the platform are the first step to inspiring confidence. 

• Support and support: Transparency, clarity of explanations and ongoing support limit the role of cognitive 

biases. 

• Cognitive biases: Their impact can be mitigated by targeted communication strategies and appropriate follow-

up. 

4. Prospects for improvement 

Based on these results, several courses of action emerge: 

• Reinforce information: Provide clear and accessible resources (FAQs, tutorials, webinars) to explain how 

online assessment works, including correction algorithms or security protocols. 

• Train and support: Raise awareness among both teachers and learners of the reality of cognitive biases, in 

order to help them adopt a reflective posture in the face of technology. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

• Establish feedback: Encourage feedback and the exchange of good practices to quickly identify and remedy 

weaknesses in the system. 

• Evaluate and adjust: Set up regular monitoring of uses and perceptions, through surveys, focus groups or 

interviews, in order to adjust the system as it goes. 

72             A. Oudghiri et al.

In short, the interpretation of the results clearly shows that the perception of objectivity stems from a set of 

interlocking factors: the intrinsic quality of the tool, the support put in place and the cognitive dynamics specific 

to each individual. To ensure long-term support and limit resistance, it is necessary to act coherently on these 

different levels, while relying on a participatory approach where each actor (learner, teacher, institution) can 

express his or her expectations and reservations. 

Part 5 : Discussion  

I- Towards better objectivity: Food for thought 

To strengthen the perception of objectivity and the validity of online assessments, several strategies emerge (Figure 

4): 

1. Transparency and communication 

• Explain in detail the evaluation criteria and how the algorithms work. 

• Offer immediate or quick feedback on performance to limit uncertainty. 

• Provide a specific guide or training, as suggested by Smith (2020) and Johnson (2020), to reassure both 

learners and teachers. 

2. Diversification of evaluation methods 

• Combine automated assessments (multiple-choice tests, MCQs, quick quizzes) with assessments requiring 

human intervention (written essays, oral assessments via videoconference). 

Implement peer assessment to develop students' reflective skills and strengthen mutual trust. • 

3. Training of teachers and supervisory staff 

• To offer professional development workshops to familiarize teachers with digital tools and the analytical 

potential of assessment platforms (Johnson et al., 2019). 

• Raise awareness of cognitive biases and propose strategies to limit them (Kahneman, 2011). 

4. Technical support 

• Guarantee reliable support to prevent technical problems (breakdowns, connection, bugs) from discrediting 

the entire system. 

• Develop fraud detection and prevention tools, in order to reassure teachers about the authenticity of the work. 

5. Continuous improvement 

• Regularly collect feedback from learners and teachers to identify sources of dissatisfaction or 

misunderstanding. 

• Update algorithms and interfaces based on feedback, ensuring co-creation with users (Smith & Jones, 2021). 
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Figure 4. Iterative process for improving online assessment 

II- Limits and prospects 

Like all research, this study has limitations that should be highlighted in order to limit the scope of its findings and 

pave the way for future investigations. Despite these constraints, the lessons learned offer interesting avenues for 

understanding and strengthening the perception of objectivity in online assessment. 

1. Sampling and disciplinary diversity 

One of the first limitations is the size and variety of the sample. The participating institutions do not cover all 

disciplinary sectors; However, certain pedagogical specificities can influence the way in which online assessment 

is perceived. For example, "the hard sciences may require more automated methods of correction," while "the arts 

or humanities place more emphasis on subjectivity and creativity" (Gikandi, Morrow, & Davis, 2011). It would 

therefore be relevant, in future work, to broaden the spectrum by integrating more varied fields (medicine, 

engineering, humanities, applied arts, etc.) and various institutional contexts (universities, specialized schools, 

continuing education organizations). 

2. Declarative nature of the data 

The collection methods (semi-structured interviews, online questionnaires) are based on the participants' 

declarations of their perceptions, beliefs and practice. However, this approach can generate certain biases: 

• Social desirability bias: Respondents may be tempted to give answers that are considered more acceptable or 

rewarding. 

• Memorization bias: Memories related to an evaluation situation may be partially distorted. 

• Lack of confrontation with reality: The discourses of teachers and learners do not always reflect 

practices, especially if they have not been observed in situ. 

Thus, "divergences may exist between what actors declare and what they actually do" (Kahneman, 2011). In the 

future, it would be interesting to combine declarative methods (interviews, questionnaires) with direct observations 

(analysis of platform logs, classroom observation) and objective data (results of assessments, participation rates, 

etc.) to better identify the possible gap between speech and behaviour. 
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3. Rapidly changing technological environment 

The technological context is changing very quickly. Online evaluation platforms are frequently updated, 

integrating new features or improving their ergonomics. A system that is considered not very ergonomic today 

could therefore be completely reviewed in the medium term. As a result, "the validity of conclusions about the use 

of a given technology can be rapidly eroded if the device transforms" (Smith, 2020). 

To overcome this pitfall, it is crucial to carry out longitudinal monitoring, making it possible to capture the 

evolution of perceptions and to document the real impacts of each version or improvement of the platform. In 

addition, particular attention should be paid to the interoperability of the tools (compatibility with other systems) 

and their adaptability (possibility to set up various evaluation criteria, to include personalised feedback, etc.) (Table 

4). 

Table 4. Main limitations identified and areas for improvement; Synthesis by Gikandi, Morrow & Davis, 2011; 
Smith, 2020; Kahneman, 2011 

Limit Description Prospects 

Restricted sampling 

 

Limited number of institutions and

disciplines represented 

 

 

 • Extend the study to other fields 

and contexts • Compare various 

cultural and institutional 

environments 

Declarative nature of the data 

 

Social desirability bias, gaps 

between discourse and actual 

practices 

 

• Couple declarative methods with 

direct observations • Collect 

objective quantitative data 

Rapid technological evolution 

 

Rapid obsolescence of platforms, 

transformation of functionalities 

and ergonomics 

• Implementation of longitudinal 

monitoring • Analysis of the 

adaptability and interoperability of

tools 

4. Research perspectives 

Despite these limitations, the results obtained offer promising avenues for deepening our understanding of the 

perception of objectivity in a numerical context. For example, future studies could: 

1. Explore the interactions between different cognitive biases (confirmation bias, self-indulgence, technological 

distrust), examining how they reinforce or contradict each other in real-world evaluation situations. 

2. Implement controlled experiments to measure the concrete impact of certain remediation strategies (e.g. 

training in algorithms, increased transparency in correction criteria, co-construction of evaluation grids with 

learners). 

3. To develop standardised indicators of perception of objectivity, which can be used in different disciplinary 

contexts, in order to facilitate comparison between studies and the accumulation of knowledge. 

Ultimately, these different perspectives underscore that there is still much to be discovered and analyzed to better 

understand the complexity of accepting online assessments. Taking into account cognitive biases, real practices 

and technological evolution is a dynamic field of investigation, the conclusions of which could contribute to 

improving the quality and credibility of digital assessment in increasingly diverse learning environments. 

Conclusion 

Online assessment represents a major opportunity to rethink the measurement of skills in a context of massification 

of teaching and diversification of audiences (Allen & Seaman, 2017). However, as the various analyses of the 

literature have shown (Crisp, 2012; Garrison & Kanuka, 2004), the perceived objectivity of these evaluations is 

never acquired from the outset. It depends closely on the perception that learners and evaluators have of it, which 

is built at the interface of individual factors (cognitive biases, past experiences), technical factors (quality of 

algorithms, ergonomics of the platform) and institutional factors (culture of evaluation, administrative support). 

At the individual level, for example, mistrust of digital tools can be fuelled by previous negative experiences or 
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unfounded beliefs. At the technical level, the robustness of the evaluation platforms, the transparency of their 

rating criteria and the quality of the interfacing with users are all determinants of the success of an online evaluation 

(Crisp, 2007). Finally, school policies and the culture of evaluation also weigh on the support of stakeholders: the 

presence of administrative and logistical support is an important lever for promoting the appropriation of these 

mechanisms (Rowe, 2004). 

The research of Crisp (2012), Garrison and Kanuka (2004) and Gikandi, Morrow and Davis (2011) converges to 

highlight the need for strong pedagogical support, increased transparency on the correction processes and technical 

support commensurate with the stakes. Cognitive biases (e.g. confirmation bias or technological mistrust) also 

demonstrate the importance of awareness and continuous training to minimize the influence of sometimes 

unfounded beliefs on the validity of the evaluation. It is therefore not just a question of perfecting algorithms or 

deploying high-performance platforms: the key lies in a global approach that integrates the expectations, 

representations and practices of teachers and learners (Gikandi et al., 2011). 

Ultimately, online assessment can gain in objectivity and legitimacy if it is integrated into an overall approach to 

the quality of teaching. Diversifying modalities—for example, the use of peer assessment, distance oral testing, or 

digital portfolios—can better identify the complexity of competencies and reduce reliance on a single mode of 

assessment (Swan, 2002). In addition, the complementarity of the approaches, combining automated assessments 

and human intervention for more qualitative tasks, reinforces the validity and credibility of the system (Rowe, 

2004). Finally, the continuous improvement of the tools – through the regular analysis of feedback, the testing of 

new functionalities and the evolution of the marking criteria – is essential to adapt the assessment to the needs of 

learners and teachers. 

There are many research opportunities. This will include studying the evolution of perception as digital devices 

become more sophisticated and artificial intelligence advances, particularly to analyze complex productions such 

as essays, oral speeches or research (Garrison & Kanuka, 2004). We can also imagine developing more self-

evaluation and peer evaluation approaches, which encourage metacognition and the co-construction of knowledge, 

while contributing to a more active appropriation of the evaluation process (Gikandi et al., 2011). If these lines of 

research and experimentation are carried out in concert with the actors in the field — teachers, students, 

administrative teams — online evaluation will be able to fully realize its potential for flexibility and 

personalization, while maintaining the degree of objectivity and reliability expected in the academic space. 
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Appendices (Examples of additional tables and diagrams) 

Appendix 1: Modelling Scheme for Cognitive Bias in Online Assessment 

 
 

 

Appendix 2: Example of a comparison table of evaluation platforms 

Criteria  Moodle  Blackboard Canvas  

Ergonomics  Good Average Excellent  

Correction algorithm Basic Auto-Correction Advanced AI (via 

external plugins) 

Semi-automated 

 

Immediate feedback Yes (self-corrected 

quizzes) 

No (frequent manual 

corrections) 

Yes (quiz modules and 

tests) 

License Cost Low / Open Source 

(hosting to be provided) 

High (Institutional 

License) 

 

Variable (depending on

contract and modules) 

 

Technical Support Community + official 

documentation 

Limited to hours 

(according to contract) 

24/7 (subscription 

required) 

Remarks 

• Ergonomics : Each platform offers a different interface and functionalities. Moodle, often appreciated for its 

open source side, may nevertheless require some time to adapt. Blackboard is known for its advanced features 

but is sometimes considered less intuitive. Canvas is regularly cited for its modernity and neat ergonomics. 



 

• Correction algorithm : Moodle offers auto-correction options for quizzes (MCQs, short answer 

questions), but advanced AI requires the addition of external plugins. Blackboard can integrate AI 

remediation solutions through third-party services. Canvas, on the other hand, offers semi-automated 

correction coupled with the possibility of analyzing certain open-ended or oral answers (depending on 

the modules). 

• Immediate feedback : Moodle and Canvas make it easy to set up automatic feedback during quizzes. 

Blackboard, while evolving on this point, is often associated with more manual or time-shifted feedback. 

• Licensing cost : As Moodle is open source, there is no licensing cost as such, but hosting and technical 

maintenance must be provided. Blackboard and Canvas use institutional subscription plans, which vary 

in cost depending on the options you choose and the technical support you purchase. 

• Technical support : Moodle relies on a large community of users for support and also benefits from rich 

official documentation. Blackboard offers technical support that is typically provided as part of the 

license, but sometimes limited to business hours. Canvas, depending on the subscription level, can offer 

24/7 support. 
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This table illustrates the main characteristics of each platform in terms of ergonomics, correction, feedback, cost 

and support, in order to facilitate an informed choice according to the needs and constraints of the institution. 
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