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Abstract

This study explores Hong Kong higher education students’ perceptions of E-assessment systems, focusing on
factors shaping acceptance of E-examinations over traditional formats. Quantitative analysis of 107 respondents
reveals significant positive correlations between diverse pre-exam guidance (e.g., tutorials) and key system
features (e.g., usability, user friendly), and between these features and effective E-examination feedback (e.g.,
instants feedback) and identity monitoring techniques (e.g., webcam surveillance). E-examinations’ advantages
also correlate with enhanced monitoring identity. Prior experience boosts guidance value. These findings urge
institutions to refine E-assessment with robust guidance, intuitive design, and reliable monitoring to enhance
engagement, integrity, and satisfaction. Limited sample diversity suggests broader demographic studies. Results
inform E-assessment optimization across contexts.

Keywords: E-assessment; Importance of diverse guidance; Key E-assessment system features; E-exams versus
traditional exams; E-exam feedback; Monitoring techniques.

1. Introduction

Educational assessment has dramatically evolved from traditional pen-and-paper methods to technology-driven
approaches, thanks to advancements in digital technology. This shift has led to more dynamic and interactive
assessment formats. As institutions increasingly adopt e-assessment systems, it is essential to understand their
impact on student engagement and learning. Technology integration allows for rapid, automated results and
immediate feedback, significantly enhancing the evaluation process (Kiryakova, 2021).

Numerous studies have explored students' perceptions of E-assessment, highlighting a range of insights and
experiences (Crisp et al., 2016; lahad et al., 2004; Khan et al., 2021; Kumar & Owston, 2015; Kundu & Bej, 2021;
Kiryakova, 2021; Pham, 2022; Rostaminezhad, 2019). However, there is a notable gap in research regarding Hong
Kong higher education students' perceptions of e-assessment systems. Given that the e-learning landscape has
changed significantly over the past decade, it is essential to conduct a study on E-assessment in today's higher
education context.The research will address the following questions:

1. How do demographic differences and personal characteristics, such as university or institution, major, year of
study, and prior experience, affect students' perceptions of E-assessment in higher education?

2. What are the students’ perceptions regarding the importance of providing various types of guidance before E-
examinations?

3. What are the students’ perceptions regarding the essential features of an effective E-assessment system?

4. What are the students’ perceptions regarding the feedback students prefer to receive from E-examinations?

5. What are the students’ perceptions regarding E-examinations compare to traditional examinations?

6. What are the students’ perceptions regarding techniques used for monitoring and verifying identity during E-

examinations?
7. What are the students’ perceptions regarding the idea of E-examinations becoming a standard format in higher
education, and what features do they feel are missing from current E-assessment systems?

To narrow the research's focus, the study will also compare perceptions based on various factors, such as
differences between fields of study(Major), year of study, and prior experience with e-assessments. This focused

strategy will offer helpful insights into how these factors influence the way students view e-assessment systems.

2. Literature
2.1 Definition and Purpose of Educational Assessment
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Educational assessment systematically collects data on students’ knowledge, skills, and attitudes to enhance
teaching and learning by evaluating instructional methods, identifying program weaknesses, and monitoring
progress (Institute of Education Sciences, 2023). By analyzing student performance data, educators can evaluate
how effectively their teaching methods meet set learning goals, enabling continuous improvement and tailored
education for students. (Baleni, Z., 2015; Owan, V. et al., 2023; Osiesi, M., 2020; Hernandez, R., 2012).
Assessments engage students by fostering ownership, encouraging goal-setting, and promoting active
participation, while regular feedback highlights strengths and areas for improvement, boosting confidence and
enriching the learning experience (Amangeldina, G. & Dudovich, D., 2022; Magdalena, . et al., 2023; Osiesi, M.,
2020; Hernandez, R., 2012; Zhou, M., 2023).

Technology enhances assessments with engaging tools like online quizzes, simulations, and multimedia
presentations, providing immediate feedback that allows students to adjust their learning strategies in real time
(Rostaminezhad, 2019; Pham, 2022; Duterte, J., 2024; Ejjami, R., 2024). Formative assessments, integrated
throughout the learning process, enable teachers to adapt their methods to meet diverse student needs, as Sadler,
D. (1989) emphasizes. This shift transforms assessments into dynamic tools for improving teaching and creating
responsive learning environments (Sortwell, A. et al., 2024; Lee, H. et al., 2020).

2.2 Types of Assessments

Various assessments are used to achieve educational goals, each serving distinct purposes in the learning process.
1. Diagnostic Assessments

Diagnostic assessments identify students' existing skills and areas of need before teaching starts (Fan, T. et al.,
2021).

2. Formative Assessments

Ongoing feedback from these assessments helps teachers and students adjust learning strategies in real-time
(Cafiadas, L., 2021; Lee, H. et al., 2020).

3. Interim Assessments

Interim assessments track student progress and inform teaching adjustments throughout the year (Wang, C., 2021;
Perie, M. et al., 2009).

4. Summative Assessments

These final evaluations assess students' overall achievement and mastery of course objectives at the end of a term
(Kibble, J., 2017; Kusumoriny, L., 2024).

Assessments serve distinct purposes for various stakeholders in education (Bulut, O. et al., 2024; Kusumoriny, L.,
2024; Sri, S. et al., 2024). Students gain insights into their learning progress, identifying strengths and areas for
improvement, which helps them make informed decisions about their learning plans (Bulut, O. et al., 2024;
Kusumoriny, L., 2024; Sri, S. et al., 2024; Ifenthaler, D. et al., 2022; Harris, L. et al., 2022; Shin, N. et al., 2010).
Educators use assessments to evaluate group and individual needs, adapt teaching strategies, and provide targeted
support, fostering deeper learning (Kusumoriny, L., 2024; Constantinou, P., 2017; Graue, M., 1993).

Administrators leverage assessment data to evaluate instructional programs, allocate resources, and align school
plans with student needs (Sievertsen, H., 2022; Omoeva, C. et al., 2021). At the state level, assessments measure
the effectiveness of interventions and ensure students meet standards in key subjects like mathematics and literacy
(Goertz, M., & Dufty, M., 2001; Institute of Education Sciences, 2023). A balanced assessment system enhances
student learning and refines teaching practices (Turdieva, R., 2024; Kusumoriny, L., 2024; Din, A. et al., 2023;
Muhammad, I. et al., 2024).

2.3 E-assessment: Definition and Characteristics

E-assessment refers to any type of assessment that is constructed, delivered, and marked using technology,
typically through a tailor-made assessment platform. E-assessment encompasses a wide range of practices that
integrate technology into various stages of the assessing process, from creation to delivery, marking, and feedback
(Jordan, S., 2013; Mo, D. et al., 2022; Kundu, A. & Bej, T., 2021). In the majority of cases, E-assessment is the
complete end-to-end process on a computer or digital device, but it may also be used to refer to some components,
such as on-screen marking or test construction (Gibson, 2020).

E-assessment has also been referred to traditionally as computer-based testing, online assessment, or computer-
based assessment, and the phrases are interchanged (Heil, J. & Ifenthaler, D., 2023). The E-assessment can be
utilized both for summative and formative assessments, and therefore an effective tool for educational institutions
(Mate, K. & Weidenhofer, J., 2022). Formative e-assessments provide ongoing feedback during the learning
process, enabling students and educators to make timely adjustments, while summative e-assessments evaluate
student learning at the conclusion of an instructional unit (Serutla, L. et al., 2024).
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One significant aspect of e-assessment is its distinction from traditional assessment methods, such as pen-and-
paper tests. While both approaches aim to evaluate learning outcomes, the implementation differs significantly. In
e-assessment, technology facilitates not only the delivery of assessments but also the collection and analysis of
data, allowing for innovative question formats and immediate feedback (Heil, J. & Ifenthaler, D., 2023). This shift
in methodology can enhance the overall assessment experience for both students and educators (Mate, K. &
Weidenhofer, J., 2022).

E-assessment offers several key characteristics that enhance the assessment experience. Firstly, it provides
immediate feedback to students, helping them understand their performance in real-time (Heil, J. & Ifenthaler, D.,
2023; Mate, K. & Weidenhofer, J., 2022). This prompt feedback loop encourages reflection and allows learners to
make necessary adjustments to their study strategies. Additionally, e-assessment facilitates efficient data collection
and analysis, providing educators with valuable insights into student performance trends and learning outcomes
(Heil, J. & Ifenthaler, D., 2023; Mate, K. & Weidenhofer, J., 2022).

Another important aspect of e-assessment is its scalability (Isaias, P. et al., 2023; Isaias, P. et al., 2024). Educational
institutions can administer assessments to large groups of students simultaneously, streamlining logistics and
resource management (Heil, J. & Ifenthaler, D., 2023; Ristov, S. et al., 2014; Masagazi, J. et al., 2024). E-
assessment platforms often support diverse question formats, including multiple-choice, short-answer, and essay
questions, which cater to various learning styles and assessment objectives (Isaias, P. et al., 2023; Isaias, P. et al.,
2024).

Moreover, e-assessment enhances accessibility for students with disabilities or those requiring accommodations.
Many platforms offer features such as text-to-speech, adjustable font sizes, and alternative input methods, ensuring
equitable access to assessment opportunities (Kumar, K. & Owston, R., 2015; Mate, K., & Weidenhofer, J., 2022).
Security is another significant advantage of e-assessment. With content stored digitally, the risk of loss is minimal,
and access can be controlled through measures such as two-factor authentication (Alnasser, F. & Elrashidi, A.,
2023; Ubah, A. et al., 2022). The ability to randomize assessment content further decreases the potential for
cheating, as each student can receive different questions or variations of the same test (Miguel, J. et al, 2015;
Kiippers, B. et al., 2020). E-assessments are usually conducted in a locked-down environment, where all other
functionalities on the computer, including internet access, are disabled during the assessment (Gibson, 2020;
Kiippers, B. et al., 2020; Keykha, A. et al., 2025).

2.4 E-assessment format and examples

E-assessment offers diverse formats ideal for online platforms, providing benefits like automated grading and
instant feedback (Heil & Ifenthaler, 2023; Karunarathne & Wijewardene, 2021; Baleni, 2015). These include
matching exercises, fill-in-the-gap tasks, and interactive elements like drag-and-drop or simulations (Mate &
Weidenhofer, 2022; Heil, J. & Ifenthaler, D., 2023; Crisp et al., 2016). Traditional assessments, such as essays,
case studies, and discussion forums, can be adapted online to assess skills like communication and teamwork
(Bayne et al., 2022; Gunning & Collins, 2018). Live or recorded presentations further enhance engagement and
support varied learning styles, fostering active learning and collaboration (Mate & Weidenhofer, 2022; Hughes et
al., 2024; Chen et al., 2022; Hulton & Gapper, 2020).

2.5 Development of Hypothesis

2.5.1 Prior experience in E-assessment

Students with prior experience in E-assessment may affect their perspectives on the E-assessment system and E-
examinations. Research indicates that these students place a high value on institutional support (Khan et al., 2021).
Their familiarity with the challenges of E-examinations leads them to appreciate guidance even more. Moreover,
students have positive perceptions of specific features like webcam proctoring and digital interfaces for answering
questions when they become more familiar with E-examinations (Dominguez-Figaredo & Gil-Jaurena, 2024). This
suggests that prior experience with e-assessment systems significantly influences students' views on these key
features which enhance their comfort and satisfaction with the system's functionalities. Furthermore, students with
prior E-assessment experience tend to have a positive overall perception of E-examinations, with a specific
appreciation for immediate feedback and efficient processes (Khan et al., 2021). However, while they often feel
less stressed and find E-examinations reliable, these positive perceptions can vary across different groups (Afacan
Adanuir et al., 2020). Thus, prior experience is essential to become an indicator for analysis in understanding student
attitudes toward E-assessment. Therefore, I hypothesize:

H1: Students with prior experience in E-assessment have a greater understanding of the importance of diverse
guidance before E-examinations.

H2: Students with prior experience in E-assessment hold a more positive perspective on the key features of the
E-assessment system.
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H3: Students with prior experience in E-assessment have a favorable view of the feedback provided during E-
examinations.

HA4: Prior experience with E-assessment influences students' perspectives on E-examinations compared to
traditional examinations.

HS5: Students with prior experience in E-assessment view monitoring techniques during E-examinations
positively.

2.5.2 Major Difference in E-assessment

Each academic major has its own specific learning outcomes, which are tailored to the unique requirements and
goals of the discipline. As a result, E-assessment methods may not be equally suitable for all majors. According
to Saha, D., Das, S., and Acharjee, D. (2023), E-examinations may be particularly challenging for majors that
emphasize practical skills and hands-on learning experiences. In these fields, such as engineering, medicine, or the
arts, the reliance on E-assessment formats may limit the effectiveness of evaluating students' true competencies.
Furthermore, it is likely that the administrative tools used in e-assessments will not be that good in showing
students' real practical abilities, which, in the end, can affect the completeness of the assessment. Therefore, it is
essential to analyze the differences in majors to determine how they affect Hong Kong students' perspectives on
E-assessment. Thus, [ hypothesize:

H6: Students from different Majors perceive the Identity Monitoring Techniques in E-Examinations
differently.

2.5.3 Study Year Difference in E-assessment

Students from different academic years may have different points of view about E-assessment. According to Khan
etal. (2021), early-year students tend to focus on monitoring issues, while later-year students prioritize practicality.
Early-year students may resist monitoring due to a lack of familiarity, whereas later-year students embrace it for
its efficiency. Similarly, Iahad et al. (2004) suggest that students in later years generally have a more positive
perspective on E-examinations feedback, which can also extend to their views on monitoring. Therefore, it is
essential to analyze the differences in study years to determine how they affect Hong Kong students' perspectives
on E-assessment. Thus, I hypothesize:

H7: Students from different Study Year perceive E-Examinations Feedback differently.

HS8: Students from different Study Year perceive Identity Monitoring Techniques in E-Examinations differently.

2.5.4 Diverse Guidance before E-examinations and Key Features of E-assessment system

The study demonstrates a positive relationship between the importance of diverse guidance before E-exams and
the key features of E-assessment systems (Mo, Tang, Wu, & Tang, 2022). This relationship exists because
guidance reduces uncertainty, develops skills, facilitates adaptation to new technology, and aligns with the digital
context. Thus, I hypothesize:

HY: There is a positive relationship between Diverse Guidance and Key Features

2.5.5 Key Features of E-assessment system and E-Examinations Feedback

On the other hand, the positive relationship between Key Features of E-assessment system and E-Examinations
Feedback indicates that the more effectively these features function, the more valuable students find the feedback
for their learning process (Iahad, Dafoulas, Kalaitzakis, & Macaulay, 2004). Thus, I hypothesize:

H10: There is a positive relationship between Key Features and E-Examinations Feedback

2.5.6 Key Features of E-assessment system and Monitoring Techniques in E-examinations

The features enhance monitoring by improving security, efficiency, and adaptability, as demonstrated by the
benefits for administrators and the outcomes of system design. This relationship exists because these features
facilitate proactive oversight, reduce instances of cheating, and ensure consistent monitoring during large-scale
assessments, aligning with the demands of modern digital education (Saha, Das, & Acharjee, 2023). Thus, I
hypothesize:

H11: There is a positive relationship between Key Features and Monitoring Techniques

2.5.7 E-Examinations vs. Traditional Examinations and Monitoring Techniques in E-examinations

The monitoring techniques are significant factors affecting respondents' attitudes toward the comparison of E-
examinations and traditional examinations. Effective monitoring enhances security, efficiency, and adaptability in
the examination process, ultimately influencing students' views on the reliability and integrity of the assessment
(Khan et al., 2021). Thus, I hypothesize:

H]12: There is a positive relationship between E-Examinations vs. Traditional Examinations and Monitoring
Techniques
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3. Research methodology

3.1 Research Design

This study applies a quantitative research design to comprehensively examine the perceptions of Hong Kong higher
education students regarding E-assessment systems. The research uses a structured questionnaire to measure the
variability of students' attitudes, preferences, and concerns towards e-assessment. The quantitative methodology
used is one of the easiest ways to obtain numerical data for the purposes of statistical analysis giving insights into
trends and patterns in student perceptions. This approach is particularly effective in capturing a broad variety of
opinions across different demographic groups, which strengthens the trustworthiness and accuracy of the results.

3.2 Participants

The target population for this study consists of students enrolled in higher education institutions across Hong Kong,
encompassing undergraduate, postgraduate, master's, and doctoral students. Specifically, the survey focuses on
non-exchange students from various universities and colleges to ensure a representative sample of the local student
body. The inclusion of students from diverse fields of study enriches the data and allows for a comparative analysis
of perceptions based on academic discipline and level of study. A convenience sampling method was utilized to
recruit participants, leveraging online forums and Canvas discussions to reach a broad audience efficiently. This
method not only facilitates easier access to participants but also ensures a timely collection of data.

3.3 Questionnaire Development

The survey comprises 37 questions divided into three categories to capture participants’ perspectives on e-
assessment systems:

Demographic Information (4 multiple choice questions): Collects data on educational institution, field of study,
study year, and e-assessment experience to analyze perception trends across groups.

Perceptions of E-assessment (31 Likert scale questions): Participants rate agreement on e-assessment aspects,
including pre-exam guidance, system features, feedback, traditional exam comparisons, identity verification, and
comfort, allowing nuanced insights.

Open-ended Questions (2 questions): Enables free expression on standardizing online exams and desired e-
assessment features, enriching quantitative data with qualitative insights.

3.4 Data Collection

A pilot test was conducted with 10 students who were my friends from various universities and institutions in
Hong Kong before the full distribution of the survey to all students. In this pilot study, the participants were asked
to complete a questionnaire in order to determine if they could understand it on their own. They were then asked
to provide their feedback on the questionnaire once it had been collected. It was concluded that all of them could
understand it. The questionnaire's length and complexity were also moderate.

Data were collected using an online survey platform, which guarantees anonymity and confidentiality for all
participants. The questionnaire was distributed through online forums for higher education students and shared
among friends to ensure broad reach and effective engagement. The survey remained open for a specified period,
providing ample time for responses. Participants were informed about the study's purpose and methodology,
promoting transparency throughout the process. They were reassured that their responses would be kept
confidential and utilized solely for research purposes, thereby fostering trust and encouraging honest feedback.

3.5 Data Analysis

Data will be analyzed using SPSS, with descriptive statistics (means, standard deviations, frequencies)
summarizing demographic and Likert-scale responses to identify perception trends. Open-ended responses will be
qualitatively analyzed for themes, enabling a mixed-methods approach. Factor analysis will validate scales by
assessing one-dimensionality, factor loadings (>0.3, Fornell & Larcker, 1981), and corrected item-total
correlations (>0.2, Kline, 2015), removing items below thresholds. Scale reliability will be tested using Cronbach’s
alpha (>0.7, or >0.5 for scales with <10 items; Fornell & Larcker, 1981; Pallant, 2010). Independent t-tests and
one-way ANOVA will compare group means (e.g., by gender, experience, study year), and Pearson correlations
will explore factor relationships.

3.6 Ethical Considerations

Informed consent was obtained from all participants, who were informed about the study’s purpose, question types,
and time commitment, ensuring transparency and trust. They were assured of their right to withdraw anytime
without consequences. Data were anonymized to protect identities, using secure handling and confidentiality
protocols to uphold ethical standards, safeguard privacy, and enhance research credibility.
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3.7 Validation of Measurement Scale
Item 22, being nominal data, is excluded from Component Analysis, Factor Analysis, and Reliability Analysis due
to its categorical nature, which complicates meaningful correlation calculations.

3.7.1 Factor Analysis

As mentioned, a factor loading of 0.3 is considered acceptable (Fornell & Larcker, 1981), while a corrected item-
total correlation of 0.2 is used to verify the items (Kline, 2015). The values of factor loading of each Item are larger
than 0.3. However, the value of Corrected Item-Total Correlation of Item27 is less than 0.2. Thus, it should be
deleted. After removing Item27, all items’ Corrected Item-Total Correlation values are greater than 0.2 and all
items’ Factor Loading values are larger than 0.3. Thus, the scale is reliable, and all items have large variances for
factor analysis.

3.7.2 Component Analysis

Table 1: Component Analysis for each factor

Construct Components Variance Explained (Component 1, Component 2)
Extracted

Diverse Guidance 1 56.33%

Key Features 2 48.31%, 14.95%

E-exam Feedback 1 50.73%

E-exams vs. Traditional exam 1 40.46%

Monitoring Techniques 2 39.61%, 17.21%

Principal Component Analysis (PCA) validated the survey’s measurement scales by identifying underlying
components for each construct. One component was extracted for Importance of Diverse Guidance (56.33%
variance), E-Examinations Feedback (50.73%), and E-Examinations vs. Traditional Examinations (40.46%). Two
components were extracted for Key Features (48.31% and 14.95% variance) and Identity Monitoring Techniques
(39.61% and 17.21% variance). Component 1 was prioritized for each construct due to higher variance explained,
confirming scale suitability for further analysis

3.7.3 Reliability Analysis

Table 2: Reliability Statistics for each factor

Item Cronbach’s Alpha | N of Items Notes

Importance of Diverse 0.604 3 All correlations >0.2

Guidance

Key Features of E- 0.832 8 All correlations >0.2

Assessment System

E-Examinations Feedback 0.826 5 (originally 6) Item 21 deleted (alpha improved
from 0.787)

E-Exams vs. Traditional 0.61 5(originally 6) All correlations >0.2; Item 27

Exams excluded earlier (Section 3.7.1)

Identity Monitoring 0.735 6(originally 7) Item 29 deleted (alpha improved

Techniques from 0.732)

Reliability analysis confirmed internal consistency using Cronbach’s alpha (>0.5 for scales with <10 items; Pallant,
2010), with values ranging from 0.604 to 0.826 (Table X). Items 21 and 29 were removed from Feedback and
Monitoring Techniques to improve alpha to 0.826 and 0.735, respectively, ensuring scale reliability for further
analyses.

Copyright © The Turkish Online Journal of Educational Technology
14



TOJET: The Turkish Online Journal of Educational Technology — July 2025, volume 24 Issue 3

4. Results and Discussion

4.1 Introduction

This section discusses the data analysis results. It begins with demographic statistics of respondents, providing
background on university/institutions, major, study year, and prior E-assessment experience for subgroup
allocation. Next, descriptive statistics are summarized, followed by independent samples t-tests comparing factors
by prior experience, one-way ANOVA assessing differences by university/institutions, major, and study year, and
Pearson correlations analyzing relationships between Diverse Guidance and Key Features, Key Features and E-
Examinations Feedback, Key Features and Monitoring Techniques, and E-Examinations vs. Traditional
Examinations and Monitoring Techniques. The discussion follows, addressing each analysis in order.

4.2 Demographic Information of Respondents

119 questionnaires were collected, and 107 questionnaires were useful. Respondents come from various
universities and institutions. There are 28 CityU students with 26.2%, 9 CUHK students with 8.4%, 3 EQUHK
students with 2.8%, 8 HKBU students with 7.5%, 3 HKCC students with 2.8%, 1 HKMU student with 0.9%, 1
HKSYU student with 0.9%, 14 HKU students with 13.1%, 1 HKU SPACE student with 0.9%, 4 HKUST students
with 3.7%, 1 HSU student with 0.9%, 4 IVE students with 3.7%, 4 Ling U students with 3.7%, 2 MU students
with 1.9%, 2 NY students with 1.9%, 20 PolyU students with 18.7%, 1 SFU student with 0.9%, 1 YCCECE student
with 0.9%. Among respondents, about 11.2% of respondents are postgraduate or master, 19.6% of respondents are
yearl, 16.8% of respondents are year2, 16.8% of respondents are year3, 35.5% of respondents are year4 or above.
30.8% of respondents study in Art/Social Science/Education, 16.8% of respondents study in Business, 18.7% of
respondents study in Engineering, 9.3% of respondents study in Pharmacy/Medicine, 9.3% of respondents study
in Creative Media/Computer Science/Information Systems, 12.1% of respondents study in Science, 2.8% of
respondents study in Law. About 87.9% of respondents have experience with E-assessments. Only 12.1% of
respondents do not have experience with E-assessments. The background information is demonstrated below.

Table 3: Percentage of Respondents’ Studying University/Institution
University/Institutions

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
CityU 28 26.2 26.2 26.2
CUHK 9 8.4 8.4 34.6
EdUHK 3 2.8 2.8 37.4
HKBU 8 7.5 7.5 44.9
HKCC 3 2.8 2.8 47.7
HKMU 1 9 9 48.6
HKSYU 1 9 9 49.5
HKU 14 13.1 13.1 62.6
HKU SPACE 1 9 9 63.6
HKUST 4 3.7 3.7 67.3
HSU 1 9 9 68.2
IVE/VTC 4 3.7 3.7 72.0
Ling U 4 3.7 3.7 75.7
MU 2 1.9 1.9 77.6
NY 2 1.9 1.9 79.4
PolyU 20 18.7 18.7 98.1
SFU 1 9 .9 99.1
YCCECE 1 9 .9 100.0
Total 107 100.0 100.0
Table 4: Percentage of Respondents’ Studying Major
Major
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

Art/Social 33 30.8 30.8 30.8

Science/Education

Business 18 16.8 16.8 47.7

Engineering 20 18.7 18.7 66.4

Pharmacy/Medicine 10 9.3 9.3 75.7
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Creative 10 9.3 9.3 85.0
Media/Computer

Science/Information

Systems

Science 13 12.1 12.1 97.2
Law 3 2.8 2.8 100.0
Total 107 100.0 100.0

Table 5: Percentage of Respondents’ Study Year

Study_Year
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

Postgraduate/Master 12 11.2 11.2 11.2

Yearl 21 19.6 19.6 30.8

Year2 18 16.8 16.8 47.7

Year3 18 16.8 16.8 64.5

Year4 or above 38 35.5 35.5 100.0

Total 107 100.0 100.0

Table 6: Percentage of Respondents’ prior experience of E-assessments

Prior experience of E-assessments

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
Valid No 13 12.1 12.1 12.1
Yes 94 87.9 87.9 100.0
Total 107 100.0 100.0

4.3 Descriptive Statistics
The items are 5-point Likert-scale questions (1=Strongly agree to 5=Strongly disagree).

4.3.1 The significance of offering various types of guidance before the E-examinations

The overall mean of Importance of Diverse Guidance Before E-Examinations is around 2.35. It means that the
respondents rated this factor positively. From the five-point scale, point 2 denoted “Agree”, meaning the
respondents tend to agree that giving diverse guidance before the E-examinations is important.

4.3.2 The essential features of an E-assessment system

The overall mean of Key Features of an E-Assessment System is around 1.68. It means that the respondents rated
this factor positively. From the five-point scale, point 2 denoted “Agree”, meaning the respondents tend to agree
that some features mentioned in the questionnaire are important.

4.3.3 The feedback from the E-examinations

The overall mean of E-Examinations Feedback is around 2.21. It means that the respondents rated this factor
positively. From the five-point scale, point 2 denoted “Agree”, meaning the respondents tend to agree that feedback
after examination is important. The mean of item 17 is the lowest and close to 2, which is “I believe that students
should receive a detailed explanation of the incorrect answers”. This revealed that higher education students prefer
having solutions or model answers after examinations.

4.3.4 E-examinations compared to traditional examinations

The overall mean of E-Examinations vs. Traditional Examinations is around 2.87. This means that the respondents
rated this factor slightly positively. From the five-point scale, point 3 denoted “Neutral”, meaning the respondents
slightly agree that the performance on E-examinations. The mean of item 28 is the lowest and close to 2, which is
“I believe that students should receive a detailed explanation of the incorrect answers”. This revealed that the
duration of E-examinations is appropriate, and higher education students can manage E-examinations similarly to
traditional examinations.
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Item 22 is “How do you rate the comfort level of E-examinations compared to traditional examinations” with five
answers “E-exams are far less comfortable than traditional exams”, “E-exams are less comfortable than traditional
exams”, “Both are similar in comfort”, “E-exams are more comfortable than traditional exams”, “E-exams are far
more comfortable than traditional exams”. The majority of respondents selected option 3, which states that 'Both
are similar in comfort.' The mean value for Item 22 is also 3, suggesting that most higher education students do
not have a preference for either E-examinations or traditional examinations based on comfort, as they find them to
be equally comfortable.

4.3.5 Techniques for monitoring and verifying identity in E-examinations

According to Table 43, the overall mean of Identity Monitoring Techniques in E-Examinations is around 2.73.
This means that the respondents rated this factor slightly positively. From the five-point scale, point 3 denoted
“Neutral”, meaning the respondents slightly agree on the methods of identity monitoring in E-examinations.

4.3.6 Open-ended questions

The questionnaire includes two open-ended questions aimed at capturing higher education students' perspectives
on E-assessment. Item 36 seeks to determine whether students support the idea of E-examinations replacing
traditional exams, while Item 37 explores the features that students believe would be beneficial in an E-assessment
system.

The responses to Item 36 reveal a noticeable split among students. Out of 107 total replies, 30 students were in
favor of E-examinations, appreciating the flexibility, convenience, and cost savings they offer, especially for those
who might struggle to attend in-person assessments. On the other hand, 61 students expressed concerns, citing
issues like the potential for cheating, technical glitches, and the challenges of effectively monitoring students
during online tests. Many also felt that certain subjects require in-person exams due to their hands-on nature.
Furthermore, 16 respondents took a neutral stance, suggesting that a combination of online and traditional exams
could work well, depending on personal preferences and the specific needs of different courses.

From the Item37 results, respondents shared important ideas for improving future E-assessment systems. Many
expressed a desire for more flexible exam timing, allowing students to choose when to take their tests. There was
also a call for better communication tools to enable monitored interactions during exams. Improved monitoring
features, like screen observation and behavior checks, were seen as essential for fairness. Quick feedback on
answers, insights into classmates' responses, and clear explanations would greatly help students. Suggestions
include using technology like handwriting and voice recognition, as well as Al for grading longer answers. To
prevent cheating, automated checks and screen-locking at the end of exams were considered vital. Meanwhile,
support for special learning needs and a question bank for revision were emphasized.

4.4 Independent Sample T-test

The Independent Samples T-test assesses significant differences between two groups, using Levene’s Test for
Equality of Variances and the t-test for Equality of Means. Levene’s Test indicates equal variances if the
significance level exceeds 0.05 (use equal variance results) or unequal variances if <0.05 (use unequal variance
results). The t-test shows a significant mean difference if the 2-tailed significance is <0.05; otherwise, no difference
exists.

4.4.1 Comparison of Importance of Diverse Guidance Before E-Examinations between prior experience

The significance value from Levene’s Test is 0.366, which is greater than 0.05. This suggests that the variances
between respondents who have experienced E-assessment and those who have not are equal. As a result, the
assumption of equal variances will proceed. The significance value (1-tailed) from the 't-test for Equality of Means'
is 0.049, also below 0.05. This means there is statistically significant difference in the perceived importance of
diverse guidance before E-examinations based on prior experience. Based on the results, the hypothesis H1:
Students with prior experience in E-assessment have a greater understanding of the importance of diverse
guidance before E-examinations is supported.

4.4.2 Comparison of Key Features of an E-Assessment System between prior experience

The significance value from Levene’s Test is 0.597, which is greater than 0.05. This suggests that the variances
between respondents who have experienced E-assessment and those who have not are equal. As a result,
assumption of equal variances will be proceed. The significance value (1-tailed) from the 't-test for Equality of
Means' is 0.261, also above 0.05. This means there is no statistically significant difference in the perceived key
features of an E-assessment system based on prior experience. Based on the results, the hypothesis H2: Students
with prior experience in E-assessment hold a more positive perspective on the key features of the E-
assessment system is rejected.
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4.4.3 Comparison of E-Examinations Feedback between prior experience

The significance value from Levene’s Test is 0.646, which is greater than 0.05. This suggests that the variances
between respondents who have experienced E-assessment and those who have not are equal. As a result,
assumption of equal variances will be proceed. The significance value (1-tailed) from the 't-test for Equality of
Means' is 0.369, also above 0.05. This means there is no statistically significant difference in the perceived E-
Examinations Feedback based on prior experience. Based on the results, the hypothesis H3: Students with prior
experience in E-assessment have a favorable view of the feedback provided during E-examinations is
rejected.

4.4.4 Comparison of E-Examinations vs. Traditional Examinations between prior experience

The significance value from Levene’s Test is 0.262, which is greater than 0.05. This suggests that the variances
between respondents who have experienced E-assessment and those who have not are equal. As a result, the
assumption of equal variances will proceed. The significance value (2-tailed) from the 't-test for Equality of Means'
is 0.566, also above 0.05. This means there is no statistically significant difference in the perceived E-Examinations
vs. Traditional Examinations based on prior experience. Based on the results, the hypothesis H4: Prior experience
with E-assessment influences students' perspectives on E-examinations compared to traditional
examinations is rejected.

4.4.5 Comparison of Identity Monitoring Techniques in E-Examinations between prior experience

The significance value from Levene’s Test is 0.614, which is greater than 0.05. This suggests that the variances
between respondents who have experienced E-assessment and those who have not are equal. As a result,
assumption of equal variances will be proceed. The significance value (1-tailed) from the 't-test for Equality of
Means,' it is 0.098, also above 0.05. This means there is no statistically significant difference in the perceived E-
Examinations vs. Traditional Examinations based on prior experience. Based on the results, the hypothesis H5:
Students with prior experience in E-assessment view monitoring techniques during E-examinations
positively is rejected.

4.5 One-way ANOVA

One-way ANOVA tests for significant mean differences among two or more independent groups. A significance
level <0.05 indicates differences, while >0.05 shows none. Post-hoc tests identify specific group differences, with
pairwise significance <0.05 indicating a difference and >0.05 showing no difference.

4.5.1 Comparison of Students’ Perceptions on ldentity Monitoring Techniques in E-Examinations between
Major

The significance level for ANOVA is 0.375 (F =1.088, p > 0.05). This denotes that there are no significant
differences in the selection of Identity Monitoring Techniques in E-Examinations among the Majors. Furthermore,
Table 58 shows that all significance levels from the post-hoc test exceed 0.05, further confirming that there are no
significant differences between Majors regarding the Identity Monitoring Techniques in E-Examinations. Based
on the results, the hypothesis H6: Students from different Majors perceive the Identity Monitoring
Techniques in E-Examinations differently is rejected.

4.5.2 Comparison of Students’ Perceptions on E-Examinations Feedback between Study Year

Table 60 demonstrates that the significance level for ANOVA is 0.113 (F =1.921, p > 0.05). This denotes that
there are no significant differences in the selection of E-Examinations Feedback among the Study Year.
Furthermore, Table 61 shows that all significance levels from the post-hoc test exceed 0.05, further confirming
that there are no significant differences between Study Year regarding the E-Examinations Feedback. Based on
the results, the hypothesis H7: Students from different Study Year perceive E-Examinations Feedback
differently is rejected.

4.5.3 Comparison of Students’ Perceptions on Identity Monitoring Techniques in E-Examinations between Study
Year

Table 63 demonstrates that the significance level for ANOVA is 0.881 (F =0.295, p > 0.05). This denotes that
there are no significant differences in the selection of Identity Monitoring Techniques in E-Examinations among
the Study Year. Furthermore, Table 64 shows that all significance levels from the post-hoc test exceed 0.05, further
confirming that there are no significant differences between Study Year regarding the Identity Monitoring
Techniques in E-Examinations. Based on the results, the hypothesis H8: Students from different Study Year
perceive Identity Monitoring Techniques in E-Examinations differently is rejected.
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4.6 Pearson Correlation

Pearson Correlation measures the direction and strength of the relationship between two variables, with a positive
coefficient (r) indicating both increase together and a negative (r) indicating one increases as the other decreases.
The coefficient ranges from -1 to +1, with values near +1 showing a strong relationship and near 0 a weak one. A
2-tailed significance <0.05 indicates a statistically significant correlation; >0.05 suggests none.

4.6.1 Relationship between Diverse Guidance and Key Features

The relationship between Diverse Guidance and Key Features, showing a Pearson correlation coefficient of 0.435
(p =0.001, which is below 0.01). This result points to a positive and significant influence of Diverse Guidance on
Key Features.

A coefficient of +0.435 indicates a meaningful connection between these two variables. As noted by Field (2017),
a correlation value between 0.3 and 0.5 reflects a medium to large correlation. This suggests that there is a moderate
positive correlation between Diverse Guidance and Key Features. Therefore, our hypothesis H9: There is a
positive relationship between Diverse Guidance and Key Features, is supported.

4.6.2 Relationship between Key Features and E-Examinations Feedback

Table 66 highlights the relationship between Key Features and E-Examinations Feedback, showing a Pearson
correlation coefficient of 0.390 (p = 0.001, which is below 0.01). This result points to a positive and significant
influence of Key Features on E-Examinations Feedback.

A coefficient of +0.390 indicates a meaningful connection between these two variables. As noted by Field (2017),
a correlation value between 0.3 and 0.5 reflects a medium to large correlation. This suggests that there’s a moderate
positive correlation between Key Features and E-Examinations Feedback. Therefore, our hypothesis H10: There
is a positive relationship between Key Features and E-Examinations Feedback, is supported.

4.6.3 Relationship between Key Features and Monitoring Techniques

Table 67 highlights the relationship between Key Features and Monitoring Techniques, showing a Pearson
correlation coefficient of 0.383 (p = 0.001, which is below 0.01). This result points to a positive and significant
influence of Key Features on Monitoring Techniques.

A coefficient of +0.383 indicates a meaningful connection between these two variables. As noted by Field (2017),
a correlation value between 0.3 and 0.5 reflects a medium to large correlation. This suggests that there is a moderate
positive correlation between Key Features and Monitoring Techniques. Therefore, our hypothesis H11: There is
a positive relationship between Key Features and Monitoring Techniques, is supported.

4.6.4 Relationship between E-Examinations vs. Traditional Examinations and Monitoring Techniques

Table 68 highlights the relationship between E-Examinations vs. Traditional Examinations and Monitoring
Techniques, showing a Pearson correlation coefficient of 0.323 (p =0.001, which is below 0.01). This result points
to a positive and significant influence of E-Examinations vs. Traditional Examinations on Monitoring Techniques.
A coefficient of +0.323 indicates a meaningful connection between these two variables. As noted by Field (2017),
a correlation value between 0.3 and 0.5 reflects a medium to large correlation. This suggests that there is a moderate
positive correlation between E-Examinations vs. Traditional Examinations and Monitoring Techniques. Therefore,
our hypothesis H12: There is a positive relationship between E-Examinations vs. Traditional Examinations
and Monitoring Techniques, is supported.

4.7 Discussion

4.7.1 Discussion of Prior Experience Comparison

The t-test p-value in Section 4.4.1 (p=0.049) indicates a significant difference between students with and without
prior E-examination experience in rating diverse guidance, supporting hypothesis H1. Khan et al. (2021) suggest
that experienced students recognize E-examination challenges, preferring guidance, while novices may
underestimate difficulties, explaining the preference for varied support among the former.

Section 4.4.2 shows a t-test p-value of 0.261 (>0.05), indicating no significant difference in key features ratings
between students with and without prior E-examination experience, rejecting hypothesis H2. Although previous
research notes experienced students often view features like webcam proctoring positively (Dominguez-Figaredo
& Gil-Jaurena, 2024), this study’s broader “key features” scope may explain the lack of difference, suggesting
prior experience has little impact on perceptions.

Section 4.4.3 shows a t-test p-value of 0.369 (>0.05), indicating no significant difference in E-examinations

feedback ratings between students with and without prior experience, rejecting hypothesis H3. Despite previous
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research noting experienced students value immediate feedback (Khan et al., 2021), this study finds no difference,
possibly due to standardized feedback formats in Hong Kong, where students practice past exams and receive
consistent solutions, and a universal emphasis on immediate feedback.

Section 4.4.4 shows a t-test p-value of 0.566 (>0.05), indicating no significant difference in perceptions of E-
examinations versus traditional exams between students with and without prior experience, rejecting hypothesis
H4. Despite previous research noting reduced stress with experience (Afacan Adanir et al., 2020), similar exam
structures in Hong Kong and fading novelty may explain the uniform acceptance across groups.

Section 4.4.5 shows a t-test p-value of 0.098 (>0.05), indicating no significant difference in monitoring techniques
ratings between students with and without prior E-examination experience, rejecting hypothesis HS5. Despite
previous research noting positive views on webcam proctoring (Dominguez-Figaredo & Gil-Jaurena, 2024), this
study finds uniform perceptions, likely due to increased familiarity post-COVID-19, emphasizing fairness and
reliability over individual experience.

4.7.2 Discussion of Major Comparison

Section 4.5.1 shows a one-way ANOVA significance value of 0.375 (F = 1.088, p > 0.05), indicating no significant
difference in perceptions of identity monitoring techniques in E-examinations across majors, rejecting hypothesis
H6. Although previous research notes that E-assessment often fails to evaluate practical skills (Saha, D., Das, S.,
and Acharjee, D., 2023), this study finds uniform perceptions, likely due to standardized monitoring techniques in
Hong Kong’s paper-based E-examinations, where practical skills are assessed separately via assignments, leading
to similar student attitudes across fields.

4.7.3 Discussion of Study Year Comparison

Section 4.5.2 shows a one-way ANOVA significance value of 0.113 (F =1.921, p > 0.05), indicating no significant
difference in E-examination feedback perceptions across study years, rejecting hypothesis H7. Although previous
research suggests later-year students view feedback more positively (Iahad et al., 2004), this study finds uniform
perceptions, likely due to consistent exposure to E-examinations and improved feedback quality, aligning student
views across academic levels.

Section 4.5.3 shows a one-way ANOVA significance value of 0.881 (F =0.295, p > 0.05), indicating no significant
difference in perceptions of monitoring techniques across study years, rejecting hypothesis H8. Although previous
researches suggest later-year students view monitoring more positively (Iahad et al., 2004; Khan et al., 2021), this
study finds uniform perceptions, likely due to standardized techniques post-COVID-19 and shared trust in their
fairness, aligning views across academic levels.

4.7.4 Discussion of Relationship between Diverse Guidance and Key Features

Section 4.6.1 shows a Pearson correlation coefficient of 0.435 (p < 0.001), indicating a moderate positive
correlation between Diverse Guidance and Key Features, supporting hypothesis H9. This aligns with Mo et al.
(2022), who emphasize varied guidance’s role in preparing students for E-examinations by reducing anxiety and
enhancing familiarity with digital interfaces. Catering to diverse learning styles and providing clear instructions
on system features (e.g., time management, feedback tools) boosts engagement and performance. Inadequate
guidance may lead to underutilized resources, lowering scores, while effective support empowers students,
underscoring its importance in E-examination success.

4.7.5 Discussion of Relationship between Key Features and E-Examinations Feedback

Section 4.6.2 reveals a Pearson correlation coefficient of 0.390 (p < 0.001), indicating a moderate positive
correlation between Key Features and E-Examinations Feedback, supporting hypothesis H10. This aligns with
Tahad et al. (2004), showing that user-friendly E-assessment systems enhance feedback accessibility, improving
communication between educators and students. Khan et al. (2021) note that intuitive features increase interaction,
making feedback more valued, while Dominguez-Figaredo and Gil-Jaurena (2024) highlight that streamlined
design helps students focus on feedback interpretation, boosting engagement and learning outcomes by addressing
strengths and weaknesses effectively.

4.7.6 Discussion of Relationship between Key Features and Monitoring Techniques

Section 4.6.3 shows a Pearson correlation coefficient of 0.383 (p < 0.001), indicating a moderate positive
correlation between Key Features and Monitoring Techniques, supporting hypothesis H11. This aligns with Saha
et al. (2023), emphasizing that user-friendly platforms enhance monitoring efficiency, reducing implementation
effort for teachers and students (Dominguez-Figaredo & Gil-Jaurena, 2024; Khan et al., 2021). Minimized
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technical issues improve dependability and accessibility, making the system a reliable tool for tracking student
progress (Dominguez-Figaredo & Gil-Jaurena, 2024).

4.7.7 Discussion of Relationship between E-Examinations vs. Traditional Examinations and Monitoring
Techniques

Section 4.6.4 shows a Pearson correlation coefficient of 0.323 (p < 0.001), indicating a moderate positive
correlation between E-Examinations vs. Traditional Examinations and Monitoring Techniques, supporting
hypothesis H12. Aligning with Khan et al. (2021), the remote nature of E-Examinations requires robust Monitoring
Techniques, including authentication processes, to ensure academic integrity. Advanced tools like webcam
monitoring, which do not rely on in-person invigilators (Dominguez-Figaredo & Gil-Jaurena, 2024), enhance
efficiency and fairness while addressing higher cheating risks in E-Examinations (Khan et al., 2021). These
innovations boost trust, emphasizing the critical role of Monitoring Techniques in E-Examinations compared to
Traditional Examinations.

5. Conclusion
The questionnaire results were in line with the hypotheses H1, H9 to H12, but did not accept the hypotheses H2 to
HS. The table below displays the outcome of the hypotheses.

Table 7: Results of the Hypothesizes
Hypothesis Results
HI: Students with prior experience in E-assessment have a greater understanding of the | supported
importance of diverse guidance before E-examinations
H?2: Students with prior experience in E-assessment hold a more positive perspective on the key | rejected
features of the E-assessment system
H3: Students with prior experience in E-assessment have a favorable view of the feedback | rejected
provided during E-examinations
H4: Prior experience with E-assessment influences students' perspectives on E-examinations | rejected
compared to traditional examinations
H5: Students with prior experience in E-assessment view monitoring techniques during E- | rejected
examinations positively
H6: Students from different Majors perceive the Identity Monitoring Techniques in E- | rejected
Examinations differently
H7: Students from different Study Year perceive E-Examinations Feedback differently rejected
HS: Students from different Study Year perceive Identity Monitoring Techniques in E- | rejected
Examinations differently

HY: There is a positive relationship between Diverse Guidance and Key Features supported
HI0: There is a positive relationship between Key Features and E-Examinations Feedback supported
HI1: There is a positive relationship between Key Features and Monitoring Techniques supported

HI2: There is a positive relationship between E-Examinations vs. Traditional Examinations | supported
and Monitoring Techniques

5.1 Summary

This study examines Hong Kong higher education students’ perceptions of e-assessment, focusing on factors
influencing their preference for e-examinations versus traditional paper-based formats. A survey of 107 students
assessed pre-exam guidance (e.g., tutorials, practice tests), system usability, instant feedback, and identity
monitoring (e.g., webcam surveillance), comparing e-examinations to traditional assessments.

The study found that prior experience only had an impact on importance of diverse guidance before. Demographic
background, such as field of study or study year, do not affect students’ views in Identity Monitoring Techniques
in E-Examinations and E-Examinations Feedback. There is a moderate positive correlation between Diverse
Guidance and Key Features, Key Features and E-Examinations Feedback, Key Features and Monitoring
Techniques, E-Examinations vs. Traditional Examinations and Monitoring Techniques. These insights guide
optimizing e-assessment systems, enhancing their integration into higher education and supporting innovation.

5.2 Limitation of study

This study's findings have limitations affecting their generalizability and reliability. The sample size of 107
responses may be insufficient to detect significant effects or represent the broader population. Uneven distribution,
with only CityU, HKU, and PolyU contributing over ten participants each, raises concerns about applicability.
Limited demographic diversity further restricts the findings' relevance across different groups.

5.3 Recommendations for Future Research
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This study on e-examination performance and monitoring techniques sets the stage for deeper e-assessment
research. Future studies could analyze specific factors in greater detail. While this study examined students'
perceptions based on year, major, and prior e-assessment experience, additional variables like gender, age, and
GPA should be explored to assess their impact on perceptions. Furthermore, this study on students' perceptions of
e-assessment in higher education could extend to secondary schools or international contexts to better understand
its impact across educational settings. Additionally, given respondents' interest in Al integration, future research
should explore Al's role in enhancing e-assessment effectiveness, accessibility, and personalization.
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