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1. Introduction 
The post-COVID-19 period marked an 

acceleration of online learning worldwide, 
particularly e-learning. In 2021, the global 
e-learning market was valued at US$214.26 
billion, with an expected annual growth of 
20.5%  until 2030 (Polaris Market Research 
Analysis, 2022). In line with the rapid 
development of e-learning, technologies for 
testing and assessment have also seen significant 
growth. A variety of ICT tools and pedagogical 
strategies have been developed to boost the 
effectiveness of e-learning and e-assessment.  
However, recent studies have identified various 

challenges regarding e-assessment (Wahas & 
Syed, 2024), highlighting the need for further 
research to better understand and address these 
issues.

2. Literature Review
2.1. E-learning and E-assessment
The term “e-learning”, a shortened form of 

“electronic learning”, was first used in 1998. It 
often refers to a technology-assisted learning 
system known as web-based learning or Internet-
based learning (Aulakh et al., 2023). The 
precise definitions of e-learning over the past 
two decades might vary depending on different 
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academic views; however, it is generally a form 
of distance education for remote learners.   In 
reality, e-learning is often used interchangeably 
with online learning, which is associated with 
a synchronous or asynchronous online learning 
environment through the use of the Internet 
regardless of students’ physical location (Singh 
& Thurman, 2019). 

In e-learning environments, e-assessment is 
one of the key components that contribute to 
its effectiveness. E-assessment is also known 
as online, digital, computer-based or web-based 
assessment (Orsi & Juliano, 2021). From a 
pedagogical perspective, it is a continuous process 
used “to measure, monitor, and improve learning, 
degree of achievements, outcomes, and decide to 
what extent objectives are accomplished” (Bin 
Mubayrik, 2020, p. 2). Similar to conventional 
assessments, e-assessment serves both formative 
and summative functions. More specifically, 
summative assessment is often a final graded 
achievement at the end of a unit or course, while 
formative assessment is conducted multiple times 
during the process and targets students’ learning 
improvement based on meaningful feedback 
(Yambi, 2018). 

2.2. Formative E-assessment and Its Usefulness
Compared with face-to-face assessment, 

e-assessment often involves asynchronous 
interactivity among online participants (both 
teachers and learners). E-assessment activities, 
when based on the formative and continuous 
perspective, enable students to take an active role 
in their learning (Romeu Fontanillas et al., 2016). 
One common type of formative e-assessment (FE) 
is an online multiple-choice test, which was found 
to improve knowledge gain, exam performance, 
confidence, learner satisfaction, metacognition, 
and self-regulatory behaviours (Say et al., 2022). 
Other FE tasks, such as e-portfolios and Moodle 
quizzes, can be both product- and process-
oriented and employ adaptive techniques using 
artificial intelligence (AI)-supported feedback 
to reduce teachers’ workload (Gün-tosik et al., 
2023). E-assessment can be both consistent and 
reliable while allowing lecturers to modify an 
activity based on the learners’ needs (Blanco & 

Ginovart, 2012).
According to a systematic review by Lei and 

Lei (2026), an increasing number of studies, 
particularly in Asian contexts (e.g., China, 
Iran, Indonesia) indicate formative assessment 
and teacher assessment literacy have become 
educational policy priorities. In the context 
of Vietnam, some studies reveal that students 
have generally positive attitudes towards FE 
despite some obstacles (Trinh & Trinh, 2023), 
and that FE has significant impacts on writing 
achievement (Nhu & Tin, 2019). Therefore, it is 
recommended that teachers should employ FE to 
enhance English language teaching and testing.  

2.3. Advantages and Disadvantages of Formative 
E-assessment in Tertiary Education
Compared to the traditional pen and paper 

method, FE has some advantages, such as better 
interaction and greater personalization, more 
authentic and engaging tasks (Orsi & Juliano, 
2021). Improved behavioural outcomes and 
evaluation of the students were observed in various 
studies conducted in different undergraduate 
courses (Orsi & Juliano, 2021; Say et al., 2022; 
Blanco & Ginovart, 2012). However, it was also 
found that different FE designs can influence 
students’ level of engagement, attitudes, and 
academic performance (Chen & Chen, 2023) 
due to the complexity of tasks. For example, 
Prendes-Espinosa et al. (2022) pointed out that 
both teachers and students struggle with the time 
involved in FE development. Other disadvantages 
included the amount of effort required for teacher 
feedback, grading moderation and alignment 
with peer or self-evaluation. 

In addition, the rapid development of AI 
used in education has a significant impact on 
formative e-assessment, bringing both benefits 
and constraints. On the one hand, AI can assist 
educators in enhancing assessment efficiency, 
and developing feedback mechanisms. Several 
studies conducted on automated grading or 
automated essay scoring systems in undergraduate 
courses show an agreement between computer 
and human raters, which could reduce cost and 
time (Zawacki-Richter et al., 2019). As reported 
by Chen et al. (2020), different AI applications 
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can support instructors by providing “built 
functionalities” to evaluate performance, grade, 
and provide feedback to students (p. 75273). On 
the other hand, some ethical concerns regarding 
educational integrity have emerged whereas 
educators seem to have insufficient preparation 
for tackling such issues. For instance, students 
can use a chatbot application to generate high-
quality written assignments like essays, which 
could cause inequities in assessment (Cotton 
et al., 2024). In one study by Ma et al. (2025), 
most Chinese in-service teachers, although 
acknowledging the importance of teaching AI 
ethics, lacked expertise in this area because 
it was not adequately addressed in their prior 
education or professional development activities. 
Meanwhile, there is an alarmingly increasing 
number of higher education students using 
AI tools to cheat in exams, and the cheating 
behaviours have constantly changed (Nartgün 
& Kennedy, 2024). Therefore, it is essential to 
better equip educators with FE strategies.  

2.4. Key Principles of Formative E-assessment in 
Tertiary Education
There have been various studies examining 

the key principles in implementing formative 
e-assessment in higher education contexts (De 
Villiers et al., 2016; Padayachee et al., 2018; 
Jamalludin & Romli, 2023). These projects 
generally covered student experience and 
technological matters. However, while these 
studies helped further understanding into the 
accuracy of e-assessment tools, they often 
overlooked the critical pedagogical aspect of FE. 
The current study, therefore, adopts the five key 
principles of assessment proposed by Brown and 
Abeywickrama (2019) to consider FE consistently 
in terms of practicality, validity, reliability, 
authenticity, and washback. Practicality is related 
to logistical and administrative matters (i.e., time 
and scoring). Validity focuses on what tests are 
intended to measure while reliability centres on 
the consistency of test results across different 
times and students. Authenticity refers to how 
tests reflect real-life situations. Lastly, washback 
is about the test effect on learning and teaching 
processes. 

In a recent systematic review, Pordanjani and 
Salehi (2025) noted the growing prominence of 
e-assessment and a range of challenges that affect 
its reliability, equity, and pedagogical value, 
including technical issues, academic integrity, 
data privacy, and marking difficulties. The articles 
published between 2000 and 2024, however, 
focused mostly on e-assessment in general 
(Pordanjani & Salehi, 2025), with formative 
e-assessment being largely overlooked and under-
represented in the literature. Similarly, in the 
context of Vietnam’s higher education, formative 
e-assessment, as an emerging area of interest, is 
yet to be regulated by the policies of the Vietnam 
Ministry of Education and Training. Circular No 
28/2023/TT-BGDĐT, issued by the Ministry of 
Education and Training (2023), required final 
examinations, which are categorized as one type 
of summative assessment, to be conducted offline, 
leaving formative e-assessment in limbo as there 
is no clear regulation or policy for it. Lecturers 
and universities, therefore, have the flexibility 
of choices for what to do and how to do it, 
which can be both empowering and problematic 
(Dave, 2025). Considering the important role of 
formative e-assessment in informing teachers’ 
teaching and students’ learning processes 
(Pacheler et al., 2010), it is crucial to further 
understand formative assessment and provide 
research evidence for future policy development 
regarding FE in the context of Vietnamese higher 
education. The current study, therefore, aimed to 
answer the following questions:

●	 What pedagogical challenges have 
teachers encountered in conducting formative 
e-assessments in Vietnamese universities?

●	 What actions have been taken by these 
teachers to address the challenges identified?

3. Methodology 
3.1. Research Design
This study deployed a qualitative explanatory 

research design to gain an in-depth and thorough 
understanding (Creswell & Creswell, 2018) of 
pedagogical challenges that lecturers faced when 
conducting FE. In addition, pedagogical solutions 
to the existing challenges were proposed to ensure 
the validity, reliability, authenticity, practicality, 



96 VIETNAM JOURNAL OF EDUCATIONAL SCIENCES

and washback of the FE implemented in the 
e-learning settings. Semi-structured interviews, 
compared to a pre-set guide of structured 
interviews, can make a fuller advantage of the 
knowledge that can emerge through the dialogues 
between the interviewer and interviewee 
(Brinkmann, 2018). The research is primarily 
based on the qualitative data collected from the 
individual semi-structured interviews. For data 
triangulation, the responses from an open-ended 
question of a prior online survey were also used as 
an overall pre-interview input for the researchers 
before starting the interviews. These responses, 
as stated by Fraser (2024), are appropriate for 
describing participants’ viewpoints to explore 
the common norms. 

3.2. Participants
The purposive sampling method was 

adopted, calling for the active and voluntary 
participation of 13 lecturers (eight females, five 
males) among 103 lecturers who responded 
to the survey conducted prior to the interview. 
Purposive sampling helps the researchers to 
apply “intentionality in whom they recruit to 
participate” in the qualitative interviews (Corwin 
& Harper, 2024). It ensured that the participants 
came from different faculties (i.e., English 
Linguistics, Business Administration, Business 
and Law, and Civil Engineering) of higher 
institutions across Vietnam. The researchers 
intentionally invited those who were competent 
and experienced enough to answer questions 
pertaining to the subject matter (Mulisa, 2022), 
since they had experience in teaching and testing 
online. The interviewees remained anonymous 
with their names encoded from A to M. These 
lecturers had teaching experience for bachelor’s 
degree online or e-learning programs for at least 
five years. Besides teaching, they also partook in 
the curriculum design and course development 
for these online university degree programs. 

3.3. Data Collection and Analysis
The data for this study were collected as part 

of research project with funding from Vietnam’s 
Ministry of Education and Training in two 
rounds. In the first round, an online survey was 

sent via email to lecturers who taught online 
undergraduate programs in universities across 
the country. A total of 103 teachers responded to 
the survey, but three teachers did not teach online. 
Therefore, the data collected from 100 teachers 
provided insights into their beliefs and practices 
in online formative assessment. Data from the 
survey helped identify the common challenges 
of formative e-assessments encountered by 
teachers across Vietnamese universities. The 
survey included open-ended questions as it 
was important to focus on explaining how the 
participants addressed their main concerns, 
rather than just exploring them (Christodoulou, 
2025). A small q approach, as stated by Fraser 
(2024), was used to code the open-ended data 
into numerical data for descriptive statistical 
analysis. Each response was categorized into the 
common themes regarding the challenges in FE, 
and a simple numeric analysis was conducted 
to summarize the information. The survey 
responses helped inform the questions used in 
the interviews. 

At the end of the survey, interested teachers 
were invited to attend an online interview to 
further discuss the challenges encountered 
and solutions they implemented for formative 
e-assessment. Among the survey respondents 
who expressed interest in a follow-up interview, 
twenty were invited to participate based on the 
above selection criteria, and thirteen accepted the 
invitation. In the second round, thirteen in-depth 
interviews were conducted online via Zoom 
in the Vietnamese language. Each interview 
was conducted in 45 minutes, recorded using 
two devices, transcribed non-verbatim, and 
stored as soft copies in two password-protected 
computers before analysis. Overall, the key 
criteria for selecting the participants included 
minimum years of relevant teaching experience, 
different majors, different universities based in 
different regions of the country. These selection 
criteria ensure the demographic diversity of the 
participants in terms of experience, background, 
and context.

Both the qualitative survey and interview 
data were coded and analysed based on the five 
principles regarding the pedagogical aspects of 
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FE (validity, reliability, authenticity, practicality, 
and washback) (Brown & Abeywickrama, 
2019). Thematic analysis was used to identify 
and interpret patterns or themes after identifying 
keywords, codes, and themes in the data set 
(Naeem et al., 2023). Two research team 
members read the transcripts several times to 
familiarise themselves with the content before 
coding them independently. The coding process 
was repeated several times until no new theme 
was identified. Then, the two coders compared 
their coding results and discussed the differences 
before entering the finalised codebook into 
Nvivo. The final codes were organised into 
themes, with retrievable coded data for review 
by other members of the research team. The 
iterative independent coding and checking 
process ensures the reliability, transparency and 
rigor of the analysis process. 

To facilitate teachers’ understanding of the 
survey and interview questions, Vietnamese was 
used for data collection. The research team then 
translated all the responses into English and had 
two lecturers in charge of Translation courses to 
check the translation to maintain faithfulness. The 
interviewees were also given the opportunity to 
check the transcripts and their English translation 
before the analysis started.

3.4. Research Trustworthiness
The trustworthiness of qualitative 

research involves credibility, transferability, 
dependability, and confirmability, which are 
generally comparable to validity and reliability 
in quantitative research (Denzin, 2014). The 
qualitative data in the current study were 
collected from the in-depth interviews, with 
data triangulation ensured through open-ended 
questions via a survey. The fact that the survey 
responses were screened from 103 to 100, along 
with the selection criteria for the interview 
participants, indicates the steps to ensure the 
reliability of the data. This helps enhance the 
research’s credibility. For data analysis, two 
members of the research team were in charge 
of reviewing the themes and interpretations of 
the data to confirm its precision, increasing the 
dependability of the study.  To reduce the risk of 

bias, the researchers regularly cross-checked and 
confirmed the themes that emerged from the data 
with all participants to ensure accuracy. All these 
measures contributed to the trustworthiness of 
the research. 

3.5. Ethical Considerations
Invitation emails were sent to the target 

survey respondents and interviewees to seek 
their voluntary participation in the ten-minute 
survey or the forty-five-minute interview. Upon 
their agreement, the consent forms were sent to 
them as well, confirming that the information 
they provided was kept entirely confidential 
and intended for research purposes only. The 
researchers clearly explained the research 
objectives, the nature of the data collection, 
and the use of the collected data. Importantly, 
anonymity and confidentiality were highly 
maintained in order to protect the participants’ 
identities, prevent bias, and avoid conflicts of 
interest. The participants were also informed that 
they could withdraw from the research at any time 
and for any reason. The communication during 
the interviews was open, honest, and transparent. 
The interviewees could feel free to end the talk at 
their will without any consequences. 

4. Results
The following sections present part of the data 

collected for the research project to answer the 
research question on pedagogical challenges and 
solutions to address them regarding formative 
e-assessment.

4.1. Survey Open-ended Responses 
With regard to FE, the current study identifies 

a range of pedagogical challenges to the 
implementation of formative e-assessment as 
shown in Table 1. 

Table 1 summarizes the eleven common 
obstacles reported by 100 lecturers in various 
Vietnamese public and private universities. 
Among these, four most common challenges 
related to students’ conduct, followed by 
five teacher-related issues, with the two least 
popular relating to the institute level. They were 
synthesized and categorized in terms of repeated 
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Table 1. A summary of the Common Pedagogical Challenges Reported by Survey Respondents 
(n=100)

No Percentage Challenge

1 83% Students ask others to do assignments for them.

2 71% It is difficult to detect students using AI.

3 71% It is difficult to monitor students during assignment completion.

4 69% Students plagiarize from others.

5 48% It is time-consuming to grade assignments.

6 37% It takes much effort to give detailed feedback on individuals.

7 27% Teachers lack professional development activities regarding e-assessment.

8 21% Teachers lack e-assessment skills.

9 18% It is difficult to adjust assessment formats from offline to online.

10 17% There is a lack of detailed institutional policies or guidelines.

11 11% There is a lack of specific instructions from the faculty level. 

patterns of the relevant themes. The most 
noticeable concern is about academic integrity, 
with 83% of the lecturers reporting students 
engaged in contract cheating, 71% noting a sign 
of using AI, and 69% mentioning plagiarism. 
71% of the lecturers having difficulty detecting 
academic misconduct or managing academic 
integrity in online environments. Additionally, 
time and effort in implementing FE and giving 
feedback were also quite common among 
the lecturers (48% and 37%, respectively). 
Furthermore, there is a need for professional 
support, as approximately one-fifth of the 
lecturers indicated the need for professional 
development in e-assessment training, so that 
they will not simply replicate conventional test 
formats but adapt them effectively. 

4.2. Interview Responses
4.2.1 Validity
In synchronous FE, validity, which measures 

what is intended to be measured, is greatly 
challenged in digital environments by external 
interference and misaligned task design. For 
external factors such as technology use, ten out 
of thirteen interviewed lecturers stated that their 
students turned to translation tools or online 
dictionaries to assist them in producing answers, 
thereby leading to an increase in the level of 

accuracy beyond their lecturers’ expectations. 
For example, one lecturer reflected:

I tried to have the lockdown browser installed 
on the web page. Once any of the students 
switched to another external resource, the exam 
web page automatically closed down ... However, 
I accidentally overheard students’ conversation 
during the non-test time about the group chat they 
created to support one another [to get answers 
during the assessment]. (Lecturer A)

Students’ cheating makes their test results 
unreliable, but the above reflection also raises 
concerns regarding how to ensure the validity of 
the assessment tasks so that lecturers can measure 
the test constructs they intended to regardless 
of students’ use of technology. For example, 
for asynchronous e-assessment tasks, all of the 
interviewees complained about students’ use 
of AI tools and felt doubtful whether they 
were marking students’ own submissions or 
AI-generated work. If the latter was the case, 
the assessment became invalid as it failed to 
evaluate students’ skills and knowledge. Even 
a lecturer with some prior experience in testing 
and assessment still had difficulty in maintaining 
FE validity: 

… When given assignments, students turn to 
AI for support, sacrificing their own intellectual 
investment. I dare not say all of them, but the 

https://doi.org/10.15625/2615-8965/22610108
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majority of them will choose the most convenient 
way to complete their assignments [which is to 
use AI tools].  (Lecturer M)

Besides technology use, assessment design 
also impacted the validity of FE. For example, 
eight out of thirteen lecturers revealed that the 
common test task designed to measure critical 
thinking skills, production, or communication 
was mainly multiple-choice questions as one of 
them reported:

Students got high grades for their answers in 
the weekly assignments that had been designed 
in the form of multiple choices. However, during 
the synchronous online conference, they failed 
to answer my questions. I am sceptical about 
the selected test task and whether it actually 
measured what was intended to be measured. 
(Lecturer E)

Apparently, the weekly assignments using 
multiple choice questions failed to assess the 
students’ target ability, which hurt the validity 
of the test. This was confirmed by the later 
synchronous online conference, which suggested 
that teachers may also use technology to ensure 
the test-task validity by choosing the appropriate 
task design. 

4.2.2. Reliability
In FE, reliability refers to consistency, fairness, 

and dependability of assessment outcomes, all of 
which are closely linked to teaching and testing 
methods, assessment design, and human factors 
(Sarigoz, 2023). Challenges found in the data 
set are, therefore, categorised into institutional 
inconsistency, the complexities of group-based 
assessment, and affective mediators. 

In terms of institutional inconsistency, 
the participants noted the lack of unanimous 
institutional guidance on the test design. Without 
standardised protocols, five lecturers shared 
that they developed varied test formats, and 
difficulty levels for the same subject. In addition, 
there is a case in which one lecturer (Lecturer 
G) confessed that they used the same test for 
his/her three different classes at different time 
slots. Consequently, students taking the test 
first kept their remaining peers informed of the 
questions that might be reused by their lecturer. 

This significant spillover effect was observed in 
synchronous FE, highlighting the significance 
of ensuring reliability in FE which requires 
continuous modification based on student 
feedback and test-item analysis (Blanco & 
Ginovart, 2012). 

With regard to FE via groupwork, especially 
for asynchronous mode, there were several 
reliability issues. The findings highlight three 
specific “reliability gaps”: contribution variance, 
rubric limitations, and academic integrity. 
Lecturers struggled to ensure that grades 
reflected individual effort as equal marking for 
unequal contributions violates the principle of 
assessment fairness (Laato & Murtonen, 2020). 
In addition, despite the presence of rubrics, 
students’ interpretations may be varied when it 
comes to peer assessment. Also, the complexity 
of the rubrics often failed to match the task 
requirements, leading to student scepticism 
regarding the scores allocated. 

My students are not eager for groupwork, 
commenting that the level of peer involvement 
varies. When the teacher grades group work, 
despite the availability of rubrics, students still 
question the reliability of scores allocated for 
each of them. (Lecturer I) 

Another issue that is of great importance 
related to group work is plagiarism (Prendes-
Espinosa et al., 2021). When a particular 
group member commits plagiarism for his or 
her assigned part, others are serious about the 
originality of their work. So how to mark the 
overall group performance poses a big challenge 
for the teacher. Two of the lecturers (Lecturers E 
and L) shared that they had to ask their students 
to resubmit the paper, adding that most of the 
students in the group insisted on their ethical 
commitment to their parts. It may be unfair for 
those who truly demonstrate their academic 
ethics while some of their peers did not. This 
may pose a serious question as to how to ensure 
reliability in group work for asynchronous 
e-assessment.  Like validity, ensuring reliability 
in FE is a multifaceted challenge in that it 
involves the consistency of not only assessment 
results but also the assessment performances 
across technological platforms (Mohammed & 
Mashkhal, 2023). 

https://doi.org/10.15625/2615-8965/22610108
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Referring to affective mediators, in both 
synchronous and asynchronous online settings, 
affective factors such as anxiety, inhibition, 
and motivation together with timing pressure 
and surroundings  (i.e., home distractions, 
background noise) are very likely to affect 
performance. In other words, this challenge 
refers to synchronous pressure and asynchronous 
procrastination (Padayachee et al., 2018). Eight 
lecturers shared the same story that their students 
feel truly pressured when dealing with the test 
during the synchronous online meeting and that 
some of them did not have enough motivation to 
keep track of all assignments timely. As a result, 
they delayed completing the assignments until 
the deadline loomed. One lecturer reported that 
“Most of my students said that they performed 
more terribly when it comes to synchronous 
assessment than asynchronous assessment, which 
inherently allowed them more time to prepare 
their answers” (Lecturer A). However, another 
issue arises when asynchronous assessment tasks 
were adopted, as recalled by another lecturer:

“Some of the students often completed their 
assignments in a rush, even when the due date 
was around the corner. Though they understood 
that dealing with assignments earlier gave them 
more time to research and revise their work. 
Maybe procrastination was the result of low 
motivation.” (Lecturer D)

Obviously, rushed submission may not reflect 
the true performance that students were capable 
of, which in turn impacted the reliability of the 
assessment task. These results revealed that 
reliability concerns regarding FE were the most 
common and serious challenges reported by the 
lecturers.

4.2.3. Authenticity
The findings related to authenticity revealed 

pedagogical reductionism in skill-based subjects 
and the physicality gap in experimental learning. 
For any e-assessment pertaining to experiments 
or skill practice, the question design was over-
reliant on multiple-choice questions, meaning 
that memorization or rote learning is required 
(McCallum & Milner, 2020). Similarly, skill 
practice in foreign language learning is not 

limited to objective testing design; in fact, 
subjective testing such as essays, project-
based learning, and speaking practices is more 
sensible. Even if subjective testing (i.e., essays, 
reports) is adopted and real-life situations are 
incorporated into the test design to make it look 
more authentic, students do not really learn much 
from this kind of assessment, especially when it 
comes to experiments. 

Lecturers, when dealing with e-assessment 
in experiments, come to terms with the fact that 
students may reach the expected outcome despite 
their lack of exposure to real-life experiments. 
This can be considered a gap in e-learning, 
especially FE as experiments demand direct 
exposure. (Lecturer C)

Lecturer C expressed their concern that 
experiment-related tests are hard to do because 
their students cannot be exposed to real-life 
situations, not to mention required equipment or 
others for performing a task. In other words, the 
lack of authenticity among the assessment tasks 
highlighted the risk that students may not be able 
to perform real-life tasks they will encounter 
in their professional life and workplace upon 
graduation. 

4.2.4. Washback
In students’ terms, for synchronous 

e-assessment, they have to deal with task 
completion under time pressure with more 
focus on speed and test-taking strategies 
rather than a deep understanding of the subject 
matter. Meanwhile, for asynchronous mode, 
the auto-graded multiple-choice task design 
enables students to prioritize memorisation over 
communicative skills and other higher-order 
thinking skills, namely critical thinking, creative 
thinking, analytical thinking and so forth.  The 
two following excerpts present the lecturers’ 
concerns that the test tasks used had little positive 
washback for students’ professional practice:

It seems that my students successfully earned 
high scores when dealing with multiple-choice 
questions whilst they could not write or speak in 
the academic environment. (Lecturer E)

Most of my students could not draft even a 
simple blueprint for a particular civil works 
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project. They selected the correct answers but 
failed to put theories they had learnt into a 
masterplan. (Lecturer C)

On the other hand, giving timely feedback 
presents a challenge as teachers have to deal with 
a large number of students in addition to time 
pressure. Students expect to receive feedback 
for improvement during both synchronous and 
asynchronous e-assessment. In fact, they obtain 
feedback, but due to the low quality of feedback-
giving, students do not gain much from their 
teachers’ comments. 

Being in charge of a large-size class, I could 
not manage to give feedback to all students. And 
if yes, I would offer feedback to students who 
made serious mistakes. Though I know feedback 
quality is crucial, I could only give feedback at 
the superficial level. At times, I feel sorry for my 
students. (Lecturer F)

The above lecturer admitted that they could 
offer little quality feedback for students’ work, 
resulting in negative washback for students’ 
performance as they may not know what to do 
and what to avoid in performing similar tasks in 
the future.

4.2.5. Practicality
In the interviews, all the lecturers mentioned 

their main challenge regarding time. FE consumes 
considerable time from designing and adjusting 
tasks (Lecturers K, G, and D) to grading and giving 
feedback to individuals or groups (Lecturers F 
and I). However, the lecturers seemed to accept 
that there was no perfect assessment task and 
prioritised practicality more than other principles 
in their FE practice. For example, Lecturer K 
believed their current FE practices offered a high 
level of practicality for not only teachers but 
also students while understanding that the other 
principles such as validity and authenticity could 
be negatively impacted: 

For FE, I could not think of any easier ways 
to design tasks and save grading time. I know 
objective testing fails to measure communicative 
skills or critical thinking skills. But at least I find 
this kind of assessment rather familiar and useful 
to measure students’ knowledge of the subject 
matter. (Lecturer K)

The lecturer, while understanding the strengths 
and weaknesses of multiple-choice questions, 
insisted on the importance of practicality, which 
drove their decision in keeping them in place. 

In summary, the results revealed lecturers’ 
major concerns regarding validity and reliability 
in terms of academic integrity, affective factors, 
the students’ level of involvement in groupwork, 
FE design, and needs for professional support. 
However, many chose to adopt the conventional 
FE designs like multiple-choice questions thanks 
to their practicality while understanding that 
low-quality feedback negatively impacted the 
authenticity and washback of the assessment 
tasks.   

5. Discussion of Findings
Rather than simply identifying multiple 

problems in FE, these findings highlight that 
concerns about reliability and validity stem from 
deeper systemic issues, including academic 
integrity, group work assessment, assessment 
design, and student-related affective factors. This 
suggests that such challenges are not isolated, 
but are structurally embedded within current 
e-assessment practices. For validity, students 
may ask others, use external resources or turn 
to AI for help. Such students’ use of technology 
made the assessment invalid and unreliable due 
to their inflated performance, which aligns with 
the findings by Cotton et al. (2024), reinforcing 
the argument that technological affordances, 
while beneficial, simultaneously pose new threats 
to assessment integrity that institutions have yet 
to effectively mitigate. Concerning groupwork, 
lecturers find it extremely hard to grade 
groupwork fairly as some of the students may 
be more committed than others. The guarantee 
among team members regarding plagiarism is 
in doubt, too. Despite the availability of rubrics, 
their practical effectiveness appears limited, 
indicating that assessment tools alone are 
insufficient without complementary mechanisms 
to ensure accountability and fairness, a concern 
similarly raised by Yan et al. (2025).  

Other challenges related to validity and 
reliability that were identified in the interview 
data set refer to the discrepancies among 
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lecturers in test design and level of difficulty. 
These inconsistencies underscore a broader lack 
of standardisation across lecturers, which is 
consistent with the results by Kearns (2012) on 
the consequential inconsistency and inaccuracies 
in grading. Moreover, using the same test for 
different test times may result in unfairness when 
students taking the test later gain more academic 
advantages. This finding suggests the real need for 
professional support from the institutional level in 
terms of training and testing policies. Meanwhile, 
from the perspective of the test-takers, affective 
factors namely anxiety, inhibition, motivation 
and personality (i.e., procrastination) also put 
reliability in jeopardy, confirming the results by 
Padayachee et al. (2018). In this respect, students 
have to meet tight deadlines, reducing their 
chances of getting high scores in asynchronous 
FE due to time pressure and lack of in-depth 
research and thorough preparation to complete 
their assignments before the due date. Similarly, 
their performance in synchronous FE is not as 
good as that in asynchronous FE on account of 
real-time academic pressure, nervousness and 
lack of confidence as confirmed in the findings 
by Hung et al. (2024). 

The principle of authenticity is challenged 
when digital tools fail to replicate real-world 
contexts or tasks, especially for laboratory 
experiments and language speaking tasks. 
This suggests a persistent failure to achieve 
authenticity in digital assessment, particularly 
in contexts requiring practical competence and 
higher-order thinking skills whilst assessment 
remains dominated by lower-order multiple-
choice formats, indicating a clear misalignment 
with expected learning outcomes. This test task 
design reflects more than convenience, aligning 
with the efficiency-driven tendencies noted by Hai 
(2022) and points to a narrowing of pedagogical 
priorities. Consequently, such practices are prone 
to producing negative washback, promoting 
“teach-to-test” approaches that dent students’ 
motivation and higher-order thinking skills 
development. This concern echoes Christiana 
(2025), suggesting a broader and more critical 
systemic issue in digital assessment design. 

Noticeably, the problem with practicality 

is explicitly shown through massive practical 
barriers and demands of assessment directly 
pertaining to untimely and less elaborate 
feedback. While accepting that there would be 
no perfect assessment tasks, the lecturers chose 
to prioritise practicality over other principles of 
assessment such as authenticity and washback. 
The lecturers explained they chose specific 
assessment task designs like multiple choices 
and quizzes due to large student numbers, 
grading time requirements, and the need to give 
timely feedback, which were found to be some of 
the massive practical barriers of time constraints 
and resource limitations (Narreddy et al., 2025). 
This prioritisation of practicality is in line with 
previous research showing practicality was 
particularly important for classroom teachers in 
comparison to other principles of assessment 
(Brown & Abeywickrama, 2019).

6. Pedagogical Implications 
Based on the key findings, some pedagogical 

implications in an effort to answer the research 
questions have been made for Vietnamese 
educators to implement effective FE in tertiary 
education. First of all, there should be more 
training to build teachers’ capacity in e-assessment 
design and other related activities (i.e., proctoring, 
grading, giving feedback). Teachers acknowledge 
a lack of some competencies and demand 
pedagogical support (Basilotta-Gómez-Pablos 
et al., 2022), so that they can create high-quality 
testing and assessment. Secondly, alternatives to 
e-assessment assignments (e.g., e-portfolios) that 
focus more on process and higher-order thinking 
should be utilized accordingly, so that students 
have to interact more with others and demonstrate 
other skills (e.g., critical thinking and problem 
solving). Online tests can be developed by using 
suitable question formats, cognitive levels, and 
philosophical approaches, so that task designs 
are purposeful and authentic in assessing twenty-
first century learning (Boitshwarelo et al., 2017). 
Finally, institutions should provide updated and 
detailed guidelines on acceptable use of AI for 
students to complete their assignments and for 
teachers to do their testing and grading. More 
instruments should be introduced to assure 
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student authentication and authorship because 
cheating behaviours are not as well-controlled 
as they are in face-to-face proctored assessments 
(Mellar et al., 2018). Importantly, making the 
washback effects of FE noticeable to the students 
truly motivates them to study better in online 
learning environments. A combination of human 
and automated marking and feedback could be 
considered for an effective implementation. 
Online tests can provide “automated rich, 
descriptive, formative feedback…to scaffold 
the learning process”, enabling students to 
improve themselves and prepare for summative 
assessment (Boitshwarelo et al., 2017, p. 3). 
Likewise, peer assessment and peer feedback 
can complement teacher assessment, particularly 
in online learning settings (Webb et al., 2018), 
leading to interactive assessment that promotes 
critical analysis of students’ performance (Romeu 
Fontanillas et al., 2016).

7. Conclusions and Recommendations
All in all, this study highlights existing 

pedagogical challenges faced by Vietnamese 
educators at the tertiary level when implementing 
FE. Problems regarding how to maintain 
validity, reliability, authenticity, practicality, 
and washback in FE are explicitly addressed 
in the context of Vietnam’s higher education. 

In response to these pedagogical challenges, 
suggestions for improvement are offered 
with a central focus on the implementation 
of professional support from the institutions, 
alternatives to conventional e-assessment 
assignments (e-portfolios under consideration), 
and guidelines on how to acquire academic 
integrity as well as how to increase learners’ 
motivation. The generalization of the findings 
might have some limitations; however, they 
could be used as a reference for those in similar 
educational contexts. Further investigations into 
students’ perspectives and the impact of FE on 
learning outcomes could be conducted in order 
to gain a comprehensive understanding of FE 
in Vietnam’s tertiary education, contributing 
to more practical implications to optimize the 
effectiveness of FE.
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