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Abstract
Context 

Assessment in engineering education is crucial for evaluating 
student achievement and teaching effectiveness. Engineering 
universities should align programs with objectives, curriculum, 
instruction, and assessment strategies.

Purpose or Goal
Recognizing that students are fundamental in the teaching and 

learning process, their feedback on content delivery and assessment 
methods is invaluable for refining and improving the overall 
instructional process. Consequently, this study investigates students’ 
perceptions of assessment practices in engineering education. This 
study also examines the significant disparity in the perception of 
undergraduate engineering students at different academic levels. 

Methods
Through a quantitative survey, data was collected from 557 

undergraduate engineering students at various academic year levels 
from six (6) programs across four engineering universities in 
Bangladesh. Descriptive statistics have been used to get insights into
the demographics of the students. Cronbach's alpha was used to assess 
the reliability of the data. The ANOVA analysis investigates the 
significant differences in students’ perception of assessment practices 
at different academic levels.

Outcomes 
The results show high reliability of the survey instrument with a 

Cronbach's alpha value of 0.801. The ANOVA findings reveal that 
first-year students' perceptions of assessment practices differ 
significantly from third-year and fourth-year students.

Conclusion
We observed that there is a significant variance in the perception of 

first-year and third-year students on the alignment of assessment with 
planned learning. Similarly, a significant difference exists between the 
perception of first-year and fourth-year on the authenticity and 
transparency in assessment. However, the magnitude of the difference 
is small. 

Keywords— assessment; engineering education; engineering 
universities; student perception; 

I. INTRODUCTION
MPLOYING suitable assessment approaches aids in
cultivating quality graduates for a country. In contrast,

discrepancies in assessment methods across engineering 
institutions can lead to disparities in the caliber of graduates
(Stehle & Peters-Burton, 2019). The significance of valid and 
consistent assessment practices is paramount for the success of
formal education (Taber, 2018). To fulfill student anticipations 
and achieve labour market demands, engineering universities 
should align their program goals, curriculum, pedagogy, and 
evaluation strategies to the industry needs (Ali, 2018).

Engineers play a crucial role in shaping our technological, 
infrastructural, and economic landscapes (Pleasants, 2023).
They drive technological advancements, infrastructure 
development, address global challenges and foster innovation
(Raman et al., 2015; Stehle & Peters-Burton, 2019). They are 
essential in designing and maintaining systems and structures 
that underpin our daily lives, ensuring that society benefits from 
technological progress (Jónsson, 2023). Competent engineers 
possess a unique blend of technical skills and creative problem-
solving, enabling innovation and entrepreneurship (Huang-
Saad et al., 2018; Sneider, 2016). They contribute to economic 
growth by creating efficient products, reducing costs, and 
improving quality of life (McGowan & Bell, 2020). Their role 
is essential in creating a sustainable, prosperous, and innovative 
society, as the world becomes interconnected and forms a 
complex network within (Pleasants, 2023).

Therefore, quality education and training to produce 
competent engineers are essential for tackling modern 
challenges (Ali, 2018; McGowan & Bell, 2020; Pleasants, 
2023). Providing the graduates with skills, knowledge, and 
mindset to navigate complex technological, societal, and 
environmental landscapes should be of importance to achieving 
a sustainable future. This includes specialization, problem-
solving abilities, interdisciplinary collaboration, ethical 
practices, adaptability, global perspectives, entrepreneurial 
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innovation, quality assurance, safety, and job market 
competitiveness (Chen et al., 2021; Nedungadi et al., 2018; 
Stitt-Bergh et al., 2018). Continuous learning and investment in 
comprehensive training cultivate a skilled workforce capable of 
driving progress, solving complex challenges, and contributing 
positively to the world (Frey et al., 2017; ’Raman et al., 2013; 
Sneider, 2016). However, despite their enormous efforts, 
engineering universities continue to encounter difficulties in 
producing qualified engineers who can fulfill global 
expectations (Shahid et al., 2022). Effective curricula delivery 
and assessment methodologies and practices to ensure desired 
outcomes are one of the challenges faced by these universities 
(Denton, 1998; Raman et al., 2021; Shahid et al., 2022; Sneider, 
2016). Therefore, this paper focuses on exploring the 
perception of undergraduate students on assessment practices in 
four (4) engineering universities in Bangladesh. The perception 
of students was explored in relation to the assessment’s 
Alignment with Planned Learning (APL), Authenticity of the 
Assessment (AA), Student Consultation on Assessment (SCA), 
Transparency in Assessment (TA) and Diversity of Assessment 
(DA)(Koul et al., 2006; Mussawy, 2009; Trochim, 2007; 
Waldrip et al., 2008) as depicted in Table I.

Assessment in engineering education plays a vital role in 
shaping the quality, effectiveness, and relevance of engineering 
programs (Ali, 2018). It involves the systematic evaluation of 
students' knowledge, skills, and competencies to determine 
their understanding of engineering concepts and their capability
to apply them in practical scenarios (Diwakar et al., 2023; 
Ghaicha, 2016). Assessment is a multifaceted process that goes 
beyond measuring rote memorization. It evaluates students' 
ability to apply knowledge, solve problems, think critically, 
innovate, collaborate, and uphold ethical standards (Gürdür 
Broo et al., 2022). Effective assessment enhances the quality of 
engineering education, produces capable graduates, and 
supports the continued advancement of the engineering 
profession (Diwakar et al., 2023). Recognizing that students are 
at the center of any instructional process, their feedback on 
content delivery and assessment methods is invaluable for 
refining and improving the overall instructional process
(Jónsson, 2023). Consequently, in this study, we investigated 
students’ perceptions of assessment practices in engineering 
education. Furthermore, we examined whether there is a 
significant disparity in the perception of assessment practices 
among undergraduate engineering students at different 
academic levels. Measurement scales on the student perception 
of assessment questionnaire (SPAQ) used in previous studies 
(Dhindsa et al., 2007; Koul et al., 2006; Mussawy, 2009; 
Waldrip et al., 2008) to elicit students’ perception of assessment 
practices were used for the data collection. The following 
hypotheses have been tested to evaluate students’ perception of 
assessment used in undergraduate engineering education 
programs. 

1. Hypothesis 1 (H1): There is no significant difference
in the perception of students about the assessment

alignment with the planned learning between different 
academic years. 

2. Hypothesis 2 (H2): There is no significant difference
in the perception of students about the authenticity of
the assessment between different year levels.

3. Hypothesis 3 (H3): There is no significant difference
in the perception of students about student
consultation on assessment between different year
levels.

4. Hypothesis 4 (H4): There is no significant difference
in the perception of students on the transparency of
assessment between different year levels.

5. Hypothesis 5 (H5): There is no significant difference
in the perception of students on the diversity of
assessment between different year levels.

II. RELATED WORK
Engaging students in the assessment process is a fundamental 

shift in education that empowers learners to take an active role 
in their own educational journey. This approach recognizes 
students as partners in their learning and fosters a deeper 
understanding of the learning objectives (Cao & Tech, 2023)
(Jogan, 2019). Involving students in assessment process can 
foster student empowerment, self-regulation, enhanced 
understanding, feedback, diverse perspectives, co-creation of 
assessment, individualization, accountability, transparency, 
improved communication, and preparation for the real world 
(Ozan, 2019). By actively participating in assessment, students 
gain a clearer understanding of learning objectives, align their 
efforts with desired outcomes, and develop metacognitive skills 
and overall education effectiveness (El-Maaddawy, 2017; 
Hattingh & Dison, 2020). This approach can foster a growth in 
mindset and commitment for continuous learning. Students can 
contribute to setting personalized goals and selecting 
assessment methods that align with their strengths, interests, 
and learning preferences (Jogan, 2019). The lack of involving 
students in assessment can lead to missed opportunities for 
engagement, authentic learning experiences, feedback, and 
personalized growth (Raaper, 2023). To foster a holistic 
learning environment, it is crucial to recognize students as 
active partners in assessment and to leverage their insights to 
enhance the overall learning journey (Jónsson, 2023).

Bangladesh's higher education sector faces resource 
shortages and struggles to improve education standards. 
Despite government efforts, many institutions struggle with 
high-quality instruction, poor student learning outcomes, and 
poor performance in real work environments (Chowdhury, 
2016). Assessment plays a critical role in supporting or 
undermining students' education. Teachers should focus on 
standardized assessment criteria to better understand students 
and make informed judgments (Ghaicha, 2016).

Assessment is valid when it aligns with planned learning 
objectives and is continuous throughout the semester. Studies 
concerning the learning of engineering students through essay 
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tests, particularly in the cognitive learning domain, recommend 
that educators in Bangladesh ought to concentrate on the 
application, analysis, evaluation, and creation aspects, rather 
than merely emphasizing recall when dealing with the 
subdomains within the cognitive domain. (Raihan et al., 2013).
To ensure validity in assessment, it should at least address the 
cognitive, affective, and psychomotor domains of learning
(Mohd-Yusof et al., 2015). An authentic assessment simulates 
a real work environment and evaluates students' ability to apply 
knowledge in real-world situations (Bhatia et al., 2023; El-
Maaddawy, 2017; ’Fan et al., 2015). It aims to build minds 
capable of performing in social and economic environments. 
According to Ozan (2019), the implementation of authentic 
assessment led to a notable enhancement in academic 
accomplishment and a positive shift in the attitude of aspiring 
educators toward educational measurement. 

Back in 2010, university students in New Zealand voiced 
apprehensions about their educational journey, primarily due to 
the prevalence of a grading-centered environment. This culture 
induced stress, absenteeism, and disrupted coordination
(Harland et al., 2015). Educators observed a lack of 
communication and hesitancy in scaling down assessments. 
The consensus among academics was that the existing methods 
curtailed students' capabilities, and they advocated for more 
manageable assessments. Nonetheless, a single lecturer opined 
those recurrent assessments that readied students for the 
demanding real world, even though it constrained their 
autonomy to explore beyond the set curriculum.

The significance of impartiality in evaluating education
outcomes in higher education was highlighted by Zlatkin-
Troitschanskaia et al (2019), in which they advised avoiding 
superficial judgments and utilizing valid, reliable, and 
transparent assessment and evaluation approaches as diverse 
learning needs and styles require inclusive assessment 
approaches (Jónsson, 2023; Stitt-Bergh et al., 2018).

A study conducted by Koul et al (2006), developed and 
validated a five-scale measurement instrument called Students 
Perceptions of Assessment Questionnaire (SPAQ) and analyzed 
the relationship between these scales with students' attitudes 
toward science. The findings revealed that Congruence with 
Planned Learning, Authenticity, Transparency, and Diversity 
were all favorably connected with students' views toward 
science. 

Dhindsa et al (2007), also conducted a study in Brunei where 
the results showed that students highly perceived Congruence 
with Planned Learning (CPL) and Transparency in Assessment 
(TA), Assessment Applied Learning (AAL), and Transparency 
in Assessment (TIA). However, students had a low perception 
of Student Consultations, which contradicts the findings of 
Mussawy (2009), which states that authenticity of the 
assessment (AA) has the highest perception. Students also had 
low perceptions of Students Consultation on Assessment (SCA) 
and Transparency in Assessment (TA).

Hence, taking into account the viewpoints expressed in 
existing literature regarding the utilization of SPAQ and the 

significance of gathering students' perceptions on assessment 
practices to guide instructional content, pedagogies, and 
assessment approaches, it is appropriate we undertook a study 
of this nature within the realm of engineering education in the 
context of Bangladesh.

III. METHODOLOGY
We adopted a quantitative methodological approach in our 

study. By conducting a survey, a substantial volume of data was 
collected from four (4) different engineering universities in 
Bangladesh, comprising both teachers and students. 
Nonetheless, the outcomes and insights presented in this study 
are drawn exclusively from the dataset involving students.

Bangladesh has many engineering universities, 
encompassing both public and private institutions. The 
investigation centers on four (4) different engineering 
universities (designated as U1, U2, U3, and U4). The selection 
of these universities was deliberate, taking into consideration 
their unique attributes and also the convenience of the data 
collection process. U1 was singled out due to its diverse student 
and faculty composition, being an international institution that 
welcomes learners from over twenty nations. U2 was chosen 
for its specialized approach to student training as a public 
university, with a primary focus on cultivating professional 
engineers across various disciplines. Its admission policy 
exclusively admits diploma engineers to pursue degree-level 
studies. U3's inclusion is attributed to its specialization in textile 
engineering programs, making its student body significant for 
this study, given Bangladesh's substantial textile industry. 
Lastly, U4 was designated to represent the domain of private 
engineering universities of Bangladesh. All these universities 
are situated in the Dhaka Division of Bangladesh. The study 
specifically targeted six engineering departments, namely 
Electrical and Electronic Engineering (EEE), Computer 
Science and Engineering (CSE), Mechanical Engineering 
(ME), Civil Engineering (CE), Textile Engineering (TE), and 
Industrial and Production Engineering (IPE). Only the 
undergraduate engineering students were selected from these 
universities via convenience sampling method.

A. Data Collection Instrument
We used SPAQ instrument, developed and validated by Koul

et al (2006) and Waldrip et al (2008), to investigate how 
students perceive assessment practices in Bangladesh.
Additionally, Dhindsa et al (2007) and Mussawy (2009) further 
substantiated the instrument's reliability and validity. With 
slight adjustments, we used the 22 items SPAQ instrument with
a Likert scale ranging from 1 to 5 (1 representing "strongly 
disagree," 2 indicating "disagree," 3 representing "neutral," 4 
signifying "agree," and 5 denoting "strongly agree"). 

B. Data collecting Procedure
Prior approval from the relevant authorities of the selected

institutions has been taken before the data collection. Upon 
obtaining approval, participants were informed about their
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voluntary participation and the option to withdraw from the 
study at any time. It was emphasized that the collected data 
would be utilized exclusively for academic purposes. A Google 
form was developed and its link was distributed to educators 
and student leaders, as well as shared on specific social media 
platforms utilized by students for educational purposes. The 
Google form remained accessible for a duration of two (2) 
months. A total of 557 respondents completed the 
questionnaire, and their provided answers were meticulously 
examined to derive conclusive findings.

C. Analysis
Various statistical techniques were utilized to contextualize

and comprehend the collected data, as well as to discern the 
respondents' demographics. Cronbach’s alpha reliability test 
was executed to gauge the internal consistency of the 
instrument items. Employing descriptive analysis, the 
percentage distribution of respondents was depicted concerning 
gender, academic year, and academic program. An assessment 
was made to identify the significant outliers and the normal 
distribution of the dataset to ensure its integrity. To confirm or 
refute the stipulated hypothesis, an Analysis of Variance 
(ANOVA) together with Leven’s test was carried out, aiming 
to ascertain significant variations in the means and similarity of 
the variances respectively.  The significant value (p) was 
considered to be < .05 throughout the analysis. 

IV. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

Reliability analysis was conducted on each of the 5 item 
variables or constructs (APL, AA, SCA, TA and DA) using 
Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) version 26 
software. Cronbach’s Alpha showed in Table II that the 
reliability of each construct in the questionnaire (SPAQ) 
exceeded the minimum standard value of α = .7 indicating an 
acceptable level of internal consistency (Taber, 2018).

A. Descriptive Statistics
There were 82.41% of the participants were male and 17.59%

were female from the 557 participants. The students were from 
six engineering departments, with 17.41% affiliated with 
Computer Science and Engineering, 13.10% from Electrical 
and Electronic Engineering, 8.62% from Mechanical 
Engineering, 8.62% from Industrial and Production 
Engineering, 17.05% from Civil Engineering, and 35.19% from 
Textile Engineering. Furthermore, the student population was 
distributed across various academic years: 15.62% represented 
the first-year cohort, 15.79% were second-year students, and 
38.78% and 29.80% were in their third and fourth-year students 
respectively. 

B. Assessment of Outliers and Normal Distribution
As revealed, the scores within each measurement scale or

construct demonstrate the absence of significant outliers
(Hoaglin & Iglewicz, 1987). Moreover, the assumption of a 
data normality within each construct was satisfied, with 
skewness and kurtosis values ranging from -.735 to .422 and -
.826 to .816 respectively, falling within acceptable limits 
(Demir, 2022). Ideally, both the skewness and kurtosis 
coefficients must be zero for normally distributed data. 
However, given that skewness and kurtosis values mostly 
deviate from zero, acceptable thresholds are defined for these 
values. Various studies suggest different ranges for these 
thresholds. However, most studies propose that the ranges 
should be less than ±2 (Demir, 2022; Field, 2013; George & 
Mallery, 2010; Gravetter et al., 2020; Trochim, 2007).

C. Test of Hypotheses
1) H1: Alignment with the Planned Learning (APL)

One-way ANOVA analysis was conducted to compare
students' perceptions of the assessment’s APL across different 
academic year levels as shown in Table III. The assumption of 
equal variance was met, as evidenced by Levene's test result F 
(3, 553) = .942, p > .05. Notably, a statistically significant 
distinction in students' perceptions emerged across distinct year 
levels concerning the assessment’s APL (F (3, 553) = 3.163, p 
< .05). The observed difference in means and effect size 
indicated a small effect size (partial eta squared = .017), 
suggesting that 1.7% of the variability in APL scores could be 
explained by year levels. Upon further analysis using the Tukey 
honestly significant difference (HSD) test for post hoc 
comparisons, we found that the mean score for the first-year

TABLE I
SCALES OF MEASUREMENT 

Scale Description 

Alignment with 
planned learning 

The extent to which learning program e goals, 
objectives, and activities are aligned with
assessment tasks.

Authenticity The extent to which assessment tasks are 
relevant to the learner and also features real-life 
situations.

Student Consultation The extent to which students are consulted and 
informed about the forms of assessment tasks.

Transparency The extent to which assessment tasks are well-
defined and clear to the learner. 

Diversity The extent to which all students have an equal 
chance at completing assessment tasks. 

Alignment with 
planned learning 

The extent to which assessment tasks align with 
the goals, objectives, and activities of the 
learning program.

TABLE II
RELIABILITY STATISTICS 

Construct No of 
Item

Cronbach’s alpha 

APL 4 .775
AA 4 .755
SCA 4 .732
TA 6 .751
DA 4 .798
Overall Reliability 22 .874
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(M = 3.8937, SD = .59017) students significantly differed from 
that of the third-year students (M = 3.6481, SD = .67085), p <
.05. However, no significant differences were observed 
between the second year (M = 3.7045, SD = .65164) and the 
fourth year (M = 3.6943, SD = .59313), nor between the second 
and fourth year, and first and third year. 

2) H2: Authenticity of Assessment (AA)
One-way ANOVA was again conducted to compare students'

perceptions of the AA across different academic year levels as 
shown in Table IV. The assumption of equal variance was met, 
as evidenced by Levene's test result F (3, 553) = 1.181, p > .05.
Notably, there is a statistically significant variance in students' 
perceptions across distinct year levels concerning AA, (F (3, 
553) = 3.642, p < .05). The observed difference in means and
effect size indicated a small effect (partial eta squared = .019),
suggesting that 1.9% of the variability in AA scores could be
explained by year levels. Further analysis using the Tukey HSD
test for post hoc comparisons found that the mean score for the
first-year students (M = 3.6293, SD = .90128) significantly
differed from that of the fourth-year students (M = 3.2892, SD
= .83210), p < .05. However, no significant differences were
observed between the second year (M = 3.3494, SD = .76896)
and the third year (M = 3.4595, SD = .80791), nor between the
second and third year, and first and fourth year.

3) H3: Student Consultation on Assessment (SCA)
Through a one-way ANOVA analysis, students' perceptions

of SCA across different academic year levels were examined as
shown in Table V. The assumption of equal variance was met, 
as evidenced by Levene's test result F (3, 553) = .736, p > .05. 
Notably, there was no statistically significant variance in 
students' perceptions across the different year levels concerning 
SCA, (F (3, 553) = 1.695, p > .05). 

4) H4: Transparency of Assessment (AA)
A one-way ANOVA analysis was also conducted to compare

students' perceptions of the TA across different academic year 
levels as shown in Table VI. The assumption of equal variance 
was met, as evidenced by Levene's test result F (3, 553) = 1.408, 
p > .05. Notably, a statistically significant difference in 
students' perceptions emerged across different year levels 
concerning TA, (F (3, 553) = 2.723, p < .05). The observed 
difference in means and effect size indicated a small effect 
(partial eta squared = .015), suggesting that 1.5% of the 
variability in TA scores could be explained by year levels. Upon 
further analysis using the Tukey HSD test for post hoc 
comparisons, we found that the mean score for the first-year
students (M = 3.8276, SD = .79746) significantly differed from 
that of the fourth-year students (M = 3.5612, SD = .70718), p < 
.05. However, no significant differences were observed 
between the second year (M = 3.6307, SD = .72514) and the 
third year (M = 3.6883, SD = .70732), nor between the second 
and third year, and the first and fourth year.

5) H5: Diversity of Assessment (DA)
One-way ANOVA analysis was finally conducted to

compare students' perceptions of DA across different academic 
year levels as shown in Table VII. The assumption of equal 
variance was met, as evidenced by Levene's test result F (3, 
553) = .254, p > .05. Notably, there was no statistically
significant variance in students' perceptions across distinct year
levels concerning DA, (F (3, 553) = 2.134, p > .05).

Based on the ANOVA findings presented in Tables III, IV, 
and VI, it can be deduced that a statistically significant 
distinction prevails in the perceptions of undergraduate 
engineering students concerning assessment practices related to 
APL, AA, and TA. The associated p-values are .024, .013, and 
.043, respectively, all of which fall below the established 
threshold for statistical insignificance (p = .05). Consequently, 
hypotheses H1, H2, and H4 are rejected, as documented in 
sources like Field (2013), George & Mallery (2010), and 

TABLE III
ONE-WAY ANOVA RESULTS OF H1: APL 

Test of Homogeneity of Variance One-Way ANOVA Results

Year Level Mean Standard 
Deviation

Levene’s Statistics Sig(p) F Sig(p) ƞ²p

First-year 3.8937 .59017 F (3, 553) = .942 .420 F (3, 553) = 3.163 .024 .017

Second year 3.7045 .65164

Third year 3.6481 .67085

Fourth-year 3.6943 .59313

Group Difference

Year Level Mean 
Difference 

Sig(p) 95% Confidence Interval 

LB UB

First – Third 
year 

.24553* .013 .0384 .4527
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Gravetter et al. (2020). Nevertheless, there is no notable 
statistical difference observed with regard to student perception 
in SCA and DA, where the corresponding p-values stand at .167 
and .095 respectively. Hence, hypotheses H3 and H5 are failed 

to reject (Field, 2013; George & Mallery, 2010; Gravetter et al., 
2020).

Furthermore, we delved into group disparities to illustrate 
variations among different year levels. This was accomplished 
by conducting supplementary examinations utilizing the Tukey 

TABLE IV
ONE-WAY ANOVA RESULTS OF H2: AA

Test of Homogeneity of Variance One-Way ANOVA Results

Year Level Mean Standard 
Deviation

Levene’s Statistics Sig F Sig ƞ²p

First-year 3.6293 .90128 F (3, 553) = 1.181 .316 F (3, 553) = 3.642 .013 .019

Second year 3.3494 .76896

Third year 3.4595 .80791

Fourth-year 3.2892 .83210

Group Difference

Year Level Mean 
Difference 

Sig 95% Confidence Interval 

LB UB 

First – Fourth year .34015* .010 .0590 .6213

TABLE V
ONE-WAY ANOVA RESULTS OF H3: SCA

Test of Homogeneity of Variance One-Way ANOVA Results

Year Level Mean Standard 
Deviation

Levene’s Statistics Sig F Sig 

First-year 3.7443 .87436 F (3, 553) = .736 .531 F (3, 553) = 1.695 .167

Second year 3.4915 .82128

Third year 3.6157 .82118

Fourth-year 3.5346 .85054

TABLE VI
ONE-WAY ANOVA RESULTS OF H4: TA

Test of Homogeneity of Variance One-Way ANOVA Results

Year Level Mean Standard 
Deviation

Levene’s Statistics Sig F Sig ƞ²p

First-year 3.8276 .79746 F (3, 553) = 1.408 .240 F (3, 553) = 2.723 .043 .015

Second year 3.6307 .72514

Third year 3.6883 .70732

Fourth-year 3.5612 .70718

Group Difference

Year Level Mean 
Difference 

Sig 95% Confidence Interval 

LB UB

First–Fourth year .26634* .029 .0191 .5135
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HSD test for post hoc comparisons. The outcomes of this 
analysis revealed statistically significant mean differences 
between first and third-year students in their assessment 
perception score for APL (M = .24553*, p = .013). Similarly, a 
considerable divergence in perception score emerged between 
first and fourth-year students in both AA and TA, showcasing 
a mean difference of (M = .34015*, p = .010) and (M = .26634*, 
p = .029) correspondingly.

Notably, no additional assessments were undertaken for SCA 
and DA, as the perceptions of students within these constructs 
did not present any statistically significant differences as the p-
values are .167 and .095 respectively. However, this does not
validate the notion that students have reached to a consensus 
that the assessment practices take into account students' 
viewpoints and involve consultation between educators and 
students in assessment-related decisions. In fact, students 
perceived the DA as the lowest scale with an average mean 
score of 3.1746, which exhibited agreement in their viewpoint 
regarding less inclusivity and diversity of the assessment 
practices compared to other scales. They believe that 
assessment practices lack the inclusion of a broad array of 
approaches. Furthermore, despite the differences in their 
perception of APL, AA and TA, students still consider APL, 
TA and AA to be the highly observed scale with an average 
mean value of 3.7092, 3.6613 and 3.4179 respectively. 
However, the findings of this study confirmed the results of 
Mussawy (2009).

V. CONCLUSION
The SPAQ has been used in K-12 education settings and at 

the time of this study we have not come across any study that 
uses SPAQ in engineering higher education. Furthermore, we
observed that there is a significant variance in the perception of 
first-year and third-year students on the alignment of 
assessment with planned learning. Similarly, a significant 
difference exists between the perception of first-year and 
fourth-year on the authenticity and transparency in assessment. 
However, the magnitude of the difference is small. Therefore,
this study has depicted the significant importance of involving
students in decision-making on assessment practices in 
engineering education as it will further enhance their learning 
capabilities. Additionally, assessment practices have to be 

inclusive and authentic. Further studies may explore online 
assessment practices in engineering education. The perception 
of teachers can also be explored and compared to that of the 
students for a better understanding of assessment practices in 
engineering education context. 
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APPENDIX: SURVEY QUESTIONS 

Alignment with planned learning
1. My assessment in engineering courses tests what I

understand.
2. My assessment in engineering department tests what I

memorize.
3. My assignments/tests are about what I have done in

class.
4. I am assessed on what the teacher has taught me.

Authenticity of Assessment 
5. I find engineering department assessment tasks are

relevant to what I do outside of school.
6. Assessment in the engineering department tests my

ability to apply what I know to real-life problems.
7. Assessment in the engineering department examines

my ability to answer everyday questions.
Student Consultation on Assessment

8. I can show others that my learning has helped me do
things.

9. In the engineering department, I am clear about the
types of assessment being used.

10. I am aware of how my assessment will be marked.
11. My teacher does explain to me how each type of

assessment is to be used.
12. I can have a say in how I will be assessed in the

engineering department through the assessment 
system.

Transparency in Assessment 
13. I am told in advance when I am being assessed.
14. I am told in advance on what I am being assessed.
15. I am clear about what my teacher wants in my

assessment tasks.
16. I know how particular assessment tasks will be

marked.
17. My relation with the teacher does not have any

influence on my assessment scores.
18. I am always provided with the feedback by the teacher

on my assessment.
Diversity in Assessment 

19. I can complete the assessment tasks by the given time.
20. I am given a choice of assessment tasks.
21. I am given assessment tasks that suit my ability.
22. When I am confused about an assessment task, I am

given another option to answer it.
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