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ABSTRACT

The potential influence of multiple-choice and short-answer question formats on

students’ test performance has been a subject for researches for a long time. It is established that

EFL learners show different performance and have different attitudes towards MCQ and SAQ

items.  This study aims to determine how the MCQ and SAQ question types can affect students’

test performance. Specifically, the study investigates whether the learners’ proficiency has an

impact on their performance of MC and SA question formats, if the constant practice of SAQ

items can result in better performance of MC format and overall language test, and what are the

students’ perceptions towards SAQ and MCQ formats.

For this purpose, 19 students from two Low-Intermediate Proficiency language level

groups participated in the research. The findings showed that students’ performance on both

MCQ and SAQ formats does not differ much. Moreover, the learners’ test performance is mainly

affected by their language proficiency. In addition, students give preference to both MC and SA

question types, although mentioning that in most cases the MC tasks are easier to complete.

The results of the current study suggest that the implementation of short-answer question

format in language tests can not only positively affect the validity and reliability of the

assessment but also provide the teachers with insightful feedback about learners’ course

achievements. On this basis, it is preferable to mix both MCQ and SAQ formats when assessing

small groups of EFL learners.

Keywords: formative assessment, assessment in CLT, online assessment, multiple-choice

questions (MCQs), short-answer questions (SAQs), question formats, student perceptions
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Chapter One: Introduction

Assessment is a crucial part of the language learning process. It intends to measure

learners’ language knowledge and abilities, as well as to get general feedback on their learning

achievements. The choice of the question format highly impacts the assessment and students’

overall performance on the test. As Bachman (1990) highlights, it is important to investigate the

potential influence of question formats on students’ test performance. In order to create a valid

assessment tool, the test developers need to use the data about the interaction between question

types to design assessment tools that can be considered as a credible and reliable measure of

language abilities.  Consequently, among the most commonly used test items are multiple-choice

(MCQ) and short-answer (SAQ) questions. The comparison of these two test formats has always

been a ground for debates between language professionals on the subject of their reliability in

studies. Besides the debatable aspect, the main question still remains the choice of a suitable

format of test items that can meet the objectives of the course. Regardless of some similarities

between the skills measured by MCQ and SAQ items, they provide information about different

features of assessment (Budiyono, 2018).  According to various studies, the blended approach

with an increased ratio of SAQs can result in higher reliability of the grades (Faremi, 2016;

Mozaffari et al., 2017; Budiyono, 2018).

The advantages of both MCQs and SAQs make them very valuable for teachers and test

creators to use them as a part of formative assessment. These two formats are used for the

measurement of low cognitive level abilities (e.g., remembering, understanding and applying)

(Chan, 2009). Still, there are several disadvantages of MCQs that need to be considered during

language assessment. By forcing the test takers to choose the single correct answer, the MCQs

prevent revealing students’ in-depth knowledge which then can result in a surface learning
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approach (Mullen & Schultz, 2012; Tychonievich, 2012). Unlike MCQs, the SAQs as a type of

constructed-response items, provide opportunities to evaluate learners’ higher-order thinking

skills (e.g., analyzing, evaluating, creating) (Tankersley, 2007). Besides, communicative

language teaching (CLT) also aims to teach the skills necessary to students for real-life

interactions, which means that the essential aspect of the assessment is the authenticity of test

items. The MCQs fail to precisely replicate the learning outcomes and language competence of

the students (Canagarajah, 2006). Whereas the constructed-response items are more applicable to

reflect on the students’ communicative abilities and provide the teachers with valid and reliable

data about learners’ level of achievement.

To further investigate the relationship between student performance and test item types

and their impact on test results, research is conducted in an English Afterschool program in

Yerevan, Armenia. The participants are two Low Intermediate proficiency level groups. The

study aims to draw correlations between MCQs and SAQs to find out the differences in their

effect on learners’ test performance. By giving the learners similar tasks with different question

types, makes it possible to recognize to what extent the answers of the students vary regarding

the item format. In addition, the research tries to find out whether familiarity with the SAQ

format can be an advantage when answering MCQ type of items, and also discover test takers’

preferences of the test format. Furthermore, the findings provide some information about the

practicality of SAQs as a part of not only grammar and vocabulary tasks (“The Language Use”

section of the test), but also when assessing the reading and listening comprehension.

To explore the impact of multiple-choice and short-answer question formats on

participants’ test performance, the current study tried to find out the answers to the following

research questions:
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1. Does student test performance on MCQ and SAQ formats change depending on

their proficiency?

2. How does the systematic treatment with the SAQ format affect students’ test

performance?

3. What are students’ perceptions towards MC and SA question formats?
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Chapter Two: Literature Review

2.1. Item Formats in Formative Assessment

Formative assessment is an evaluation process that aims to monitor students’ learning

process. Specifically, it provides teachers with general feedback about the changes in student

language performance, as well as impacts on ensuing assessment practices (Dunn & Mulvenon,

2009). Moreover, the evaluation process reflects the main objectives of the course and is

repeated over a period of time to measure learners’ progress (Rademakers et al., 2005). The

assessment process needs to meet certain conditions to have high productivity and precisely

represent the students’ achievements (Stiggins, 2005). Consequently, to attain positive changes in

the learning process, it is essential to develop a sound assessment tool.

The validity and reliability of the assessment are linked to the testing format. There are a

number of studies claiming that the format of the test has a huge impact on students’ test

performance. Item formats affect not only test results, but also measure different language skills

and provide information about various aspects of students’ linguistic competence. For this

reason, the construction of valid test items is significant to diminish the possible negative effect

of the testing format on test takers’ performance to get consistent results about their learning

process (Bachman, 1990; Kobayashi, 2002; Solano-Flores & Trumbull, 2003; Cheng et al.,

2007). The item formats interfere with the construct and the diversity of the language skills

measured in the test. Moreover, each of the item formats requires the test takers to apply certain

abilities to answer the questions (David, 2007). Hence the scores received by the students may be

altered by their performance and do not represent their linguistic competence well enough. As a

result, test developers need to pay particular attention to assessment item formats and their
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interaction with learners’ performance to develop more valid and reliable tests to measure

language skills.

One of the most common item formats used in the assessment is the multiple-choice

question type (MCQ). MC items are widely used in second language testing as they cover a

broad range of knowledge and skills (Bleske-Rechek et al., 2007; Currie & Chiramanee, 2010;

Tychonievich, 2012). This format is considered an objective, easy-to-check, and valid testing

method which allows the teachers to broadly use it as a part of achievement tests. MCQ items

require the respondents to choose the single-best correct answer from the given choices. The

right answer is called the key and the rest of the options are the distractors (Faremi, 2016). The

options can vary from two to four depending on the question type. MCQ items are mostly used

for checking acquired facts and factual recall information. On the other hand, the opponents of

the MCQ format argue that this question type is inapt for the assessment of higher-order thinking

skills and may contaminate the results of the test.

Another broadly used testing format is the short-answer questions (SAQ) item type. It is a

type of constructed-response questions or open-ended questions that requires the test takers to

apply their knowledge, language skills, and critical thinking abilities in authentic tasks

(Tankersley, 2007). In this item type, the students are requested to produce their own responses

without providing any hints. SA questions are used in a variety of formats ranging from filling

the missing word to writing one or two sentences (Chan, 2009). Generally, they are used to

evaluate learners’ low cognitive level skills and in-depth understanding of concepts.

Short-answer items are relatively easier to develop, however, the scoring can require multiple

raters (Budiyono, 2018).



7

2.2. Assessment in Communicative Language Teaching

Communicative language teaching (CLT) is a teaching technique that emphasizes

meaningful negotiations and interactions between students in the language learning process (Wu,

2008). For the development of communicative competence, CLT encourages using authentic,

real-life activities which allow the learners to practice their language in different contexts.

The development of a suitable assessment tool for checking language proficiency can be

very challenging for EFL teachers (Adair-Hauck et al., 2006). The tests need to meet not only the

objectives of the course but also provide valid and reliable results about students’ language

competence. The materials used during the assessment need to be authentic to imitate real-life

situations where the students will be able to apply their problem-solving skills (Huang, 2016). As

an attempt to answer authentic questions, learners analyze, synthesize and evaluate the

information that leads them to deeper level thinking (Tankersley, 2007). By facing real-world

problems, they process their knowledge in complex situations and demonstrate their intellectual

independence. Many language tests consist of MC item types that measure only lower-cognitive

level skills. Therefore, they do not entirely reflect students’ language proficiency and contradict

the key concepts of CLT (Huang, 2016).

To demonstrate their complete language knowledge, constructed-response items such as

open-ended or short-answer questions are more applicable for performance-oriented tasks.

Alderson (2000) states that SAQs can assess not only factual reading skills but also students’

inferential and evaluative reading abilities which results in a higher construct validity of this

format. The research conducted among the Korean high school students revealed that the SA

question format provides the students with an opportunity to develop essential abilities in foreign

language learning (Kang, 2005). The integration of more SAQ activities in language classrooms



8

can especially benefit the low proficiency students since the constant practice of this question

format can result in better test performance.

2.3. Assessment of Higher-Order Thinking Skills

Higher-order thinking skills are essential in language learning, especially to acquire new

concepts. This process results in a meta-cognitive level of thinking, which leads the students to

deeper understanding and learning of material rather than simple memorization of the facts

(surface learning) (Alfred et al; 1998). At the meta-cognitive level, the students not only

understand the concepts but also make judgments, evaluate through self-reflection, link them

with previously obtained knowledge (Granville et al, 2004; Tankersley, 2007). In that sense,

higher-order thinking skills emphasize the ability to go beyond basic skills and demonstrate

knowledge in a context. Blooms’ taxonomy can be very useful for this purpose since it allows to

recognize the level of understanding of the concepts (Figure 1).
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Figure 1. Blooms’ Taxonomy

Note: by P. Armstrong (2010). Vanderbilt University Center for Teaching

Multiple-choice questions are commonly used in language assessment due to the

accuracy of the results, though MCQs usually require recall of factual information (Granville et

al, 2004; Simkin & Kuechler, 2005; Palmer & Devitt, 2007). Providing the students with the

correct answer can result in one-right answer thinking. This approach prevents the students from

demonstrating their higher-order thinking skills and leads to surface learning (Mullen & Schultz,

2012). Consequently, when the plausibility of the distractors is low and the correct answer is

easy to guess, the test takers tend to discard those answers by using lower-level reasoning skills

(Rupp, et al, 2006; Tychonievich, 2012; Kerkman & Johnson, 2014). The negative effect of MC

testing can be the creation of false beliefs outside the classroom as this format lacks authenticity

(Roedeger & Marsh, 2005). These false beliefs can include the approximation of language

models which may appear for the learners to be correct, though in reality the correct forms are

never sufficiently embedded.  However, some researchers believe that it is possible to create MC
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items that measure higher thinking skills (Hancock, 1994; Budiyono, 2018; Simkin & Kuechler,

2005), but it can be very time-consuming and require skilled test writers to create valid

distractors.

Another drawback of the MC format is the cueing effect that can hint the examinees

towards the correct answer of the question. It gives an advantage over the constructed-response

format of getting approximately 11% higher scores on the test (Granville et al., 2004).

Test-wiseness is one of the strategies widely used among students. This strategy helps test takers

to eliminate the alternative options that are poorly constructed or can be considered as distractors

because of grammatical impreciseness, option similarity, or item giveaway (Cheng et al., 2007;

Cohen 2012; Masoumi & Sadeghi, 2020). All these factors help the students to recognize the

correct answer and get a point without general understanding and even memorization of the

concepts. As a consequence, the learners who lack sufficient knowledge can successfully select

one of the alternative answers (Weimer, 2015; McKenna, 2019). According to the study done at

the Western Sydney University, there is always a probability that 5% of the students can pass the

minimum required score without any knowledge about the subject (Ibbett & Wheldon, 2016). On

the other hand, the skilled test-takers can easily recognize the key answer by simply examining

the wording of the options and receive a high grade (Tychonievich, 2012; Funk & Dickson,

2011). This can contaminate the scores and result in low accuracy of the MC test format.

Unlike MC items, which facilitate the respondents with options and provide an

opportunity for guessing or elimination of distractors, constructed-response items such as

open-ended questions and short-answer questions, require the students to express their thoughts

by themselves (Srivastava et al, 2004; Tychonievich, 2012). SA questions measure a deeper

understanding of the material and due to the absence of the guessing factor, these items allow the
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students to construct their answers (Parmenter, 2009; Weimer, 2015; Budiyono, 2018; McKenna,

2019). SAQ items let the teachers examine students’ higher-order thinking skills. In the case of

SA format, learners need to apply, synthesize and evaluate the knowledge in order to develop a

meaningful response (Tankersley, 2007). This task-focused approach enables the test takers to

face authentic situations and replicates their knowledge more accurately. Students generally

spend more time preparing for SA format tests and the questions require long-term retention

(Pinckard et al., 2009; Sam et al., 2018). Thus, all these features make this item format more

appealing for assessment.

2.4. The Construction of MCQ and SAQ Items

The construction of good multiple-choice test items can be very challenging. In order to

produce a valid question, several test writers should be included in the process who have

considerable knowledge and skills to exclude possible flaws (Granville et al, 2004; Azevedo et

al., 2010; Budiyono, 2018). It is very time-consuming to create questions that assess not only

simple recall and memorization of the facts, but also the higher-order thinking skills of the

students (Simkin & Kuechler, 2005).  From the other perspective, the number of MC questions is

directly proportional to the reliability of the test. For these reasons, researchers argue about the

number of options included in the question, since they affect not only item difficulty but also the

level of reliability. According to several studies minor difference was found between three, four

and five option multiple-choice test results (Baghaei & Amrahi, 2011; Dehnad et al, 2014).

Moreover, a smaller number of options resulted in higher reliability as the test constructors used

less incredible and flawed distractors.
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On the contrary, it is relatively easy to create short answer questions (Rademakers et al.,

2005; Weimer 2015). They can provide reliable results on the students’ progress, and the time

and cost of marking the responses are very practical for the limited number of test-takers. The

teachers who have difficulties constructing MC items can benefit from short-answer questions

since they can better suit the course objectives.

2.5. The Scoring of MCQ and SAQ Items

The MC questions are less time-consuming and effortless for assessment. They can be

marked manually by the teacher with the help of an answer key or can be scored automatically

(Granville et al, 2004; Weimer, 2015; Budiyono, 2018). Several scoring systems can be used

when evaluating the MCQ item format. The most common scoring rule used with this format is

Number Correct scoring which adds to the total score of each correct answer but does not

subtract points for the wrong responses. The disadvantage of this scoring method is affected by

the guessing factor of the MC items which restrains to fully provide the total overview of

language knowledge (Kastner & Stangla, 2011). In comparison with the MC scoring system, if

the rater does not reward the students for partial knowledge in SAQ items, then the evaluation

systems of both formats can be considered similar in the case of Number Correct scoring.

The alternative for Number Correct scoring is Negative marking of MC questions. This

scoring method penalizes the respondents for each incorrect answer to eliminate the guessing

effect (Campbell, 2015). Researchers think that the negative effect of guessing is superior to

negative marking. The standard formula for this making method is 1/(n-1), where n represents

the number of options. As an illustration to this case, in McKenna’s study (2019) when students

received a 0.33-point penalty for each wrong answer in MC format, they gained slightly lower



13

grades in constructed-response (CR) item tests in comparison to MCQ format. As a result, the

number of students passing the minimum grade was almost equal in multiple-choice and

constructed-response test format types. On the other hand, in case of Number Correct scoring,

the number of students getting over the pass mark was much higher than in CR format.

The scoring of SA questions is usually done manually as the student responses can differ

from the correct answer in structure or formulation of thoughts. The evaluation of this format can

be expensive, as multiple raters are required for the high reliability of the scores (Budiyono,

2018; Yaneva et al., 2020). Depending on the item type, questions can be scored by a rubric or a

prescored sample paper called anchor paper which helps to identify the allowable range of

answers for each score (Tankersley, 2007). The anchor paper guides the multiple raters to

establish a unified grade for the answer, increasing the reliability and objectivity of the score.

Therefore, according to the criteria established in the rubrics, the students can gain partial or full

credits depending on the accuracy of their response.

To increase the reliability of results and overcome the possible grading challenges

regarding SA question scoring, it is preferable to incorporate a grading rubric including the

reference answer and all possible variations (Marvaniya et al., 2018). The rubrics incorporate the

answers in different grade categories, and cluster students’ answers according to provided

categories. In order to overlap each answer with the provided reference answer, several

techniques are applied, taking into account lexical and grammatical features. The grading of

SAQs can be very challenging since it is impossible to generalize to all correct answers and

moreover, sometimes credits are provided to partially correct answers (Marvaniya et al., 2018).

The scoring rubrics create a model that helps to effectively cluster and rank students’ responses
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according to different variations in their answers. As a consequence, the grading of SAQs with

the help of rubrics results in the increase of objectivity and reliability of the scores.

Since the SAQ items are thought to be harder than MC questions, test creators usually

place them after the multiple-choice items. The reason for this arrangement is that students need

more concentration and put more effort while answering constructed-response items. As the

answer derives from their knowledge and thoughts, it is important to improve students’ skills to

answer this type of questions (Tankersley, 2007). The reason is that the quality of their response

impacts the number of points they get for the question and can change the total score. In the

study conducted by Funk and Dickson (2011) the test performance of 50 college students on

multiple-choice and short-answer question formats was compared. As a result of three tests

conducted with MCQ and SAQ items, the students showed better performance on the MCQ

format. In cases, where the test-takers were unable to answer the SAQ items, they were able to

provide answers to similar MC questions. Thus, the authors suggest that the multiple-choice

items require recognition of correct answers, whereas in SAQ items the learners need to

understand and interpret the information.

2.6. Validity and Reliability of Item Formats

Validity and reliability are two important features to be considered when conducting a

language test. Both are dimensions of psychometrics that measure the knowledge and abilities of

the students (Faremi, 2016). The validity of the test item represents its ability to accurately

evaluate what it is supposed to measure. On the other hand, the reliability of the test shows the

consistency of the received scores.
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The format of the test can affect its validity and reliability. Therefore, test creators pay

attention to the item types included in the assessment. Productive assessment items have the

ability to discriminate between the poor and the stronger students (Granville et al, 2004). Some

researchers claim that MCQ items negatively affect the reliability of the assessment tool and can

lead to biased results (Rademakers et al., 2005; Moore, 2014). The effort of creating valid and

reliable MC tests can be very time-consuming and challenging for the teachers. Hence, it will be

more reasonable to spend that time on writing SA items if assessing a limited number of students

(McKenna, 2019). This is based on the fact that the SA questions are relatively short and may

require filling in a word or a couple of sentences, which can be more reliable and effortless to

score.

2.7. Students’ Performance on the Test Format

Different studies have investigated the impact of the test format on students’

performance. The majority of researchers suggest that there is a considerable difference between

the test formats, and both multiple-choice and short-answer test items influence the test takers’

final scores. According to the majority of the studies, students tend to perform better on MC

format tests rather than on the SA format (Bleske-Rechek et al., 2007; In’nami & Koizumi, 2009;

Currie & Chiramanee, 2010; Sangwin & Jones, 2017; Faremi, 2016; Budiyono, 2018; Liao,

2018; Masoumi & Sadeghi, 2020). For instance, students who have difficulties answering SA

questions are able to respond to the same type of questions in MC format (Funk & Dickson,

2011). Meanwhile, there are only a few cases when students outperformed in

constructed-response tests (Bleske-Rechek et al., 2007).
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Masoumi and Sadeghi (2020) have conducted a study to investigate the role of gender in

multiple-choice and constructed-response vocabulary assessment. The participants of the study

were 243 Pre-Intermediate high-school EFL students (132 males and 11 females) in Iran. The

gender analysis of the participants suggested that females perform better in the SA format test

than males (Masoumi & Sadeghi, 2020). Thus, while developing a language tests several factors

such as performance on the format or gender performance, should be taken into account.

There are a number of factors that can result in poor performance on the SA test format.

One of them is test takers’ anxiety, which can be a reason for the insufficient time that is

provided to answer the constructed-response items (Hussey et al., 2010; Budiyono, 2018).

Students require some time to get familiar with the item format, comprehend the question, and

production of their answers. Conversely, in MC format learners are provided with multiple

options, and those additional cues help them to answer the questions (Cheng & Gao, 2002;

Famularo, 2007; Mozaffari et al., 2017).

Another reason seems to be that MC and SA items measure different language skills

which results in the item difficulty, making the constructed-response items more challenging for

the students to respond (Currie & Chiramanee, 2010; Cohen 2012). While MC questions ask for

factual detail information, SA questions demand analysis and evaluation of general concepts

(Simkin & Kuechler, 2005). Due to this, students who are trained on SA item type perform better

on MCQ format (Funk & Dickson, 2011). However, it should be considered that not all MC

questions are easier in comparison to SA questions.

Finally, the lack of experience in the SAQ format can highly impact performance during

the exam. Students experience difficulties when trying to summarize or paraphrase main ideas or

concepts (Budiyono, 2018). Although in the classroom they are frequently interacting with SA
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item format, it becomes a challenge as a test taker to respond to these kinds of questions during

language assessment. The reason can be students’ perception of the test format (Liao, 2018).

This is a cause of learners’ consideration of MC questions to be easier than SA questions and

their performance might be influenced by their beliefs.

It can be concluded that the instructors have poor benefit from just including either MC

or SA question formats in language assessment (Granville et al, 2004; Bleske-Rechek et al.,

2007; Mozaffari et al., 2017; Budiyono, 2018; Masoumi & Sadeghi, 2020). The combination of

the two formats will allow language tests to evaluate all the essential skills matching course

objectives. Both multiple-choice and short-answer question items have their advantages and

disadvantages. Thus, test administrators need to spend much time on the construction of more

high-quality MCQ items and SAQ scoring rubrics to get valid and reliable results on students’

language progress.

To sum up, it is interesting to mention that similar pattens have been noted with the

studies done in other scientific fields. For instance, in studies conducted in the medical field the

findings suggest that in comparison with the multiple-choice questions, the SAQs provide more

validity to the test items and incorporate the authenticity of the exams (Behizadeh & Egelhard,

2014; Sam et al., 2019). In the technology course, the students perform better on MCQ items

rather than on constructed response questions, since the cueing effect of the MC items helps the

test takers to easily recognize the distractors (Grunert et al., 2013). There are a number of other

studies from psychology, philosophy, computer sciences, and other fields, that compared

students’ test performance on MCQ and SAQ formats, and the results of those studies and their

explanations are closely related to the findings in linguistics.
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODOLOGY

3.1. Context

This quasi-experimental research was intended to find out answers to the following three

research questions:

1. Does student test performance on MCQ and SAQ formats change depending on their

proficiency?

2. How does the systematic treatment with the SAQ format affect students’ test

performance?

3. What are students’ perceptions towards MC and SA question formats?

The study was conducted in an afterschool English program in Yerevan, Armenia. The

program aims to provide knowledge to students with the communicative language teaching

approach. The purpose of this teaching method is to develop the ability of the learners to apply

their language knowledge in a real-life context. Thus, all the materials used for teaching and

assessment purposes need to have high authenticity. The coursebook used for the program is

“English in Mind” published by Cambridge University Press in 2011, which mainly focuses on

the enhancement of grammar and vocabulary knowledge through creative listening and reading

topics. Besides the coursebook, additional materials are used to engage the students in

communicative activities and integrate them into genuine language practice.

The classes are conducted twice a week and have a duration of 90 minutes. Considering

the emergency state of the country as a result of COVID-19 pandemics, the classes are held

online via Zoom online video conferencing platform. One of the main advantages of this online

platform is that it allows the teachers to increase the student-student interaction by putting them

in breakout rooms. It enables the teachers to create more student-centered lessons which is one of
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the core aspects of CLT. Apart from Zoom, other online platforms are implemented in online

classes: such as Edmodo, Google Docs, Viber, WhatsApp, and others. These online tools are

mostly used for homework and supplementary assignments. As a part of the course, the students

have to take two achievement tests once in four weeks which are provided to students via Google

Forms or Google Docs. The tests are constructed based on the materials included in the syllabus

and are divided into four main sections: listening, reading, language use (grammar and

vocabulary), and writing.

The participants of the study were two groups of EFL learners from the afterschool

English program. Both groups had a Low Intermediate proficiency level of English. In general,

19 students (14 male, 5 female) participated in the research with the age range from 12 to 16.

During the study, the groups were participating as treatment and comparison groups.

3.2. Ethical Considerations

Before the beginning of the study, the researcher obtained an IRB certificate which

permitted to work with human subjects as a part of the research. All the ethical considerations

were followed according to standards provided in human subject certification guidelines. Both

groups were provided with information about the design and purpose of the research. The

subjects were informed that the received data is going to remain confidential and anonymous.

Since the research studied the assessment of students, the confidentiality of the results

was a critical factor. Throughout the research, all the answers of the participants were uploaded

to Moodle learning platform where each student had their login and password to enter their

accounts. Once the students entered the accounts, they changed the password which made it

impossible for others to enter their personal pages, except for the moderator of the page and the

group teachers. No individual data were reported, as the participants received separate feedback
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during the treatments and final tests, and their scores were kept confidential as well. As for the

interviews, the recordings were saved in the researcher’s personal computer and were never

published or sent over the internet to any person related or not related to the study.

Confidentiality was maintained also while scripting the interviews. In interview scripts, the

names of the subjects were coded and no information was provided about the groups or scores of

the participants.

The personal information of the research subjects was kept anonymous during the online

survey. This condition was met in order to get more reliable information regarding the

perceptions of the participants and reveal the actual advantages and drawbacks of the study. The

survey did not require the participants to provide any data that could in any way identify their

personality.

3.3. Data Collection Instruments

During the research, several instruments were used to examine each aspect of the

students’ performance and the impact of item format (see Figure 2). Firstly, to establish the

students’ primary test performance on MC and SA question formats and later to make

comparisons on their progress regarding the test performance, the midterm test was administered

to both treatment and comparison groups. It was the same test used by the program to assess

students’ progress after four weeks of instruction and consisted of listening, reading, language

use (grammar and vocabulary), and writing sections (see Appendix A). The duration of the test

was 100 minutes and the total amount of points was 40 (see Table 1). The test involved both

SAQ and MCQ formats, however, they were not equally dispersed through the sections. For

instance, the grammar and listening sections included a number of SAQ tasks, yet the reading

and vocabulary sections consisted of mainly MCQ and dichotomy items.
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Listening Reading Language Use Writing
Number of Tasks 2 1 5 1

Points 5 5 15 15

Item Formats multiple-choice,
short-answer

true/false multiple-choice,
short-answer,

matching, ordering

essay

Table 1: The structure of the midterm test

The results of the midterm test were used to determine the initial proficiency of both

treatment and comparison groups, regarding the scores obtained by the students on MCQ and

SAQ tasks (Figure 2). The correlation of the midterm and the final test results helped to establish

students’ progress by the end of the course.

Figure 2: Instruments used to investigate the influence of question formats on students’
performance
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As it can be seen from Figure 2 the midterm test was followed by four treatment tasks

within the following four weeks. Most of the assignments consisted of reading, listening,

grammar, and vocabulary sections (see Table 2) (see Appendices B, C, D, and E). The tasks

included in four treatments were designed based on the coursebook units four to six. All the

items were in short-answer question format where the answers varied from one word to a

sentence. The tasks included in the treatments required not only factual details but also an

interpretation of the concepts, self-judgment, and analysis of the material. After each treatment,

detailed feedback was provided to the students. The treatments were implemented to investigate

the potential benefits of SAQ item format on students’ test performance.

Table 2: The construction of treatments

Grammar Vocabulary Reading Listening
T
r
e
a
t
m
e
n
t
1

Number of
Tasks

2 1 X X

Points 5 5 X X

Item Format short-answer short-answer X X

T
r
e
a
t
m
e
n
t
2

Number of
Tasks

1 1 2 2

Points 5 5 5 5

Item Format short-answer short-answer information
transfer

information
transfer,
SA-cloze

T
r

Number of
Tasks

1 1 1 1
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e
a
t
m
e
n
t
3

Points 5 5 5 5

Item Format short-answer SA-cloze short-answer short-answer

T
r
e
a
t
m
e
n
t
4

Number of
Tasks

1 1 1 1

Points 5 5 5 5

Item Format SA-cloze SA-cloze short-answer SA-cloze

At the end of the course, a final test was given to both treatment and comparison 3B

groups (see Appendix F). This test intended to establish the difference in test performance of the

treatment and comparison groups after four weeks of treatments and tried to reveal the influence

of the constant practice of SAQ tasks. The test included four sections: listening, reading,

language use (grammar and vocabulary), and writing (see Table 3). The first three sections

consisted of an equal number of MCQ and SAQ item formats. Each MC question was followed

by an SA question format. The duration of the test was 120 minutes. The total number of points

was 40, where the maximum number of points in the first three sections for MCQ was 12.5

points, and the maximum number of points for SAQ was 12.5 points. Each listening task, reading

text, vocabulary, and grammar exercise was followed by SA and MC question formats on the

same topic (e.g., 5 MCQ items and 5 SAQ items checking the knowledge of the reported

speech). The SA questions included fill-in a word, information transfer, sentence completion,



24

true/false statements justification exercises, and the MC format items included questions with

three, or four options on the same topic.

Table 3: The construction of the final test

Listening Reading Language Use

Number of

Tasks

MCQ 2 1 6

SAQ 2 1 6

Points MCQ 2.5 2.5 7.5

SAQ 2.5 2.5 7.5

Item

format

MCQ multiple-choice, multiple-choice multiple-choice,

select the word

SAQ SA-cloze short-answer short-answer,

SA-cloze

After finishing the final test, the students filled out a survey which helped to investigate

students’ perceptions towards MCQ and SAQ item formats. The survey aimed to examine the

MC and SA question formats from the students’ perspectives. In general, there were 14 questions

(7 for each format) that were aimed to discover the preference of SAQ and MCQ item formats

from different aspects. The statements helped to display the participants’ perceptions regarding

the difficulty of question types, how the SAQ and MCQ item formats assess their level of

understanding of the course material, and if they were able to notice their language gaps with SA

and MC question formats.

At the end of the research, an interview was conducted with four students from both

treatment and comparison groups to find out the reasons for the preference of any question

format. The interviewees were selected according to their scores obtained in the final test. Based

on their performance on MCQ and SAQ formats one low proficiency, two mid proficiency, and

one high proficiency students from two groups were chosen to participate in the interview. The
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interview questions helped to discover in more detail the students’ attitudes about the advantages

and disadvantages of item formats and uncovered the possible difficulties that arose during the

language test.

3.4. Data Collection Procedure

Two groups of Low Intermediate English proficiency were chosen at the beginning of the

study. The convenience sampling method was implied to select the learners, as the number of

accessible groups within the same proficiency level was limited. In the afterschool English

program, the groups are reorganized after the completion of each level according to the learners’

final and midterm test results of the previous level. Therefore, the students had almost the same

level of proficiency. Both groups were using the same materials and had the same syllabus for

the course.

The data collection process included the gathering of quantitative and qualitative data,

received in different stages of the study. The first step was the introduction of Moodle learning

platform and registration of the research subjects. For the assessment of participants, Moodle

learning platform was chosen as it enables to analyze the data more thoroughly at an individual

level for each of the students. Compared to Google Docs or Google Forms, Moodle allows to

examine the responses in all details and has a variety of question formats to carefully assess the

language knowledge. The platform establishes a detailed description of assessment results

including from the amount of time the students spend to answer the questions, to statistical

evaluation of group scores.

A week before the midterm test accounts were created for the teachers and students of

both groups. The participants from both groups were enrolled in corresponding groups on

Moodle.  The logins and passwords were sent to all participants individually. The students were
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introduced to Moodle in advance, to avoid any technical issues. They were presented to all

formats included in their test, and detailed explanations were provided on how to write a test in

Moodle by using different devices. Short tutorials were sent to teachers on how to grade and

provide feedback to students in Moodle.

Overall, nineteen students from two groups took the midterm test. All the participants

were using different devices such as mobile phones, computers, and tablets; however, it did not

cause any issues during the test. Only one student had difficulties with entering the Moodle

account, but the problem was solved within a short period. The test was administered by the

teachers of the groups. During the test, most of the students were connected to an online Zoom

conference and turned on their cameras, which allowed to minimize the possibility of cheating.

Since Moodle had some technical issues with the assessment of short-answer questions, these

items were double-checked and regraded by the group teachers.

Based on the results of the midterm test, the treatment and comparison groups were

chosen. Initially, the group with a lower average result was planned to do the treatments during

the following weeks. However, the group with a lower mean proficiency fell behind the syllabus,

and a decision was made to do the treatments with the group with a higher mean proficiency

level in order to not reduce the number of treatments.

The treatment tasks were created and placed in Moodle once a week after the completion

of each chapter. In general, there was 60-70% participation of students in all four treatments.

Treatment 1 and treatment 2 (see Appendices B and C) had a higher level of participation than

treatment 3 and treatment 4 (see Appendices D and E). Overall, 7 out of 10 students did

treatments 1 and 2, and 6 students did treatments 3 and 4. The answers of treatments were

checked manually and the answers were compared to the sample correct answer. No rubric was
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used for the assessment of four treatments. The main criterion in the reading and listening

sections was the coherence of the answers and in the grammar section the correct use of

grammatical forms (e.g., no points were taken for the incorrect use of articles when assessing

conditionals).

The treatment and comparison groups took the same final test. During the final test, the

students from both groups were connected to the same Zoom conference and most of them were

with their cameras turned on, except the students who were taking the test on their mobile

devices. To increase the objectivity of short-answer questions included in the test, they were

checked by two raters. Since in SA format the answers can differ from the sample correct answer

in structure and meaning, items were graded by two independent raters to reach high reliability

of scores.

After the treatments and the final test, several students from the treatment and

comparison groups were excluded from the research. The main reason for the attrition of the

participants of the treatment group was poor participation during the four weeks of treatments

(participated in one treatment or did not participate at all). As for the comparison group, the

results of three students were not analyzed as part of the research. One of the students skipped

answering all of the SAQ questions and provided random answers in MCQ format. The other

two students from the comparison group were excluded for cheating since they have given

completely identical answers on SAQs. The possibility for this to happen was quite small taking

into account the fact that the students were required to make their own judgments. For these

reasons, their results were eliminated from the later data analysis.

The final test was followed by a questionnaire. The participants filled out the survey

about their perception of the MCQ and SAQ item formats included in their test. Eighteen
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students out of nineteen from treatment and comparison groups answered survey questions. The

students were provided with several statements about question formats included in the final test

which they needed to evaluate with the help of the Likert Scale. For each answer, the participants

gave from 1 to 5 points to each statement (1 point for completely disagree and 5 points for

completely agree). These statements helped to find out the perceptions of students’ towards SAQ

and MCQ formats.

After getting the final test results of all the participants, an interview was conducted with

several students from both groups to find out the reasons for the preference of any question

format. The interviewees were selected by purposive sampling, relying on their scores of final

tests. According to their test performance, two students were selected from both treatment and

comparison groups. The interview was with each student individually in Zoom, and the answers

of the students were recorded and scripted.

3.5. Data Analysis

At first, for the objectivity of scores on the SAQ items in the final test, a second rater was

included in the data analysis. The raters graded the short-answer questions relying on the sample

correct answer provided in advance. The final score of each SAQ item was defined by the

average score given by rater 1 and rater 2. Inter-rater reliability was calculated, to measure the

level of agreement between two independent raters. Besides, the mean percentage difference

between two raters was measured for the tasks where different points were given by two raters.

These statistical tools helped to define the degree of accuracy and reliability of the results.

To find out the impact of students’ proficiency on their scores of MCQ and SAQ item

formats several instruments were implemented. Firstly, to reveal the difference between the
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scores obtained on the multiple-choice and short-answer question formats of the final test, the

students’ performance on these item types was examined individually. The total amount of points

received for each format was compared to the student’s final score and the ratio of SAQ and

MCQ items was established.

Based on the results of the final test, the participants of treatment and comparison groups

were divided into three subgroups relying on the total scores received in listening, reading, and

language use sections. Although the writing section was included in the final test, the points for

this part of the test were not taken into account during the data analysis.  According to the final

scores, three groups were created: low proficiency (0-12.99 points), mid proficiency (13-17.99

points), and high proficiency (18-25 points). For each of these three groups, the mean points

received for SAQ and MCQ item formats were correlated to the proficiency group’s mean final

score. Pearson Correlation Coefficient (Pearson’s r) was used to calculate the correlations

between these variables (points received for MCQ and SAQ items and the total score). The

results displayed how the scores received from MCQ and SAQ items affect students’ test

performance, and also how the relation between the variables changes with the increase of the

total score.

In addition, the scores on MCQ and SAQ format obtained in the final test were correlated

for each proficiency group (low, mid, and high). The analysis helped to find out the influence of

the question formats on students’ test performance, and if the correlation between the scores of

two formats changes with the increase of learners’ proficiency. Also, the mean difference of the

scores on MCQ and SAQ formats was compared for each proficiency group to establish how the

impact of MCQ and SAQ formats differs for each proficiency group (low, mid and high

proficiency).
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The initial proficiency of treatment and comparison groups was established by the

calculation and comparison of mean scores of two groups received on the midterm test. In

addition, to display the difference in test performance of the groups, the distribution of grades

received on the midterm test for the treatment and comparison groups was compared. The

analysis helped to reveal the difference in proficiency between the treatment and comparison

groups. The mean of the scores on the final test of the groups and the distribution of students’

grades was also calculated for the final test. The results helped to display the difference between

the performance of the two groups on the final test and to understand whether the existing gap

between the treatment and comparison groups changed after four weeks of treatments.

The difference in the performance of the treatment and comparison groups in MCQ and

SAQ sections was analyzed in both midterm and final tests. The mean scores of the students on

each question format were calculated for both groups. The difference between the mean scores of

treatment and comparison groups on MCQ and SAQ formats helped to show the difference

between the performance of the two groups on each question type. The comparison helped to

explore the changes in group performance on MCQ and SAQ items in midterm and final tests

and to reveal the effect of treatments with SAQ items on the final results of the treatment group.

In order to measure the influence of the treatments, and to discover whether the constant

practice of SAQ items helped the treatment group to perform better during the final test,

additional calculations were done. The analysis of four treatment tasks included only statistical

calculations of the mean scores for each treatment. The mean scores were compared to see the

changes in the progress of the treatment group during four weeks. The scores were also

compared for four different sections included in the treatments. The mean scores of the students
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of the treatment group for reading, listening, grammar, and vocabulary tasks were analyzed

separately. This helped to discover the sections where the learners demonstrated greater progress.

The mean scores for SAQ and MCQ item types of treatment and comparison groups were

also compared for reading, listening, grammar, and vocabulary sections in the final test. This

detailed analysis tried to establish if there was any change in groups’ performance on both

question formats regarding each section of the test. The differences of mean scores on MC and

SA items between the treatment and comparison groups were calculated. This helped to

understand which sections caused the differences in the performance of two groups in MCQ and

SAQ question formats.

Since the students mentioned their groups in the survey, the results for the treatment and

comparison groups were separated and compared. The answers for each question were compared

between the treatment and comparison groups, to see whether the treatments resulted in the

difference in perception towards MC and SA question formats. The interviewees’ answers were

compared and linked to the findings of the survey. The qualitative data received from the

interviews with the participants helped to reveal the reasons for preference of each format.
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CHAPTER FOUR: RESULTS

4.1. Research question 1: Does student test performance on MCQ and SAQ formats

change depending on their proficiency?

To answer the first research question, the results of the final test of the treatment and

comparison groups were compared. Overall, scores of 13 students from both groups (treatment

group – 7 students, comparison group - 6) were included in the analysis. The investigation of the

results established the relationship between students’ performance on MC and SA question

formats and their proficiency (low, mid, and high) regarding the scores received on the final test.

To increase the objectivity and reliability of the SAQ format, the second-rater was

included in the assessment of the final test. The inter-rater reliability was calculated between the

two raters. They were provided with a sample correct answer to grade the SAQ items, however,

in several cases, the scores of the raters varied (see Appendices H and I). Table 4 presents the

inter-rater reliability for the treatment and comparison groups on the final test. There was found

high inter-rater reliability for both groups: raters for the treatment group had 86.76% agreement

of scores, and for the comparison group the agreement between two raters was 89.22%. In

addition, the mean percentage difference was calculated for the grade mismatch cases between

two raters (when the raters provided different grades on the same task), in order to examine their

impact on students’ final scores. The results of the mean percentage difference for the treatment
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and comparison groups were accordingly 19.30% and 13.50%. This showed that even if the

scores given by two raters were not always similar, the difference was quite small to negatively

influence the results.

Table 4: Inter-rater reliability of final test results for treatment and comparison groups

Treatment Group Comparison Group

Inter-rater Reliability 86.76% 89.22%

Mean Percentage Difference
of mismatch cases between
two raters

19.30% 13.50%

The mean scores on the MCQ and SAQ formats of the final score were calculated for all

the participants in the treatment and comparison groups. The findings helped to display the

change between the scores of two formats regarding students’ proficiency (low, mid, and high).

Figure 3 represents the ratio of MC and SA question formats in the final score received by the

students of treatment and comparison groups. The highest score is 25 points (not including the 15

points from the essay in the writing section), and the scores are displayed in increasing order.

Along with the increment of the final test scores, the ratio of scores between the MC and SA

question formats registered noticeable changes.  For instance, the number of points received for

MCQ items was bigger than the number of points for SAQ items for the students who scored less

than 13 points (for low proficiency students). As the student’s grade increases, the ratio between

the scores in MCQ and SAQ formats becomes more balanced (for mid and high proficiency

students).
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Figure 3: Ratio of students’ scores in MCQ and SAQ formats

The internal reliability of the final test was measured with the split-half method. It helped

to reveal how consistently the MCQ and SAQ item formats were performed within the final test.

Since each multiple-choice task was followed by a short-answer task, the correlation between the

two halves of the test was calculated by correlating the scores of all the participants received

from the MCQ and SAQ formats. Pearson Correlation Coefficient (Pearson’s r) was used to

relate the two halves of the test, and the analysis showed a high correlation (r = 0.89) between

the two sections. The results indicate that both MCQ and SAQ parts of the test equally

contributed to measure the students’ achievements on the final test.

To understand if students’ performance can be affected by MCQ or SAQ formats,

correlations were drawn among the scores received from MCQ and SAQ items and the total

score on the final test. Furthermore, to find out how the interaction between these variables

change based on students’ proficiency, correlational analysis was done for three proficiency

groups. The results were calculated for the students receiving low (0-12.99 points), mid

(13-18.99 points), and high (19-25 points) total scores on the final test. According to the
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correlational analysis for the low proficiency group, the correlation between the scores of MCQ

items and total scores on the final test was r = 0.72 (r > 0.7) (Figure 4). This is a moderate

positive correlation which shows that with the increase of the final grade the scores on the MCQ

format have a tendency to rise, however, the change is not significant.

Figure 4: Pearson’s r for MCQ format and total scores of low proficiency students on final test

The correlation coefficient for the scores on the SAQ items and final score was r = 0.99 (r

> 0.9) (Figure 5). The results established a very high positive relation between these two

variables. It shows that with the increase of the final score the ratio of correctly answered SAQ

questions notably rises.
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Figure 5: Pearson’s r for SAQ format and total scores of low proficiency students on final test

The relation between the performance on MCQ and SAQ formats for the low proficiency

students showed a moderate positive correlation (r = 0.64) (Figure 6), which reports that the high

results on one of the formats generally result in a good performance on the other question type.

Additional analysis of the mean performance of low proficiency students on the final test showed

that they received higher scores on the MCQ items (55.36%), meanwhile, the mean results on the

SAQ format were only 38.96%. There is a 16.40% difference in the results of both formats,

which shows once again that the SAQ format has a big influence only on students with low

proficiency, and for this reason, the students with lower scores scored lower on SAQ items,

unlike MCQ tasks.

Figure 6: Pearson’s r for scores of low proficiency students on MCQ and SAQ formats on final
test

For mid-proficiency students, the Pearson’s correlation between the scores in the MCQ

and SAQ items and the final test scores was r = 0.86 and r = 0.94 (Figures 7 and Figure 8). These

variables (scores on MCQ and SAQ formats and the total score) were highly correlated (r > 0.8

and r > 0.9), and indicate that the performance on both question formats becomes better with the

increase of total grades. It is noticeable that the performance on SAQ format indicates progress.
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Figure 7: Pearson’s r for MCQ format and total scores of mid proficiency students on final test

Figure 8: Pearson’s r for SAQ format and total scores of mid proficiency students on final test

The comparison of the mean scores on the MCQ and SAQ formats of the final test also

showed very little difference between the scores on these question types (only 0.9% difference of

mean scores). The students performed almost equally on both formats. Even though all of the

participants received higher results from the MCQ items, yet the big gap between the scores of

the two formats decreased resulting in a moderate average correlation between the scores of

MCQ and SAQ items (r = 0.65) (Figure 9).
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Figure 9: Pearson’s r for scores of mid proficiency students on MCQ and SAQ formats on final

test

As for the high-proficiency students, the correlational analysis established a high positive

correlation between the scores on MCQ format of the final test and the final score (r = 0.81)

(Figure 10).

Figure 10: Pearson’s r for MCQ format and total scores of high proficiency students on final test

We can see from Figure 11 that he scores on the MCQ format raised with the total score.

For the SAQ format, the correlation with the total score was positive moderate r = 0.7, which

also shows that the students tend to perform better on this question format with the increase in

proficiency.
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Figure 11: Pearson’s r for SAQ format and total scores of high proficiency students on final test

However, the analysis revealed almost no correlation (r = 0.16) between the scores

received from the MCQ and SAQ formats on the final test (Figure 12). This showed that the

results differed a lot and several students even performed better on the SAQ items. As a result,

with the increase of learners’ proficiency, the performance on both MCQ and SAQ formats not

only changed for the better but also in several cases the students overperformed in the SAQ

format.

Figure 12: Pearson’s r for scores of high proficiency students on MCQ and SAQ formats on final

test
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4.2. Research question 2: How does the systematic treatment with the SAQ

format affect students’ test performance?

For the analysis of the second research question, the students’ performance in the

midterm and final tests for treatment and comparison groups were compared. Figures 13 and

14 illustrate the distribution of grades for midterm and final tests. According to the results,

there were minor differences in final scores between the treatment and comparison groups for

the midterm test. More than half of the participants (66.7%) in the comparison group showed

an average performance with final grades between 15 and 19 points out of 25 points. The

remaining 33.3% of the students in the comparison group received high grades on the

midterm test which were equally distributed between 18 and 25 points. As for the treatment

group, 72% of students received high grades (above 19 points), whereas there were only a

few students with average performance on the midterm test. On the whole, the results

indicated that the treatment group fairly overperformed the comparison group in the midterm

test.

Figure 13: Distribution of scores in midterm test for treatment and comparison groups
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However, the gap between the groups increased as a result of the final test. As it can

be seen in Figure 14, none of the students in the comparison group scored more than 19

points. Half of the participants in the comparison group scored between 13 and 19 points, and

the other half of the students showed poor performance (between 10 and 13 points). This

resulted in the poor performance of the comparison group on the final test. On the contrary,

72% of the students in the treatment group received more than 20 points out of possible 25

points. In general, the treatment group demonstrated consistent performance in midterm and

final tests, whereas the comparison group performed a lot better on the midterm test in

comparison with the final test. This indicates a change in performance between the groups

after four weeks of treatments.

Figure 14: Distribution of scores in final test for treatment and comparison groups

Later in the data analysis are included the results of the students of the treatment

group who participated in two and more treatment tasks. Figure 15 establishes the differences

in performance on final and midterm tests in MC and SA question formats. In the midterm

test, there was found only a 14.32% difference in total scores for the treatment and
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comparison groups. As a result of the final test, the gap between the total scores of the

treatment and comparison groups increased by 12%, resulting in a 26.32% deviation. The

evaluation of students’ performance on SAQ format, revealed that the difference between the

performance of treatment and comparison groups after the final test increased by 6.98%

compared to their results in the midterm test (20.56% difference in midterm test and 26.32%

difference in final test). As for the MCQ items, there was a considerable change of 16.27%

(8.05% in midterm test and 24.32% in final test). The results illustrate that the better

performance of the treatment group was not only a result of high scores received in the SAQ

format but also there was a huge difference in scores on the MC question format, which was

not as significant in the midterm test.

Figure 15: The differences in test performance of treatment and comparison groups on

midterm and final tests

Further investigations were done to understand the reason for the increased gap in test

performance between the treatment and comparison groups. The evaluation of student’s

performance on treatment tasks showed the learners’ progress during four-week practice
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(Figure 16). From the beginning of the study, the treatment group was performing quite well

with an 80.23% average score on the first treatment tasks. There was a small percentage of

decrement in grades for the second treatment, but the reason was the greater number of tasks

included in Treatment 2. Overall, there was only a 4,87% increase in grades throughout the

participation in four treatments.

Figure 16: The performance of treatment group on four treatment tasks

The learners’ performance in listening, reading, grammar, and vocabulary sections is

illustrated in Figure 17. In all four treatments, the students received high grades in the

grammar section (more than 87%). The first treatment included only grammar and

vocabulary tasks and resulted in higher scores compared to the next treatment.  In Treatment

2, the weaker performance in reading and listening sections affected the students’ scores.

However, later on, the grades in listening, reading, and vocabulary sections were within a

similar range. In general, the students demonstrated small progress in the scores in all

sections from Treatment 1 to Treatment 4.
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Figure 17: The performance of treatment group in listening, reading, grammar and

vocabulary sections.

The comparison of scores in listening, reading, grammar, and vocabulary sections for

the treatment and comparison groups is presented in Figures 18 and 19. Figure 18 compares

the performance of the groups in SAQ format on the final test. The scores in all four sections

for the treatment group in SA question format were quite similar. The participants answered

correctly to 70-80% of the SA items. The comparison group showed a good performance

only in the listening section of the final test where the difference was very small (6.4%)

compared to the treatment group. However, the results in the other three sections were

considerably lower. The lowest grades were received from the reading (31% difference) and

vocabulary (57.6% difference) sections of the final test. These sections in the midterm test

were conducted mainly of dichotomous (true/false) and MCQ item tasks.
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Figure 18: The performance of the groups in SAQ format of the final test

Figure 19 shows the difference in performance in the MC question format in the final

test. Previously in data analysis, it was revealed that the difference in test performance of the

treatment and comparison groups was significantly affected by the scores on the MCQ format

in the final test. Even though in every section the treatment group showed better performance

in the multiple-choice format, the comparison group also succeeded in more than 60% of the

tasks in listening, grammar, and vocabulary sections. Yet, there was a significant difference

between the groups regarding the reading section of SAQ format which caused the extreme

diversity in grades. While the treatment group was able to answer 91% of the questions, the

comparison group answered only 29.2% of the reading tasks. This resulted in a 62.4%

difference in grades which was greater than for the short-answer format tasks (31%) in the

reading section. As for the vocabulary section, the comparison group performed better in the

MC question format compared to the performance on the SAQ format, and the difference

between the mean scores of the treatment and comparison groups in the vocabulary section

was just above 20%. The results indicate that the average performance of the comparison
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group in the MCQ format of the final test was negatively affected mainly by the scores in the

reading section.

Figure 19: The performance of the groups in MCQ format of the final test

Another major factor that impacted the final score was the tendency of the students to

skip the SAQ questions in the final test. The results of the students from the treatment and

comparison groups were examined to establish the tendency of not attempting the tasks in the

treatment and comparison groups.  As displayed in Figure 20, the comparison group showed

a high tendency for skipping the short-answer questions. In the treatment group, none of the

students skipped the SAQ tasks, meanwhile, in the comparison group, 10% of the

participants did not make an attempt to answer the tasks with the short-answer question

format. It is important to mention that the most amount of not attempted tasks was from the

reading and vocabulary sections. The ratio of not attempted tasks of the students from the

comparison group was 40% from the reading section in SAQ format and 40% from the SAQ

vocabulary section. This also resulted in lower grades on the reading and vocabulary sections

on SAQ format in the final test.
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Figure 20: The ratio of attempted and not attempted SAQ items in the final test for the

comparison group

4.3. Research question 3: What are the students’ perceptions towards MC and SA

question formats?

Eighteen students out of nineteen participated in the survey and 4 students from the

treatment and comparison groups were interviewed to find out the reasons for preference of

MCQ or SAQ formats. Before the analysis of the survey results, the internal consistency of the

survey items was measured with Cronbach’s α reliability coefficient. There was found an α =

0.70 internal consistency for the questions included in the survey. The findings indicate a high

internal consistency, and the results of the survey are reliable.

Figure 21 represents the preference of MC and SA question formats as a part of the

language test.  The results are established with the mean rate of the points evaluated with the

Likert Scale. Both treatment and comparison groups showed a high agreement on including

MCQ format items in language tests. At the same time, the SAQ items were less preferred by the
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students.  Particularly, the participants from the comparison group were not sure whether they

would like to have more SA questions in their achievement tests. Whereas the treatment group

was more enthusiastic about the constructed-response items. The results of the interviews

supported the outcomes of the survey and revealed that in the comparison group, the learners

would prefer to include more multiple-choice tasks, meanwhile even the students from the

treatment group who did not receive high grades in the final test had a preference for SAQ

format.

Figure 21: I prefer answering multiple-choice (MC) / short-answer (SA) questions in my English

language test.

The simplicity of answering the MCQ and SAQ question formats and the amount of time

allocated to answer these formats were linked together. As presented in Figure 22, the students

found MC questions easier to answer than SA questions. The comparison group believed that it

was faster to answer the MCQs but was more neutral to the SAQ format. The participants in the

treatment group disagreed with the statements and found that neither format took much time to

answer. The majority of the interviewees pointed out that the main reason for considering the
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MCQ items easy-to-answer is that they required less time to respond. On the other hand, several

students considered SAQ items easier. They found it faster to construct responses once they

knew the correct answer rather than trying to find the best answer among the multiple options.

Figure 22: Multiple-choice (MC) / short-answer (SA) questions take much time to answer.

Multiple-choice (MC) / short-answer (SA) questions are easy to answer.

The survey results displayed that for the treatment group SAQs unlike MCQs checked the

understanding of the course material better (Figure 23). Whereas the comparison group gave an

advantage to the multiple-choice format. In addition, the students from both groups agreed that

MCQ and SAQ formats allowed the test-takers to notice the gaps in their knowledge, though, the

SAQ items were more preferable to reveal the gaps (see Figure 23). The interview indicated the

same results and the participants accepted that MCQ and SAQ formats are equally appropriate

for checking language knowledge. However, the students mentioned that it was challenging to

answer the short-answer questions with poor knowledge about the material, which resulted in the

number of not attempted tasks in this question format.
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Figure 23: Multiple-choice (MC) / short-answer (SA) check my understanding of the course

material. Multiple-choice (MC) / short-answer (SA) provide me information about my language

gaps.

The groups responded quite differently to the preference of question format which

evaluates better their language practice in a real-life context (Figure 24). The treatment group

gave a considerable advantage to the SA question format, meanwhile, the comparison group

favored the MCQ items. As for the better performance in the language test, most of the

participants of the treatment and comparison groups agreed that MCQ questions help the

students to show a better performance on tests (Figure 24). During the interview, the participants

explained that by saying that the MCQ questions are easier to answer.  The learners of both

groups found the SAQ items were less helpful for this case, they believed that there was a lower

possibility to gain high grades with this item format. The interview results showed that in

students’ opinions the SAQ items eliminate the guessing factor and make them more difficult to

answer for learners who do not know the correct answer to the question.
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Figure 24: Multiple-choice (MC) / short-answer (SA) show my language performance in

real-life. Multiple-choice (MC) / short-answer (SA) questions help to perform better during the

language test.

During the interviews, the participants mentioned several advantages and disadvantages

of MCQ and SAQ formats.  The multiple-choice questions required less time to answer and this

was the main advantage for all of the students. Besides, the MCQ format allowed them to

evaluate and compare the options before choosing the correct answer. Among the drawbacks

were mentioned the guessing factor, which enabled the students to answer the questions without

any background knowledge. Moreover, the participants reported that they were restricted with

provided options and their answers did not always match with the possible choices. Based on the

learners’ opinion, the main advantage of the SAQ format was the ability to express ideas and

thoughts, also short-answer questions required more time to think before providing the answers.

From the disadvantages of the short-answer format, the students pointed out that it was almost

impossible to answer the questions without any knowledge about the material which resulted in

skipping the questions rather than providing incorrect answers.
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CHAPTER FIVE: DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

5.1. Discussion

The results of the current study are in line with identical studies where the tests with

multiple-choice and short-answer question formats are compared. Particularly, the research

draws parallels with what Masoumi and Saeghi (2020) discovered, where the topic of the study is

similar to the current research.

The findings of this research report that in most of the cases the students perform

consistently on MCQ and SAQ formats. Similar to previous studies (Hastedt & Sibberns, 2005;

Bleske-Rechek et al., 2007; McKenna, 2019) the mean scores on the MCQ items were slightly

higher than the scores on the SAQ format, however, a number of students performed equally

well, or even outperformed in SAQ format.  The vast majority of test-takers rarely received more

than 20% higher on one format than on another, and the effect of the format was not notable.

Hickson et al.’s study (2012) also confirms that the majority of the students perform equally on

the MCQ and SAQ formats. On the other hand, other researchers suggest that the difference

between learners’ performance on MC and SA question formats is significant (In’nami &

Koizumi, 2009; Budiyono, 2018; Masoumi & Saeghi, 2020). These findings revealed that the

MC format is considerably easier for the students and their test performance can be highly

impacted by the format of the question. However, the participants of these studies are bigger in

number compared to the current research.

Correlations were found between the performance on multiple-choice and short-answer

question formats. There was a strong relation between the scores received on both formats and

students’ final test scores. The good performance on SAQs resulted in a good performance in

MCQs and vice versa. In their study, Bleske-Rechek et al. (2007) also state that there is a strong
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correlation between learners’ performance on SAQ and MCQ items. However, students’

performance differs regarding their proficiency levels. In the current study, the scores of the

students with lower grades are highly influenced by the performance on short-answer questions.

The study established a large difference between their scores on MCQ and SAQ formats for

lower proficiency students even within the same proficiency level. Meanwhile, there was found a

minimal difference in scores on MC and SA questions for the learners who got higher grades on

their language test. Yeneva et al. (2020) have also found a high correlation between students’

performance on question format and their proficiency. As stated in the study conducted by

Mozafari et al. (2017) learners with lower proficiency are less comfortable with the short-answer

question format and this results in their poor performance on the test.

The results of the study confirm that the MCQ and SAQ question formats do not have a

great influence on students’ test performance. The learners’ performance is greatly influenced by

their proficiency. Both MC and SA question types help the teachers to reveal test-takers’ level of

understanding of the course material. The only difference between the two formats is that the

SAQ items display a more detailed analysis of students’ language knowledge and can result in a

fair performance on the SAQ format, only when the participant’s proficiency is low.

The results also demonstrated that the students who were completing the treatments on a

weekly basis performed well on both the MCQ and SAQ formats of the final test. There was no

considerable difference between the scores on multiple-choice and short-answer tasks. Several

students even received higher grades on the SAQ format. Their good performance on both

question formats could be a result of the constant practice of similar constructed-response tasks

during four weeks. The familiarity with the task types could positively affect their performance

on the SAQ format and give an advantage over the students of the comparison group. Yet, the
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analysis of the treatment tasks revealed little progress (4.87%) throughout that time. The learners

of the treatment group were already quite proficient and had minor difficulties with the reading

and listening section only during the second treatment. It appears that the performance on tests is

impacted by the constant practice of the SAQ format but this is not a critical factor, students’

achievements on both question formats are mainly influenced by their language competency.

However, the results do not provide clear evidence of how the practice of the SAQ format

resulted in the good performance of MCQ items on the final test.  These findings support the

study of Yaneva et al. (2020) where the researchers state that the performance on question

formats is highly dependent on students’ proficiency.

The further analysis of listening, reading, grammar, and vocabulary sections established

that the low scores were caused by students’ poor performance especially on reading and

vocabulary sections. Learners with little practice of SAQ format skipped the questions that

required much time for the analysis and interpretation of the provided information. They

preferred to give very short answers (one to three words) and avoided the tasks where

explanations were needed. Budiyono (2018) suggested that short-answer questions are more

demanding since in reading tasks the learners prefer dealing with factual details rather than

concepts. Regarding the vocabulary tasks, the students’ performance varied in MCQ and SAQ

formats. Similar to Masoumi and Saeghi’s (2020) study the learners performed remarkably better

on multiple-choice tasks. It can be implied that it is easier for students to select the word from

the provided options than to recall it from the context. Another reason for low grades in reading

and vocabulary sections could be explained by the fact that the previous achievement tests

included the short-answer questions only in listening and grammar sections, but no SAQ items
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were included in the reading and vocabulary sections. This could become a challenging factor for

the students during the test and could hugely affect their final scores.

The findings of the current study assume that the students who regularly practiced

short-answer questions performed significantly better on the multiple-choice format. Whereas

the learners from the comparison group were able to complete only 57% of the tasks in the MCQ

format. The analysis of different sections established that in the listening, grammar, and

vocabulary sections the performance of the comparison group was reasonably stable, whereas in

the reading section the students received quite low grades. One possible explanation is that the

MCQ format was not included in the reading section of their achievement tests, and the learners’

reading comprehension was assessed with dichotomy (true/false) questions. However, they were

familiar with the MC question format as similar tasks were completed during their classes.

Another reason for the huge gap between the treatment and comparison groups on the MCQ

reading section can be the constant practice of the SAQ items of the treatment group. Since the

short-answer questions require a more thorough analysis of the text, the students were able to

analyze the information in deeper levels, and possibly that helped them to easily exclude the

distractors and find the correct answer. Despite that, further investigations are needed to find out

how the constant practice of the SAQ format can influence the performance of reading

comprehension in the MCQ format.

Another finding of the study is that during the research, the students answered to a greater

number of MCQ items than in SA question format. A number of short-answer tasks were left not

attempted by the students from the comparison group, whereas the multiple-choice questions

received full answers for all tasks. For instance, in Grunert’s (2013) research the students from a

technology course left 25% of the constructed response tasks open and that resulted in lower
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scores on the test. This can be due to the fact MCQ items provide the students with options and

help them to make deductions to find the correct answer. However, sometimes the students find

the correct answer without knowing it. In the current study in the final test students’ knowledge

on the same topic was assessed with different question formats, since all the tasks were designed

of MCQ and SAQ items. Due to the fact that the learners answered the MC questions but skipped

the SA questions on the same topic, we cannot exclude the possibility that those learners did not

know the correct answer to the question and simply made an attempt to guess the answer in the

MCQ format. In the study conducted by Sam et al. (2009) the students of medical faculty were

using clues of the provided clinical information to eliminate the incorrect options. McKenna

(2019) argues that although the distractors can provide cues to test-takers, yet sometimes they

can mislead the learners. The researcher suggests providing partial credit for partially correct

distractors.

On contrary, the SAQ format eliminates the guessing factor and requires the students to

produce their answers.  Constructed response items not only show the students’ actual

knowledge but also reveal their impairments in other linguistic aspects. Sam et al. (2009) and

McKenna (2019) believe that the SAQ format highlights the areas with gaps in students’

knowledge, and therefore is more suitable to measure students’ competence. These features make

the SAQs a more authentic assessment tool since it shows how the students use their knowledge

in real-life contexts where they have no clues to choose the answer.

Based on several studies (Cohen, 2012; Masoumi & Saeghi, 2020) the reason for the

difference in performance on MC and SA question formats is that the students use various skills

and processes. The SAQ format requires the test-takers more processing, as they need to

understand and produce the answer, meanwhile in MCQ items require only to comprehend and
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choose the option. In a multiple-choice format, the participants can imply different test-wisiness

strategies, which stands as a benefit for them to perform better during the test (Liao, 2018).

McKenna’s research (2019) indicated that it is possible to construct objectively scored questions

in SA format similar to MC questions.

One more reason for the difference of scores in multiple-choice and short-answer

question formats can be the inter-rater reliability. Even though in most of the cases the raters

agreed on the scores of SAQ items, they differed in their self-judgments and as a result, the

points provided for some of the tasks were not similar. However, the variance between the scores

was not big enough to affect negatively students’ scores on this format. For instance, in Liao’s

(2018) research the author encourages the examiners to participate in assessment training

beforehand, in order to increase the reliability of scores provided for the SAQ items. In addition,

it would be preferable for the raters to use a rubric for the assessment of short-answer responses,

as the credits provided by the raters for partially correct answers very often differ. For this

reason, the thoroughly conducted rubric can help to decrease the cases of score mismatch

between the two raters and result in the increase of reliability of scores on SAQ format.

One of the main disadvantages of short-answer questions is thought to be their

assessment time, as they are more time-consuming compared to the MCQ format. Yet, during the

current research, they did not cause any issues regarding the marking time.  The answers of the

students did not differ much from pre-existing sample correct answers which made it easier for

the raters to check students’ responses. Although all the possible answers were registered in

Moodle in advance, the platform did not always work perfectly for the SAQ format, and most of

the answers were checked manually. Therefore, if the number of test-takers is not big, the time

restriction is not a reason to reduce the number of SA questions in the assessment and affect the
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reliability of the test.  The findings support the study of Sam et al. (2019), who believe that the

marking schemes reasonably reduce the scoring time. Moreover, with the practice of constructed

response items, the learners gain experience how to answer them and give fewer incorrect

responses, which also positively impacts marking time and costs.

According to the survey and interview results, the students have different attitudes

towards MCQ and SAQ formats. The participants mainly prefer multiple-choice tasks, as they

have a lower difficulty level and enable them to finish the test faster. On the other hand, the

students also mentioned that in case they know the correct answer to the question, it is easier for

them to produce their answer, rather than to eliminate the incorrect options. Similar to Liao’s

(2018) study the results of the philosophy test indicated that the options of MC question format

provide clues that help them to choose the correct answer faster. However, if there are two

credible answers, the MCQ format can hinder understanding and become more time-consuming.

Furthermore, the students stated that the short-answer question format not only checks

their understanding of the course material but also helps them to reveal their knowledge gaps.

Several students just left the SAQ tasks without attempts of accomplishing them, meanwhile, in

MCQ format they would randomly choose one of the options. The reason for missing the SAQ

tasks was that the students did not know the answer to the question, whereas in MCQ tasks they

tried to eliminate the incorrect answers and find the correct ones. In addition, the students think

that SAQs show their language performance in a real-life context; this means that they are more

authentic than MCQs. According to Liao’s (2018) research, the participants noticed many gaps in

their vocabulary knowledge, word spelling, sentence structure, and overall writing skills.

Constructed-response items provide the learners an opportunity to improve their writing skills.
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Additionally, it is worth mentioning that, unlike the MC question format, SAQs provide

the teachers with general feedback about students’ course achievements and display the areas

that cause difficulties for the students. Moreover, with the SA question format, it was possible to

determine the cases of student cheating during the final test. As the online assessment format

does not allow the teachers to control fully the testing process, and many students have problems

with their devices, it is not feasible to hinder the test-takers from sharing the answers. Contrasted

to the MCQ format, in short-answer tasks the majority of the students write the same answers

without even paraphrasing (especially when they are required to produce sentences). This helps

the teachers to detect cheating students, whereas in the MCQ format it is almost impossible.

To sum up, the findings suggest including more questions using the short-answer format

to assess students’ knowledge in reading, listening, grammar, and vocabulary sections, since they

provide not only reliable results but also in case of small groups are quite easy to score. A similar

conclusion was reached by a number of researchers (Granville et al, 2004; Bleske-Rechek et al.,

2007; Mozaffari et al., 2017; Budiyono, 2018; Masoumi & Sadeghi, 2020) who believe that by

mixing the MCQ and SAQ formats the assessment process can benefit more.

5.2. Limitations

There were several limitations and delimitations included in the study. One of the

limitations was the number of participants. Although overall 19 learners participated in the

research, the number was not enough to have generalizable results. In addition, the attrition of

several students made it difficult to make conclusions about the impact of MCQ and SAQ items

on students’ performance regarding their proficiency level.

Further, the short duration of the study and consequently the limited time for the

treatments did not allow to fully demonstrate the impact of short-answer question format on
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students’ test performance and also the performance of multiple-choice items. This perplexed the

further considerations regarding the extent to which the SAQ format can particularly influence

on better performance of MCQ tasks, and thus restricted to bring clear explanations about the

degree of effectiveness of the treatments.

Another limitation was the development of a parallel test to monitor students’

performance on MCQ and SAQ formats. By reason of the requirements of the program, the final

test was longer in a format compared to the midterm test and accordingly included a greater

number of tasks. This restriction created additional difficulties with calculations of the

differences in students’ test performance when comparing their overall progress in midterm and

final tests.

5.3. Delimitations

The delimitations of the research were the context and proficiency level of the

participants. Due to the fact that the research aimed to identify the level of influence of

multiple-choice and short-answer question formats on students’ test performance, the questions

tried to cover a wide range of higher-order thinking skills. The skills that are necessary to answer

these types of questions require the participants to have relatively high language proficiency. The

context of the study was another essential factor to expose the authenticity of the tasks and

understand the use of the acquired knowledge in real-life situations.
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5.4. Conclusion

Overall, the current study has tried to reveal the impact of the multiple-choice and

short-answer questions on students’ test performance. The results of the research lead to the

following conclusions.

Firstly, students’ performance on the language test changes depending on the scores

received from the MCQ or SAQ items formats. However, there is no considerable difference

between the learners’ scores on both question formats, as they show nearly identical performance

on MCQ and SAQ items. Although generally, students perform better on the MCQ format, with

the increase of proficiency the gap between MC and SA question types becomes minimal. If the

students’ language proficiency is low, the gap between the performance on MCQ and SAQ

formats is quite noticeable since it is easier for them to answer the MC questions. The reason for

this difference is mainly caused by the lack of students’ linguistic knowledge in that specific

aspect, and the constructed-response items enable to reveal the language gaps better than the

MCQ items. The findings of the study indicate that students’ test performance is more dependent

on their language proficiency rather than on the question format.

Secondly, the constant practice of short-answer questions can positively affect students’

test performance. The format of this question type allows the students to analyze the information

more accurately, and pay attention to details, which helps them to find the correct answer without

hints. They also show the learners’ ability to apply their knowledge in a real-life context. The

SAQs also help the learners to have fewer difficulties responding to the MC questions. As the

students already know the correct answer and they know what they are looking for, it becomes

easier for them to deal with the distractors. In addition, with the practice of the SAQ items, the
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learners start spending less time answering them, which will positively affect their performance

on the test.

Furthermore, for assessment purposes, the combination of both formats can provide the

teachers with additional feedback about students’ achievements on the course. In some cases

when students give incorrect answers on the multiple-choice questions, it is hard to follow the

reason for misleading factors that brought the respondents to the wrong conclusion. Meanwhile,

the SAQs help the teachers to find out the language areas that need additional explanations and

practice. Additionally, the scoring of the test, with combined format is not much

time-consuming, as for the SAQs the students in most of the cases provide answers that are

similar to the sample correct answer. If the teachers would like to decrease the assessment time,

they can use online assessment platforms such as Moodle or Google Forms that are quite simple

to use, as grading is done automatically and there are free trails provided.

Finally, students feel comfortable with MCQ and SAQ formats and they believe that both

question types should be included in the language test. As an advantage of the multiple-choice

format, the learners believe that this question type helps them to perform better on the language

test. Many of them find the MC questions slightly easier and faster to answer compared to the

SAQs. Yet, part of the learners prefers the short-answer question format. They explain their

choice with the fact that short-answer questions are a more reliable measure for their language

knowledge. In their opinion, the SAQs display their actual understanding of the course material

and are more authentic than the MCQs. Despite that fact, there was found little difference

between the students’ perceptions towards MCQ and SAQ formats, and from their viewpoint,

none of the formats can negatively affect their performance on the test.
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The findings of the current research are not generalizable; however, the study can be

replicated. It would be important for future research to investigate the impact of question formats

on students’ test performance including a larger number of participants and conducting the

research within a longer period of time. It would be interesting to compare EFL learners’ test

performance regarding different proficiency levels (including Low Intermediate, Intermediate,

Upper Intermediate, and Advanced levels). Also, further research is needed to confirm how can

the constant practice of the SAQ format affect students’ performance on MCQ tasks in different

sections of the test (reading, listening, grammar and vocabulary). For this purpose, the study

should include a greater number of treatments and also use different instruments apart from the

pre-and post-test and the treatments.
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Midterm Test
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Treatment 1
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Treatment 3
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Treatment 4
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Final Test
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Appendix G

Survey Questions

1. Group Name

Խումբը

2. Age

Տարիքը

3. Gender

Սեռը

4. I prefer answering multiple-choice (MC) questions in my English language test.

Ես գերադասում եմ անգլերեն լեզվի թեստի ընթացքում պատասխանել ընտրովի տարբերակներով

հարցերին։

5. Multiple-choice (MC) questions take much time to answer.

Ընտրովի տարբերակներով հարցերին պատասխանելը բավականին ժամանակատար է։

6. Multiple-choice (MC) questions are easy to answer.
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Ընտրովի տարբերակներով հարցերին պատասխանելը հեշտ է։

7. Multiple-choice (MC) questions check my understanding of the course material.

Ընտրովի տարբերակներով հարցերը ստուգում են իմ անգլերենի դասընթացների ընթացքում ձեռք

բերած գիտելիքների ըմբռնումը։

8. Multiple-choice (MC) provide me information about my language gaps.

Ընտրովի տարբերակներով հարցերը թույլ են տալիս հասկանալ իմ անգլերեն լեզվի գիտելիքների

բացթողումները։
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9. Multiple-choice (MC) questions show my language performance in real-life.

Ընտրովի տարբերակներով հարցերը տրամադրում են իրական կյանքում իմ անգլերենի գիտելիքների

օգտագործման ունակությունը։

10. Multiple-choice (MC) questions help me to perform better during language tests.

Ընտրովի տարբերակներով հարցերն ինձ օգնում են ավելի լավ հանդես գալ անգլերեն լեզվի թեստի

ժամանակ։

11. I prefer answering short-answer (SA) questions in my English language test.

Ես գերադասում եմ անգլերեն լեզվի թեստի ընթացքում պատասխանել կարճ պատասխանով

հարցերին։

12. Short-answer (SA) questions take much time to answer.
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Կարճ պատասխանով հարցերին պատասխանելը բավականին ժամանակատար է։

13. Short-answer (SA) questions are easy to answer.

Կարճ պատասխանով հարցերին պատասխանելը հեշտ է։

14. Short-answer (SA) questions check my understanding of the course material.

Կարճ պատասխանով հարցերը ստուգում են իմ անգլերենի դասընթացների ընթացքում ձեռք բերած

գիտելիքների յուրացումը։

15. Short-answer (SA) provide me information about my language gaps.
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Կարճ պատասխանով հարցերը թույլ են տալիս հասկանալ իմ անգլերեն լեզվի գիտելիքների

բացթողումները։

16. Short-answer (SA) questions show my language performance in real-life.

Կարճ պատասխանով հարցերը տրամադրում են իրական կյանքում իմ անգլերենի գիտելիքների

օգտագործման ունակությունը։

17. Short-answer (SA) questions help me to perform better during language tests.

Կարճ պատասխանով հարցերն ինձ օգնում են ավելի լավ հանդես գալ անգլերեն լեզվի թեստի

ժամանակ։
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Appendix H

Interview Questions

1. Which question format allows you to answer faster to the questions?

Ո՞ր հարցի ֆորմատն է թույլ տալիս ավելի արագ պատասխանել հարցերին։

2. In which question format are you able to answer the question easier?

Ո՞ր հարցի ֆորմատում ես կարողանում ավելի հեշտ պատասխանել հարցին։

3. In which question format do you feel more confident when answering the questions?

Ո՞ր հարցի ֆորմատի ժամանակ եք առավել վստահ պատասխանում հառցերին։

4. Which question format expresses your thoughts and ideas the best?

Ո՞ր հարցի ֆորմատն է ավելի լավ արտահայտում Ձեր մտքերը և գաղափարները։

5. Do you think that MC questions show your comprehension of the material? Why?

Արդյո՞ք ընտրովի տարբերակներով հարցերը ցույց են տալիս թե ինչքանով եք յուրացրել նյութը։

Ինչու՞։

6. Do you think that SA questions show your comprehension of the material? Why?

Արդյո՞ք կարճ պատասխանով հարցերը ցույց են տալիս թե ինքանով եք յուրացրել նյութը։ Ինչու՞։

7. What are the advantages / disadvantages of MC question format?

Որո՞նք են ընտրովի տարբերակներով հարցի ֆորմատի առավելությունները / թերությունները։

8. What are the advantages / disadvantages of SA question format?

Որո՞նք են կարճ պատասխանով հարցի ֆորմատի առավելությունները / թերությունները։

9. Which question format do you prefer more? Why?

Ո՞ր հարցի ֆորմատն Եք նախընտրում։ Ինչու՞։
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SS R Student A Student B Student C Student D Student E Student F
6 R1 1.25 1.25 1.25 1.25 1.25 0.625

R2 1.25 1.25 1.25 1.25 1.25 0.625
12 R1 1.25 0.75 1 0.75 1.25 0

R2 1.25 0.5 0.75 1 1.25 0
18 R1 0.5 0.25 0.25 0 0.25 0.5

R2 0.5 0.25 0.25 0 0.25 0.5
19 R1 0.5 0 0 0 0 0

R2 0.5 0 0 0 0 0
20 R1 0.5 0.25 0.5 0.5 0.5 0

R2 0.5 0.25 0.5 0.5 0.5 0
21 R1 0.5 0 0.25 0.25 0.25 0

R2 0.5 0 0.25 0.25 0.25 0
22 R1 0.5 0 0.5 0 0 0.25

R2 0.5 0 0.25 0 0 0.25
28 R1 0 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.25

R2 0 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.25
29 R1 0 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.25

R2 0 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.25
30 R1 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.25 0 0

R2 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.25 0 0
31 R1 0 0 0 0 0 0

R2 0 0 0 0 0 0
32 R1 0 0 0 0 0 0

R2 0 0 0 0 0 0
38 R1 1.1 1.1 0.85 0 0.31 0.625

R2 1 1.125 0.75 0 0.31 0.625
44 R1 0.25 0.25 0 0 0.75 0

R2 0.25 0.25 0 0 0.75 0
46 R1 0.75 0.5 0 0 0.5 0

R2 0.75 0.5 0 0 0.5 0
52 R1 0.85 0.9 0.85 0 0.2 0

R2 0.9 1 0.9 0 0.2 0.125
58 R1 1.25 0 1.125 0.9 0.375 1.125

R2 1.25 0 1.125 0.85 0.375 1.125

Appendix I

Inter-rater Reliability Comparison Group
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Green – task is not attempted

SS R Student A Student B Student C Student D Student E Student F Student G
6 R1 1.25 0.9 1.25 1.25 1.25 1.25 1.25

R2 1 0.5 1.25 1.25 1.25 1 1.25
12 R1 1.25 1 1.25 1.25 1.25 1.25 1.25

R2 1.25 0.75 1.25 1.25 1.25 1.25 1.25
18 R1 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5

R2 0.5 0.5 0.25 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5
19 R1 0.375 0 0 0 0 0.375 0.5

R2 0.25 0 0 0 0 0.30 0.5
20 R1 0.5 0.25 0.375 0.5 0.5 0.25 0.5

R2 0.5 0.25 0.25 0.5 0.5 0.25 0.5
21 R1 0.5 0 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5

R2 0.5 0 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5
22 R1 0.5 0.5 0.25 0.5 0.5 0.25 0.5

R2 0.5 0.25 0.25 0.5 0.5 0.25 0.5
28 R1 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.25 0 0.25

R2 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.25 0 0.25
29 R1 0.25 0.25 0.25 0 0.25 0 0.25

R2 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.125 0.25 0 0.25
30 R1 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.25 0 0.25

R2 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.25 0 0.25
31 R1 0.25 0.25 0.25 0 0.25 0 0.25

R2 0.25 0.20 0.25 0.125 0.25 0 0.25
32 R1 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.125 0.25 0 0.25

R2 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.125 0.125 0 0.25
38 R1 0.625 0.47 1.25 1.25 0.9 1 0.9

R2 0.47 0.47 1.25 1.25 1 1 1
44 R1 1.25 1.25 0.75 1 1 1.25 0.5

R2 1.25 1.25 0.75 1 1 1.25 0.5
46 R1 1.25 1 1 1.25 1.25 1 1.1

R2 1.25 1 1 1.25 1.25 1 1
52 R1 1.17 0.7 1.15 1 1.1 0.31 1.25

R2 1.12 0.8 1.15 1.12 1 0.31 1.25
58 R1 0.5 1 0.625 1.125 1 0.125 1.25

R2 0.5 1 0.5 1.125 1 0.125 1.125

Inter-rater Reliability Treatment Group
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