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Abstract:

This research examined the effectiveness of progress and achievement tests in assessing English language
learning, focusing on the use of Multiple-Choice Questions (MCQs) and Short-Answer Questions (SAQS) in
evaluating students’ achievement and motivation. The study also explored students’ perceptions of assessment
practices in EFL contexts and compared formative and summative testing approaches. A descriptive-analytical
method was adopted, and data were collected through a questionnaire distributed to 70 randomly selected students
from the English Department at the Faculty of Education, Zolten, Sabratha University. The data were analyzed
using SPSS Version 27. The findings indicated that students generally viewed the assessment system positively.
Progress tests were considered more supportive of learning due to their continuous feedback and role in reducing
anxiety, whereas achievement tests were associated with greater stress despite effectively measuring learning
outcomes. Results also showed slight statistical differences favoring MCQs, while SAQs were perceived as more
effective in assessing critical thinking and deeper understanding.

The research recommends adopting diversified assessment strategies that combine fairness, validity, and
pedagogical effectiveness in EFL assessment contexts.

The significance of this study lies in its contribution to improving assessment practices in EFL departments by
providing empirical evidence regarding the strengths and limitations of various testing approaches. The findings
may help educators, curriculum developers, and policymakers design more balanced, effective, and student-
centered assessment systems that align with contemporary educational standards and learners’ academic needs.

Keywords: Progress Tests, Achievement Tests, Language Assessment, MCQs, SAQs, EFL Assessment,
Formative Assessment, Summative Assessment.
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Introduction:

Assessment is an essential element in the process of teaching and learning English as a Foreign Language (EFL),
as it provides valuable information about students’ progress, achievement, and language proficiency. In recent
years, educational institutions have placed greater emphasis on improving assessment practices to ensure effective
learning outcomes and maintain academic quality. Assessment not only measures students” academic performance
but also influences teaching methods, learning strategies, classroom interaction, and students’ motivation.
Among the most common assessment methods in EFL education are progress tests and achievement tests. Progress
tests are formative assessments designed to monitor students’ continuous learning and provide regular feedback
that helps improve performance. In contrast, achievement tests are summative assessments that evaluate students’
mastery of course content at the end of a semester or instructional period. Both types of assessment play significant
roles in language education; however, their effectiveness in measuring students’ actual abilities remains widely
discussed.

Question formats also affect students’ performance and perceptions. Multiple-Choice Questions (MCQs) are
valued for their objectivity and ease of scoring, whereas Short-Answer Questions (SAQs) encourage deeper
understanding and critical thinking. This study investigates students’ perceptions of these assessment methods and
their impact on motivation, fairness, anxiety, and language performance in Libyan EFL university contexts.

Research Objectives:
The main objectives of this research are:

1. To identify the general descriptive perception of English Department students regarding the assessment
system implemented in the department.

2. To examine the differences in English Department students’ perceptions of the effectiveness of progress
tests and achievement tests in assessing the English language.

3. To investigate the role of multiple-choice questions (MCQs) and short-answer questions (SAQs) in
measuring students’ motivation and academic performance in both types of tests.

4. To determine the extent to which students recognize which types of tests provide greater fairness,
validity, and reliability in evaluating English language learning.

5.

Significance of the Research:

This study is significant for educators, learners, and curriculum designers. For educators, it provides insights into
the effectiveness of progress and achievement tests and helps in selecting appropriate testing strategies. For
learners, it ensures that their performance is evaluated fairly and comprehensively. For curriculum designers, the
findings of this research may contribute to the development of more balanced assessment tools that incorporate
both MCQs and SAQs effectively.

Statement of the Problem:

Despite the extensive use of progress and achievement tests in education, there remains a lack of clarity regarding
their comparative effectiveness, particularly when combined with different test formats such as MCQs and SAQs.
Many educators rely heavily on one form of testing without sufficient evidence about which approach better
reflects students’ learning outcomes. This study seeks to address this gap by systematically comparing the two
types of tests and their associated question formats.

Research Questions:

This research is guided by the following research questions:

1. What is the general descriptive perception of English Department students regarding the assessment system
adopted in the department?

2. What are the differences in English Department students’ perceptions of the effectiveness of progress tests
and achievement tests in assessing English language proficiency?

3. What is the role of multiple-choice questions (MCQs) and short-answer questions (SAQs) in measuring
students’ motivation and performance in both types of tests?

4. Which type of test provides greater fairness, validity, and reliability in the process of evaluating English
language students’ learning?
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Research Hypotheses:

Based on the problem statement, the research objectives, and the research questions, the present study proposes

the following hypotheses:

1. There is a significant difference between progress tests and achievement tests in measuring students’ language
performance.

2. Multiple-Choice Questions (MCQs) and Short Answer Questions (SAQs) differ significantly in their
effectiveness in assessing students’ learning outcomes.

3. Progress tests provide more consistent and reliable results in evaluating students’ learning than achievement
tests.

4. Students perform better on MCQs than on SAQs in both progress and achievement tests.

5. Combining MCQs and SAQs in language assessment leads to a more comprehensive evaluation of students’
learning compared to using a single question format.

Theoretical Study:

This research is grounded in several theoretical perspectives relevant to educational assessment. The following
sections explore the theories explaining the research topic and define the key subjects related to language testing.
1. Constructivist Learning Theory (Piaget, 1977)

The Constructivist Learning Theory emphasizes that learners actively construct knowledge through interaction
with their environment and by integrating new information with prior knowledge. According to Piaget (1977),
learning is a cognitive process that involves exploration, reflection, and problem-solving rather than the passive
reception of information. Learners are viewed as active participants who develop understanding through
meaningful engagement with learning tasks.

In the context of educational assessment, this theory highlights the importance of employing assessment methods
that measure deep understanding and higher-order thinking skills. Assessments aligned with constructivist
principles focus on students’ ability to explain, analyze, and apply knowledge. Therefore, assessment tools such
as short-answer questions (SAQs) are considered effective, as they allow learners to express their understanding
and demonstrate conceptual comprehension rather than relying solely on memorization.

2. Behaviorist Theory (Skinner, 1953)

The Behaviorist Theory, proposed by Skinner (1953), views learning as a change in observable behavior that
occurs through the interaction between stimulus and response. This theory emphasizes the role of repetition,
practice, and reinforcement in the learning process. According to the behaviorist perspective, learning is
strengthened when correct responses are followed by positive reinforcement, such as rewards or grades.

In educational assessment, behaviorist principles support the use of objective testing methods that focus on
measurable outcomes. Tests such as multiple-choice questions (MCQs) are commonly associated with this theory,
as they assess learners’ ability to select correct responses and provide immediate feedback. Grades and scores
function as forms of reinforcement, motivating students to repeat correct behaviors and improve their academic
performance.

3. Formative and Summative Assessment Theory (Black & Wiliam, 1998)

The Formative and Summative Assessment Theory (Black & Wiliam, 1998) distinguishes between two essential
types of assessments: formative assessments and summative assessments. Formative assessments, such as Progress
Tests, are conducted during the learning process to provide regular feedback that helps students identify areas for
improvement and adjust their learning strategies. These assessments aim to monitoring progress, guiding
instructional decisions, and encouraging continuous improvement. In contrast, summative assessments, like
Achievement Tests, are administered at the end of an instructional period to evaluate overall student achievement
and determine whether learning objectives have been met. While formative assessments aim to support learning
through continuous feedback, summative assessments assess the total knowledge of students they have acquired.
Black and Wiliam highlight that formative assessments are important for improving student performance, as the
feedback they provide can encourage students and help guide their future learning. This theory is key to the present
study, as it sets the basis for comparing Progress Tests and Achievement Tests, while also examining how MCQs
and SAQs are used in these assessments to evaluate students' language proficiency at different stages of learning.
4. Cognitive Load Theory (Sweller, 1988)

Cognitive Load Theory (Sweller, 1988) suggests that human cognitive capacity is limited, and effective learning
occurs when instructional materials and assessments minimize unnecessary cognitive load while maximizing the
brain's ability to process and retain information. Sweller identifies three types of cognitive load: intrinsic load (the
inherent difficulty of the material), extraneous load (the unnecessary complexity introduced by poor presentation
or design), and germane load (the mental effort dedicated to understanding and integrating knowledge). In the
context of educational assessments, this theory emphasizes the importance of designing tests that reduce
extraneous load and encourage germane load. For instance, overly complex or poorly structured assessments can
overwhelm students and hinder their ability to showcase their true understanding. This theory is relevant to this
study as it helps explain how MCQs and SAQs can impact students' performance in language assessments. Well-
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designed Progress Tests and Achievement Tests should aim to reduce extraneous load by being clear and focused,
allowing students to apply their knowledge effectively and demonstrate true proficiency.

Subjects Related to the Topic:

What do we mean by (Testing, Assessment, and Evaluation)?

In education, Testing, Assessment, and Evaluation serve as the primary mechanisms for measuring how effectively
students master their assigned materials and reach the required learning goals. While these processes are often
associated with assigning grades, they also function as essential tools for students to reflect on and monitor their
own academic progress. Although educational professionals distinguish between these three specific terms, they
all fundamentally focus on the process of determining a learner's level of knowledge on a given subject. For clarity
and simplicity, the term assessment is frequently used as a broad concept to describe the overall measurement of
what an individual has learned and understood throughout their studies.

Definition of Testing:
Testing is the use of structured tools to measure learners’ knowledge or skills in a specific subject.

Definition of Assessment:
Assessment is the process of collecting information about students’ learning to monitor progress and improve
instruction.

Definition of Evaluation:
Evaluation is the process of judging learning outcomes based on assessment results.

The Definition of the Test in General

A test can be defined in several ways :

General definition : test is a systematic procedure for measuring a sample of a student’s behavior or knowledge.
Cronbach’s Definition: A structured way to compare the behavior of two or more people.

Thorndike’s Definition: Thorndike is considered among the first to use standardized achievement tests to measure
the amount of information a student can memorize and understand.

Test characteristics:

1- Validity: The ability of the test to measure exactly what it was set up to measure.

2- Objectivity: Ensuring the results are not affected by the personality or feelings of the teacher/marker.
3- Reliability: The test should give the same results if repeated under the same conditions.

4- Practicality: It refers to how easy the test is to design, administer, score, and interpret.

Objectives of the Tests:

Tests aim to achieve the following:

1- To determine the level of achievement of students.

2- To help students master or acquire information useful in their lives.
3- To organize the teacher's work by evaluating their own performance.
4- To identify the strengths and weaknesses of students.

Functions of test :

1- Measuring Achievement: To assess how much of the material students have learned and if they have met the
educational goals.

2- Diagnosis: To identify specific strengths and weaknesses in a student's performance to provide targeted help.
3- Motivation: To encourage students to study, review regularly, and stay engaged with the subject matter.

4- Placement: To help place students in the correct level or program that matches their current abilities.

5- Curriculum Evaluation: To assess the overall effectiveness of the curriculum and the instructional materials
used in the teaching process

6- Upgrading: Deciding if a student is ready to move to the next class or level.

7- Instructional: Helping students learn from their mistakes through feedback.

8- Self-assessment for Teachers: Measuring how successful the teacher is in performing their task.

9- Prediction: Tests serve as a guide to help students identify the specific fields or specialties where they show
the most creativity and potential for success.( Mohammed & Alsayah,2025)

Progress Tests in Language Assessment:
Progress tests are assessments administered during a course to measure students’ development and improvement
in language learning over a period of time.
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Achievement Tests in Language Assessment:
Achievement tests are designed to measure how successfully learners have achieved the objectives of a specific
language course or syllabus.

Multiple-Choice Questions (MCQs):
Multiple-choice questions are test items in which students are required to select the correct answer from a number
of given options.

Short-Answer Questions (SAQs):

Short-answer questions are questions that require learners to provide brief responses, usually in the form of a word,
phrase, or short sentence.

* Research Gap and Its Link to Research Questions and Hypotheses

Despite the growing body of literature on language assessment, most previous studies have examined the
effectiveness of question formats, particularly Multiple-Choice Questions (MCQs) and Short-Answer Questions
(SAQs), within either achievement tests or progress tests independently. However, limited attention has been given
to directly comparing progress tests and achievement tests in terms of their effectiveness in assessing students’
language performance when the same question formats are employed.

Moreover, prior research has often focused on the impact of question format alone, without adequately considering
how the type of test (progress vs. achievement) interacts with question format to influence students’ performance
and the overall validity and reliability of language assessment. In addition, empirical studies addressing this issue
within higher education EFL contexts, particularly in Arab or similar educational settings, remain scarce.

This gap highlights the need for a systematic investigation into the comparative effectiveness of progress tests and
achievement tests in assessing students’ language performance through MCQs and SAQs, as well as the potential
interaction effect between test type and question format.

Based on the identified research gap, the study proposes the following hypotheses:

There are statistically significant differences in students’ language performance due to the type of test
administered.

There are statistically significant differences in students’ language performance due to question format.

There is a statistically significant interaction effect between test type and question format in assessing students’
language performance.

Combining different test types with appropriate question formats results in a more valid and reliable assessment
of students’ language performance than using either variable independently.

Research Gap

While both progress and achievement tests have been extensively studied, limited research directly compares their
effectiveness when combined with different test formats such as MCQs and SAQs. Most existing studies examine
either progress or achievement tests in isolation, or focus on test item formats without considering their interaction
with assessment types. This study addresses this gap by conducting a comparative analysis, thus contributing to a
more comprehensive understanding of language assessment practices.

Literature review:

We present a critical review of previous studies relevant to the present research entitled “A Comparative Study
of Progress Tests and Achievement Tests in Language Assessment: Students’ Performance through the Use
of MCQs and SAQs.” The review is thematically organized around the key variables of the study. It first addresses
the conceptual and theoretical distinctions between Progress Tests and Achievement Tests in language assessment.
It then examines empirical studies that investigated learners’ performance in relation to these test types, with
particular emphasis on commonly used item formats such as Multiple-Choice Questions (MCQs) and Short-
Answer Questions (SAQs). The chapter aims to position the current research within the broader body of assessment
literature and to identify research gaps that justify undertaking the present comparative study.

First Section: Foreign Studies on Progress Tests and Achievement Tests

Hughes (2003), "Testing for Language Teachers", this study is considered one of the foundational
references in the field of language assessment. In his book "Testing for Language Teachers", Hughes provides a
comprehensive theoretical framework for understanding the nature, purposes, and types of language tests, as well
as the essential principles underlying effective test design. The study places particular emphasis on the relationship
between test objectives and question types, and how these influence the accuracy of measuring learners’ actual
language proficiency.
Hughes adopted a theoretical analytical approach, relying on an extensive review of educational literature and
practical testing models. Through this approach, he examined different forms of assessment, including Multiple-
Choice Questions (MCQs) and Short-Answer Questions (SAQs), highlighting their respective strengths and
limitations in terms of reliability, validity, objectivity, and their ability to assess both surface-level knowledge and
deeper language competence.
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The findings of the study indicate that the quality of a language test is not determined solely by its content, but
also by the types of questions it employs and the way they are constructed. Hughes argues that MCQs are highly
objective and efficient in terms of scoring and administration; however, they may be limited in their ability to
measure higher-order thinking skills and productive language use. In contrast, SAQs are more effective in
assessing genuine understanding and learners’ ability to produce language, although they may require more time
for grading and may introduce a degree of subjectivity in evaluation.

The significance of this study lies in its contribution to establishing clear scientific principles for language test
design, as well as clarifying the relationship between test formats and the accuracy of language assessment. It has
served as a key reference for many subsequent studies in the field of language testing and evaluation.

Brown (2004)," Language Assessment: Principles and Classroom Practices", this work is widely
recognized as a fundamental contribution to the field of language assessment. In his book "Language Assessment:
Principles and Classroom Practices", Brown provides a comprehensive and practical framework for
understanding how language assessment operates within classroom contexts. His discussion focuses on the
principles of effective assessment, the characteristics of well-designed tests, and the role of assessment in
enhancing teaching and learning processes.

Brown adopts a descriptive analytical approach, drawing on both theoretical foundations and practical classroom
applications. He systematically examines key concepts such as validity, reliability, authenticity, practicality, and
washback, emphasizing that effective language assessment must balance these essential principles. The study also
explores different types of assessments, including formative (ongoing) and summative (final) assessments,
highlighting their respective roles in monitoring student progress and evaluating overall achievement.

One of the central findings of Brown’s work is that assessment should not be viewed merely as a tool for measuring
learning outcomes, but rather as an integral part of the learning process itself. He argues that well-designed
assessments can positively influence students’ motivation and learning strategies, while poorly constructed tests
may lead to negative washback effects, such as increased anxiety or superficial learning. Additionally, Brown
emphasizes the importance of aligning test content and question types with instructional objectives to ensure
accurate measurement of students’ language abilities.

The study also highlights the importance of using a variety of assessment techniques, including objective formats
such as Multiple-Choice Questions (MCQs) and more open-ended formats such as Short-Answer Questions
(SAQs) and performance-based tasks. Brown suggests that relying on a single type of question may limit the scope
of assessment, whereas combining different formats allows for a more comprehensive evaluation of both receptive
and productive language skills.

The significance of Brown’s study lies in its practical orientation and its ability to bridge the gap between theory
and classroom practice. It provides language teachers with clear guidelines for designing effective assessments
that are fair, valid, and supportive of learning. Moreover, it underscores the role of assessment in shaping students’
learning experiences and outcomes.

This study is closely related to the current research, as it directly addresses key issues explored in the present study,
such as the effectiveness of different test types and the impact of question formats on students’ performance and
motivation. The current study draws on Brown’s theoretical framework to interpret the differences between
progress tests and achievement tests, as well as to analyze the roles of MCQs and SAQs in language assessment.
Furthermore, Brown’s emphasis on validity, fairness, and washback has informed the design of the research
instrument and the interpretation of findings related to students’ perceptions of assessment practices.

In conclusion, Brown (2004) provides a strong theoretical and practical foundation for the current study, supporting
a deeper understanding of how diverse assessment methods can be used to achieve more accurate, fair, and
meaningful evaluation of students’ language proficiency.

Bachman and Palmer (1996)," Language Testing in Practice", this work is regarded as one of the most
influential contributions to the field of language testing. In their book "Language Testing in Practice", the authors
present a comprehensive and systematic framework for designing and evaluating language tests, with a strong
emphasis on ensuring that assessment practices are both theoretically sound and practically applicable. Their work
focuses on the concept of “test usefulness,” which integrates several key qualities required for effective language
assessment.

Bachman and Palmer adopt a theoretical and analytical approach, drawing on linguistic theory, psychometrics,
and applied language testing research. They introduce a multidimensional model of test usefulness that includes
essential components such as reliability, validity, authenticity, instructiveness, impact, and practicality. This model
highlights that no single aspect alone is sufficient; rather, effective language tests must achieve a balance among
all these qualities to ensure accurate and meaningful measurement of learners’ language abilities.

One of the major findings of the study is that language tests should be designed to reflect real-life language use as
closely as possible. The authors stress the importance of authenticity in test tasks, arguing that assessment should
engage learners in meaningful language use rather than isolated or decontextualized knowledge. In addition, they
emphasize instructiveness, which refers to the extent to which test tasks involve the test-taker’s language ability,
background knowledge, and cognitive processes.
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The study also highlights the critical role of test impact (washback), explaining that assessment practices can
significantly influence both teaching methods and students’ learning behaviors. Positive washback occurs when
tests encourage meaningful learning and skill development, whereas negative washback may lead to rote
memorization or increased anxiety. Furthermore, the authors underscore the importance of practicality, noting that
test design must consider constraints such as time, resources, and scoring procedures.

The significance of this study lies in its comprehensive framework, which has become a cornerstone in modern
language testing theory and practice. It provides clear criteria for evaluating the effectiveness of language tests
and offers practical guidance for constructing assessments that are not only reliable and valid but also meaningful
and contextually appropriate.

This study is highly relevant to the current research, as it directly informs the evaluation of different test types and
question formats. The present study draws on Bachman and Palmer’s model of test usefulness to analyze the
effectiveness of progress tests and achievement tests, as well as the roles of MCQs and SAQs in assessing students’
language performance. Their emphasis on authenticity and instructiveness is particularly useful in interpreting the
differences between objective and open-ended question formats.

Moreover, the current study benefits from their concept of test impact in explaining students’ perceptions of
anxiety, motivation, and performance in different testing situations. The principles of reliability and practicality
also support the interpretation of findings related to students’ preferences for MCQs, while the concept of validity
aligns with the study’s focus on the ability of SAQs to measure deeper understanding.

In conclusion, Bachman and Palmer (1996) provide a robust theoretical foundation that supports the current study
in analyzing language assessment practices from multiple dimensions, contributing to a more comprehensive
understanding of how different testing methods and question types affect the accurate evaluation of students’
language proficiency.

Green (2014)," Exploring Language Assessment and Testing", he, in his study, investigates the principles,
practices, and implications of language assessment in both classroom and institutional contexts. The study aims to
provide an in-depth understanding of how different assessment methods such as formative and summative tests,
multiple-choice questions, and performance-based tasks affect students’ learning outcomes, motivation, and
engagement in language learning.

The research adopts a descriptive-analytical methodology, combining literature review with empirical observations
of assessment practices in various educational settings. Green examines both theoretical frameworks and practical
implementations, analyzing how assessment design, test formats, and scoring procedures influence students’
performance and perceptions of fairness, validity, and reliability.

Key findings indicate that the effectiveness of assessment methods depends largely on their alignment with
learning objectives and the cognitive processes they target. For instance, tests emphasizing real communicative
ability and critical thinking, rather than rote memorization, result in higher student engagement and deeper
learning. The study also highlights that multiple-choice tests are efficient for evaluating factual knowledge and
language accuracy, whereas performance-based assessments and constructed-response tasks (e.g., short-answer
questions) better capture students’ reasoning, problem-solving skills, and practical language use.

The significance of Green’s study lies in its emphasis on balancing assessment methods to ensure a comprehensive
evaluation of language competence. It stresses the importance of reliability, validity, and fairness in testing, while
also acknowledging the affective factors such as anxiety, motivation, and test-taking strategies that influence
students’ performance.

Regarding its relevance to the current study, Green’s research provides a strong theoretical and practical foundation
for investigating students’ perceptions of test types, including multiple-choice and short-answer questions. It
supports the current research focus by emphasizing that both test formats serve complementary roles: multiple-
choice questions facilitate efficiency and objectivity, while short-answer questions allow for the assessment of
deeper understanding and critical thinking. Additionally, Green’s insights on fairness, reliability, and validity
directly align with the current study’s examination of students’ perceptions of assessment quality in the Department
of English.

Overall, Green (2014) underscores the necessity of a balanced and well-designed assessment system in language
teaching, which informs the current research’s exploration of student attitudes, motivation, and performance
strategies in response to different test types.

Second Section: Arab Studies on Progress and Achievement Tests

Abdel Rahman (2015)," Educational Measurement and Evaluation", the study by Abdel Rahman ,
presented in the book Educational Measurement and Evaluation, is considered an important contribution to the
field of educational assessment. It provides a comprehensive overview of the fundamental principles of
measurement and evaluation in educational settings, with a particular focus on the design and implementation of
effective assessment tools. The study emphasizes the role of testing in accurately measuring students’ learning
outcomes and improving the quality of the educational process.
Abdel Rahman adopts a descriptive and analytical approach, relying on established theories of educational
measurement and practical applications in classroom assessment. The study explores key concepts such as validity,
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reliability, objectivity, and fairness, highlighting their importance in constructing sound and effective tests. It also
discusses various types of educational assessments, including formative and summative tests, and explains how
each type serves different purposes in evaluating student learning.

One of the key findings of the study is that the effectiveness of any test depends largely on the quality of its design
and its alignment with instructional objectives. Abdel Rahman stresses that poorly designed tests may fail to
measure what they are intended to assess, leading to inaccurate or misleading results. The study also highlights the
importance of using diverse question formats, such as objective questions (e.g., MCQs) and subjective questions
(e.g., short-answer or essay questions), to ensure a more comprehensive evaluation of students’ knowledge and
skills.

Furthermore, the study points out that objective questions, such as MCQs, are characterized by ease of scoring and
a high degree of reliability and objectivity, whereas subjective questions allow for deeper assessment of
understanding, critical thinking, and expressive ability, despite potential challenges related to scoring consistency.
Abdel Rahman emphasizes the necessity of balancing these question types to achieve both accuracy and depth in
assessment.

The significance of this study lies in its practical contribution to improving assessment practices in educational
contexts. It provides educators with clear guidelines for designing valid and reliable tests and underscores the
importance of fairness and transparency in the evaluation process. Additionally, it highlights the need to consider
students’ individual differences and psychological factors when constructing assessment tools.

This study is closely related to the current research, as it directly addresses issues of test design, question types,
and the effectiveness of different assessment methods. The present study benefits from Abdel Rahman’s theoretical
insights in analyzing the differences between progress tests and achievement tests, as well as in evaluating the
roles of MCQs and SAQs in measuring students’ performance.

Moreover, the study’s emphasis on validity, reliability, and fairness supports the interpretation of the current
research findings regarding students’ perceptions of assessment quality. Its discussion of the strengths and
limitations of different question formats aligns closely with the current study’s investigation into the comparative
effectiveness of MCQs and SAQs.

In conclusion, Abdel Rahman (2015) provides a solid theoretical and practical foundation for the current study,
contributing to a deeper understanding of how well-designed assessment tools can enhance the accuracy, fairness,
and effectiveness of evaluating students’ learning outcomes.

Al-Zahrani (2018), "The Effectiveness of Formative Tests in Improving English Language Achievement”,
this study investigates the role of formative assessment in enhancing students’ performance in learning English.
The study focuses on how continuous testing, feedback, and ongoing evaluation can contribute to improving
students’ academic achievement and overall language proficiency.

Al-Zahrani adopts an experimental research approach, which distinguishes this study from purely theoretical
works. The researcher divided participants into experimental and control groups to examine the impact of
formative tests on students’ achievement. The experimental group was exposed to regular formative assessments
accompanied by continuous feedback, while the control group followed traditional assessment methods without
systematic formative testing. Data were collected and analyzed using appropriate statistical techniques to measure
differences in performance between the two groups.

The findings of the study revealed that formative tests have a significant positive effect on students’ English
language achievement. Students who were exposed to continuous assessment demonstrated noticeable
improvement in their performance compared to those in the control group. The study also found that formative
testing helps students identify their strengths and weaknesses, enhances their motivation, and reduces test anxiety
by familiarizing them with assessment formats and expectations.

Furthermore, the study emphasizes that formative assessment promotes active learning by encouraging students to
engage more consistently with course material. The provision of immediate and constructive feedback was
identified as a key factor contributing to improved learning outcomes. In addition, formative tests were found to
support better retention of knowledge and more effective development of language skills over time.

The significance of this study lies in its empirical evidence supporting the effectiveness of formative assessment
practices in language learning contexts. It highlights the importance of integrating continuous assessment into
teaching strategies to enhance both student performance and engagement. The study also contributes to the
growing body of research advocating for a shift from traditional, high-stakes testing toward more learner-centered
assessment approaches.

This study is highly relevant to the current research, as it directly relates to the concept of progress tests, which
represent a form of formative assessment. The current study draws on Al-Zahrani’s findings to interpret the
effectiveness of progress tests in improving students’ learning and reducing anxiety. The positive impact of
feedback and continuous evaluation observed in Al-Zahrani’s study aligns with the current study’s results, which
indicate that students perceive progress tests as more supportive of their learning process.

Moreover, the study supports the current research in explaining differences between progress tests and
achievement tests, particularly in terms of their impact on motivation and performance. While achievement tests
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measure final outcomes, formative tests—such as progress tests—play a crucial role in guiding learning and
improving performance over time.

In conclusion, Al-Zahrani (2018) provides strong empirical support for the use of formative assessment in language
education, offering valuable insights that reinforce the findings of the current study and contribute to a deeper
understanding of effective assessment practices in English language learning.

Hassan (2020), "Assessment Practices in Teaching English as a Foreign Language”, it investigates the
strategies and methods used by English language instructors in assessing students’ learning in EFL contexts. The
research focuses on identifying the prevailing assessment practices, examining their effectiveness, and exploring
how these practices influence students’ learning outcomes and motivation.

The study employs a descriptive analytical methodology. Data were collected from a sample of EFL teachers and
students using questionnaires and structured interviews to gain insight into the assessment practices commonly
applied in classrooms. Quantitative and qualitative analyses were conducted to evaluate trends, effectiveness, and
teachers’ perceptions of various assessment methods, including progress tests, achievement tests, and alternative
assessment tools.

The findings reveal that teachers predominantly rely on traditional assessment methods, such as achievement tests
and multiple-choice questions, for grading and monitoring student progress. However, the study also highlights
the emerging use of formative assessments, such as ongoing quizzes, self-assessment, and peer-assessment, which
provide continuous feedback and support student learning. Hassan’s results indicate that formative practices help
students better understand their strengths and weaknesses, enhance motivation, and improve language proficiency,
while traditional summative tests primarily evaluate final learning outcomes.

The study further emphasizes that the effectiveness of assessment practices is strongly linked to their alignment
with learning objectives and the provision of timely feedback. Teachers reported that students respond positively
to assessment methods that are perceived as fair, comprehensive, and reflective of real language use, rather than
focusing solely on rote memorization or grammar knowledge.

The significance of Hassan’s study lies in its practical contribution to improving assessment strategies in EFL
classrooms. It underscores the importance of balancing formative and summative assessment methods to achieve
more effective learning outcomes and increase student engagement and motivation. The study also provides
empirical support for the adoption of diversified assessment practices that cater to students’ varied learning needs
and abilities.

In relation to the current study, Hassan’s research provides a valuable framework for analyzing students’
perceptions of assessment methods, particularly in distinguishing between progress tests and achievement tests.
The findings support the current research by confirming that formative assessments, like progress tests, not only
improve learning outcomes but also reduce anxiety and increase students’ motivation. Additionally, the study
emphasizes the need for fair, valid, and reliable assessment methods, which directly relates to the current research’s
focus on evaluating the fairness and effectiveness of multiple-choice and short-answer questions.

Overall, Hassan (2020) reinforces the premise that effective assessment practices in EFL contexts require a
combination of continuous evaluation and summative measurement. These insights are critical for interpreting
students’ perceptions of test types, motivation, and performance strategies, as investigated in the current study.

Mohammed & Alsayah, (2025). "The role of classroom tests in the assessment of students’ learning:
Intended objectives and potential defects", the present study seeks to identify and clarify the role of classroom tests
in assessing students’ learning, with particular emphasis on their intended purposes and the shortcomings they may
involve. Classroom tests are widely used as tools to measure students’ comprehension of course content, offer
feedback to both students and teachers, and guide instructional planning. Nevertheless, despite their frequent
application, such tests may exhibit several limitations, including bias, misalignment with learning objectives, and
undesirable washback effects.

This study employs a descriptive approach and relies on a review of relevant literature to explore how classroom
tests operate within the broader context of educational assessment. It underscores the necessity of constructing
tests that are valid, reliable, and equitable, ensuring that they accurately represent students’ actual learning
outcomes, while also acknowledging and addressing the inherent weaknesses of conventional testing practices.
Summary of literature review:

We have reviewed a selection of foreign and Arab studies addressing Progress Tests and Achievement Tests in
language assessment. The reviewed literature indicates that although Achievement Tests continue to dominate
educational practice, Progress Tests play a vital role in enhancing learning and monitoring students’ development.
Nevertheless, relatively few studies have combined a comparison of these test types with an examination of item
formats such as MCQs and SAQs. Accordingly, the present study seeks to bridge this gap by offering a
comprehensive comparative analysis of students’ performance across Progress and Achievement Tests using
different question formats.
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Research methodology:

1 Introduction
This chapter presents the methodology employed in conducting the study. It outlines the research design,
population and sample, research instruments, procedures for data collection, and methods of data analysis. The
chosen methodology ensures that the research objectives are achieved and that the findings are valid and reliable.
Since the aim of this study is to measure and evaluate the effectiveness of assessment tools (test questions) and to
determine which assessment formats Multiple Choice Questions (MCQs) or Short Answer Questions (SAQs)
more accurately reflect students’ actual proficiency from the perspective of English Department students, as well
as to identify the extent of variation in students’ performance when their language skills are assessed using two
different testing formats, the researchers adopted the descriptive—analytical approach, as it is considered the
most appropriate method for achieving the objectives of the study and addressing its nature.
The study relied on two main types of data:

1. Primary Data

a. Questionnaire:

Primary data were collected from the study population through a questionnaire, which served as the principal
instrument for data collection. The collected data were subsequently coded, tabulated, and analyzed using the
Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS), version 27, in order to obtain statistical indicators that
support the objectives of the study.

b. Personal Interviews:

The researchers also conducted several personal interviews with members of the study sample from the
Department of English, Faculty of Education, Zolten, with the aim of clarifying the objectives of the research
and obtaining additional information that would contribute to enriching the study.

2. Secondary Data

Secondary data consisted of information obtained from books, reports, academic journals, and previous research
studies related to the effectiveness of assessment tools and the improvement of test quality. These sources were
utilized to provide a solid scientific foundation and to enrich the theoretical background of the research.

3. Research Population
The research population consists of all students enrolled in the Department of English, Faculty of Education,
Zolten, Sabratha University, during the academic year 2025-2026.

4. Research Sample

In this study, the researchers adopted a random sampling technique. The sample consisted of 70 students
selected from the target population. Questionnaires were distributed to all selected participants, and 70
completed questionnaires were retrieved and subsequently subjected to statistical analysis.

The following tables present the general characteristics of the research sample

Table (1): Distribution of the Sample Members by Gender

Gender Frequency Percentages %
Male 5 7.1%

Female 65 92.9%
Total 70 100

It is evident from Table (1) above that male participants represent 7.1% of the study sample, whereas female
participants account for 92.9%. This indicates that the proportion of females is considerably higher than that of
males within the total sample.

The following figure illustrates the percentage distribution of the sample according to gender.

2.99
100 65 22.9%
50
5 7.1% M Frequency
0 M Percent
Male Female
Gender

Figure (1): Percentages of Sample Members by Gender
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Table (2): Distribution of the Sample Members by semester

Semester Frequency Percentages %
3" semester 17 24.28%
4" semester 7 10.00%
5" semester 23 32.86%
7" semester 23 32.86%
Total 70 100

Table (2) above exposes that 32.86% of the sample participants, according to their academic semester, are enrolled
in both the fifth and seventh semesters, with each representing the highest proportion of the sample. This is
followed by students in the third semester, who constitute 24.28% of the sample. Meanwhile, 10% of the
participants are enrolled in the fourth semester.

This variation in the academic semesters of the respondents indicates that the study includes students from
different academic semesters, which enhances the comprehensiveness of the research and strengthens the
possibility of accurately assessing students’ performance in the targeted language tests.
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:g 24.28% 23 23

20 17

1 10% M Frequency

! i ’ M Percent
¥

3 semester 4 semester 5 semester 7 semester

U o un

o

Level of study

Figure (2): Percentages of Sample Members by Semester

Table (3): Distribution of the Sample Members by (Have you ever taken progress tests in English?)

Have you ever tak;;r:l g[;::llg;ess tests in Frequency Percentages %
Yes 54 77.1%
No 16 22.9%
Total 70 100

Table (3) above shows that 77.1% of the sample participants have previous experience in taking English
proficiency (progress) tests, which represents a relatively high proportion approximately three quarters of the
sample. In contrast, 22.9% of the students reported that they had not previously taken such tests.

This finding suggests that the majority of students in the department possess a good level of familiarity with the
nature and variety of English progress tests, reflecting the practice of continuous assessment and the accurate
monitoring of ongoing language development among students in the department.
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Figure (3): Percentages of Sample Members by Question
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Table (4): Distribution of the Sample Members by (Have you ever taken achievement tests in English?)

Have you ever tak%nngliSha?chlevement tests in Frequency Percentage %
Yes 45 64.3%
No 25 35.7%
Total 70 100

Table (4) above shows that 64.3% of the sample participants have previous experience in taking English
achievement tests, which represents a relatively high proportion. This indicates that more than half of the
respondents are familiar with the nature and variety of achievement tests. In contrast, 35.7% of the students
reported that they had not previously taken achievement tests.

This finding may reflect the influence of assessment practices and measurement accuracy on students’
performance in achievement tests.

The following figure illustrates the percentage distribution of the sample according to their participation in
achievement tests.

80 64.3%
60 45
40
5
0
Yes

Have you ever taken achievement tests
in English?

35.7%

25
i i H Frequency
No

M Percent

Figure (4): Percentages of Sample Members by Question

5. Research Instrument

The researchers designed a questionnaire as the primary data collection instrument, with the aim of obtaining the
evaluations and opinions of students from the Department of English. The questionnaire was developed to
facilitate a comparison between progress tests and achievement tests in language assessment, and to measure
and analyze students’ performance through the use of Multiple Choice Questions (MCQs) and Short Answer
Questions (SAQs) from the perspective of the department’s students.

The questionnaire consisted of two main sections, as outlined below:

Section One:

This section included four questions intended to identify certain personal characteristics of the research
sample. It covered the following variables: gender, academic semester, previous experience with progress
tests, and previous experience with achievement tests.

Section Two:

This section consisted of statements designed to measure the research variables and to identify the opinions
and evaluations of the respondents regarding progress tests and achievement tests among students in the
Department of English. The questionnaire included 35 statements aimed at assessing the effectiveness of
progress and achievement tests in language evaluation.

After the preparation of the research instrument (the questionnaire), it was presented to two expert reviewers
from the department, in addition to the research supervisor, for the purpose of evaluating its content validity.
The reviewers suggested several modifications to some of the questionnaire items, which were subsequently
revised by the researchers when preparing the final version of the questionnaire.

Once the questionnaire had been verified for linguistic clarity and accuracy, the researchers structured the
responses according to a five-point Likert scale, as follows: (Strongly Agree — Agree — Neutral — Disagree —
Strongly Disagree).

This scale was selected in accordance with the nature of the study and the characteristics of the target
population. It should be noted that the five-point Likert scale is an ordinal scale, to which the following weights
were assigned, as illustrated in the table below.

Table (5): The Five-Point Likert Scale

Level of Availability
Strongly .
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree
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Subsequently, the weighted mean was calculated in order to determine the degree of evaluation among the
responses of the research sample, as illustrated in the following table.

Table (6): Weighted Arithmetic Mean

Weighted Mean Scale Level of Performance

From1 to 1.79 Strongly Disagree Very Low
From 1.80 to 2.59 Disagree Low
From 2.60 to 3.39 Neutral Moderate
From 3.40 to 4.19 Agree High

From 4.20 to 5 Strongly Agree Very High

6.Validity and Reliability of the Research Instrument (Questionnaire)
Data collection is considered one of the most important and challenging stages of scientific research. Selecting
an appropriate data collection instrument is therefore a highly precise and critical task. It requires choosing an
instrument that demonstrates both validity and reliability, since a weak research instrument one lacking validity
and reliability may lead to inaccurate findings, making the results unreliable for interpretation. Accordingly,
researchers must ensure that the research instrument possesses adequate levels of validity and reliability. From
this perspective, it is essential to examine the validity and reliability of the questionnaire used in this study.
First: Validity
The validity of a questionnaire refers to the extent to which its items measure what they are intended to measure,
that is, the degree of accuracy with which the instrument captures the purpose for which it was designed. To verify
the validity of the questionnaire, the researchers employed two methods:
1. Face Validity (Expert Judgment):
The preliminary version of the questionnaire was presented to a group of expert reviewers with academic
experience and interest in the research topic. The purpose was to assess the suitability of each item in relation
to the dimension to which it belongs within the questionnaire. The reviewers were requested to provide their
opinions and comments regarding each item. Based on their feedback, several observations were made
concerning some questionnaire items. The researchers carefully considered these comments and incorporated the
suggested revisions when preparing the final version of the questionnaire. (See Appendix A).
2. Validity Coefficient:
Construct validity refers to the degree of consistency between the questionnaire items and the dimensions
they are intended to measure, ensuring that each item measures only the concept it was designed to assess. To
verify this, the researchers calculated the validity coefficient for each item and for the overall dimension by
computing the square root of Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient.
Second: Reliability
The primary objective of assessing the reliability of the questionnaire is to ensure that the instrument is suitable
for the purposes of the study and possesses stability. Reliability implies that the questionnaire would yield
consistent results if it were administered repeatedly under the same conditions to the same sample. In other
words, reliability reflects the stability and consistency of results over time, thereby enabling researchers to obtain
accurate and dependable findings that can be confidently used in the study.
Cronbach’s Alpha Coefficient:
Cronbach’s Alpha is one of the most widely used statistical methods for measuring the internal consistency
reliability of a questionnaire. The value of Cronbach’s Alpha ranges between 0 and 1, and the closer the value
is to 1, the higher the reliability of the instrument. According to Sekaran (2003), a Cronbach’s Alpha value of
0.60 or higher is considered acceptable, and values approaching 1.00 indicate a high level of reliability.
In this study, the researchers used Cronbach’s Alpha to measure both the reliability coefficient of the
questionnaire and the validity coefficient. The obtained results are presented as follows.

Table (7): Reliability and Validity Coefficients for Questionnaire

No. Cronbach's < ]
Parts of Items | Alpha (Reliability) Validity Coefficient

General Perceptions of Language Tests 6 0.980 0.989

Attitudes toward Progress Tests 6 0.986 0.993

Attitudes toward Achievement Tests 6 0.991 0.995

Perceptions of Question Types (MCQs vs 6 0.990 0.995
SAQs)

Self-Reflection, Motlvatu.)n and 5 0.983 0.991

Performance Strategies

Perceived Fairness and Validity of 6 0.984 0.992
Tests

Questionnaire 35 0.998 0.999
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It is evident from Table (7) above that all Cronbach’s Alpha coefficients for the questionnaire dimensions are
high, ranging between 0.980 and 0.991, which indicates a high and acceptable level of reliability. Furthermore,
the Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient for the entire questionnaire reached 0.998, which represents a very high
value. In addition, the validity coefficient was found to be 0.999, which is also a high value. These results indicate
that the questionnaire demonstrates a high level of reliability and validity, and therefore it can be confidently
relied upon for the analysis and interpretation of the research findings.

7. Statistical Methods Used in the Study
After collecting the questionnaire responses, the researchers coded and processed the data using statistical
techniques appropriate to the nature of the study, as follows:

1. Frequencies and percentages were used to describe the personal characteristics of the research sample.
2. Arithmetic mean, standard deviation, relative weight, importance, and ranking were calculated for
each questionnaire item as well as for the questionnaire as a whole.

3. Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient was used to determine the reliability and validity of the questionnaire
and each of its dimensions.

4, T-test was employed to test the statistical significance of differences between variables.

Results and Discussion (General statistic):

1 Statistical Analysis of the Study parts (Questionnaire)

After collecting the study data using the research instrument (the questionnaire), the data were carefully reviewed
prior to entry into the computer for statistical analysis. This analysis aimed to extract results and achieve the
objectives of the study by analyzing the collected data. The statistical procedures included calculating arithmetic
means, standard deviations, and the percentage distribution of responses for each questionnaire item.

2 Results Related to the Study Questions

2.1 Results Concerning the First Question:

What is the general descriptive perception of English Department students toward the assessment system
applied in the department?

The following tables present the participants’ opinions regarding the items of the first dimension, which reflect
the students’ perceptions of the nature of language tests from their perspective. The data were classified
according to Part One.

Part One: General Perceptions of Language Tests

In this section, each item of the first dimension (General Perceptions) was studied individually. Table (8) displays
the frequency distribution (frequency and percentage) of participants’ responses to each item within this
dimension. Table (9) shows the statistical analysis, including arithmetic mean, standard deviation, relative
importance, and predominant trend, of participants’ responses for the same part.

The obtained results are summarized as follows:

Table (8): Frequencies and Percentages of the First part Items

X1 Items Strongly | Agree | Neutral | D153 | Strongly
Agree gree | Disagree
| Language tests accurately measure my English | N 13 21 21 2 6
proficiency. % | 186 30 30 12.9 8.6
) I think tests should include practical language N 29 21 8 3 9
use, not only grammar % 414 30 11.4 4.3 12.9
3 The level of difficulty in tests is generally N 14 10 28 12 6
appropriate. % 20 14.3 40 17.1 8.6
4 I believe both test types (Progress & N 12 31 17 5 >
Achievement) complement each other. | o, 17.1 443 243 7.1 7.1
5 I get anxious when facing long descriptive N 32 18 8 > !
questions. % 45.7 25.7 114 7.1 10
6 My performance improves when | know the N 42 16 > 2 >
test format in advance. % 60 22.9 7.1 2.9 7.1
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Table (9): Weighted Mean, Standard Deviation, and Level for the Items of the First part

. Relative
X1 Items Ul iz Star_lda}rd Level Importance | Rank
Mean Deviation %
| Language tests accurat_el_y measure 337 112 Moderate 67.4 5
my English proficiency.
) I think tests should include practical 383 114 High 76.6 3
language use, not only grammar
3 The level of difficulty in tests is 3.0 111 Moderate 64 6
generally appropriate.
| believe both test types (Progress
4 & Achievement) complement each 3.57 1.04 High 71.4 4
other.
5 I get anxpuswhen faglng long 3.90 1.20 High 78 5
descriptive guestions.
My performance improves
6 when | know the test format in 4.26 1.15 Very High 85.2 1
advance.
General Perce_ﬁ)_glggs of Language 3.69 103 High 738

From the above tables, the following can be observed:

1.

Language tests accurately measure my English proficiency:

According to Table (8), 30% of the participants rated this item as “Agree,” while another 30% rated it as
“Neutral.”. Table (9) shows that the weighted mean for this item is 3.37, with a standard deviation of 1.12,
indicating that the prevailing response trend is Neutral, with a relative importance of 67.4%.

I believe that tests should include practical use of the language, not only grammar:
According to Table (8), 41.4% of participants rated this item as “Strongly Agree,” and 30% as “Agree.”. Table
(9) shows a weighted mean of 3.83, with a standard deviation of 1.14, indicating a prevailing response trend of
High, with a relative importance of 76.6%.

The difficulty level of tests is generally appropriate:

Table (8) shows that 40% of participants rated this item as “Neutral,” and 20% as “Agree.” Table (9) indicates
a weighted mean of 3.20, with a standard deviation of 1.11, reflecting a prevailing response trend of Neutral,
with a relative importance of 64%.

I believe that both types of tests (progress and achievement) complement each other:

According to Table (8), 44.3% of participants rated this item as “Agree,” and 24.3% as “Neutral.”. Table (9)
shows a weighted mean of 3.57, with a standard deviation of 1.04, indicating a prevailing response trend of
High, with a relative importance of 71.4%.

I feel anxious when facing long descriptive questions:

Table (8) shows 45.7% of participants rated this item as “Strongly Agree,” and 25.7% as “Agree.”. Table (9)
indicates a weighted mean of 3.90, with a standard deviation of 1.20, showing a prevailing response trend of
High, with a relative importance of 78%.

My performance improves when I know the test format in advance:

Table (8) shows 60% of participants rated this item as “Strongly Agree,” and 22.9% as “Agree.” .Table (9)
indicates a weighted mean of 4.26, with a standard deviation of 1.15, reflecting a prevailing response trend of
Very High, with a relative importance of 85.2%.

Additionally, the overall result for Part One (General Perceptions of Language Tests) is “Agree”, with an
arithmetic mean of 3.69, which is above the acceptable mean of 3, a standard deviation of 1.03, and a relative
importance of 73.8%.

This indicates that the participants expressed a high level of evaluation regarding general perceptions of language
tests. A high evaluation reflects strong satisfaction among students with the nature of the assessment tests and
measurement procedures applied in the department, indicating a positive general perception of the assessment
and evaluation system. This, in turn, provides educational legitimacy for the assessment and evaluation methods
used in the Department of English.

2.2 Results Related to the Second Question:

What is the nature of the differences in English Department students’ perceptions regarding the
effectiveness of progress tests and achievement tests in English language assessment?

The following tables present the participants’ opinions regarding the items of Part Two and Part Three, which
reflect students’ perceptions of the differences in language tests from their perspective. The data were classified
according to the following dimensions:
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Part Two: Perspectives on Progress Tests

In this section, each item of Dimension Two (Perspectives on Progress Tests) was analyzed individually.
Table (10) displays the frequency distribution (frequency and percentage) of participants’ responses to each
item within this dimension. Table (11) shows the statistical analysis, including arithmetic mean, standard
deviation, relative importance, and prevailing trend, for the same dimension.

The obtained results are summarized as follows:

Table (10): Frequencies and Percentages of the Second part Items

X2 Items Sm ey Agree | Neutral | Disagree St_rongly
Agree Disagree
1 I find progress tests more helpful than N 18 21 15 8 8
achievement tests. %| 257 30 | 214 11.4 11.4
) Progress tests help me identify my N 33 24 > 4 4
weaknesses. % | 471 | 343 | 71 5.7 5.7
3 Frequent progress tests reduce my exam N 19 21 22 2 6
anxiety. % | 271 30 31.4 2.9 8.6
The feedback | receive after progress N 32 23 5 5 5
4 tests improves my
|earning. % 45.7 32.9 7.1 7.1 7.1
5 I usually prepare in advance for progress N 15 23 16 S 11
tests. % | 214 329 | 229 7.1 15.7
6 | study harder for achievement tests than N 25 22 10 8 S
for progress tests. % | 35.7 314 | 143 11.4 7.1
Table (11): Weighted Mean, Standard Deviation, and Level for the Items of the Second part
. Relative
X2 Items Sl Sta’?d"%rd Level Importance Rank
Mean Deviation %
I find progress tests more
1 helpful than 3.47 1.20 High 69.4 5
achievement tests.
) Progress tests help me identify 411 101 High 822 1
my  weaknesses.
3 Frequent progress tests (educe 364 113 High 798 4
my exam anxiety.
The feedback | receive after
4 progress tests improves 4.03 111 High 80.6 2
my learning.
5 I usually prepare in advance for 337 1.02 Moderate 67.4 6
progress tests.
| study harder for achievement
6 tests than for progress 3.77 1.02 High 75.4 3
tests.
Attitudes toward Progress Tests 3.73 1.01 High 74.6

From the above tables, the following observations can be made:

1.

Part Two: Perspectives on Progress Tests

I find progress tests more useful than achievement tests:

According to Table (10), 30% of participants rated this item as “Agree,” while 25.7% rated it as “Strongly
Agree.”. Table (11) shows a weighted mean of 3.47 with a standard deviation of 1.20, indicating that the
prevailing response trend is High, with a relative importance of 69.4%.

Libyan Journal of Contemporary Academic Studies
1 82 Website: https://ljcas.ly/index.php/ljcas/index

Copyright: © 2026 by the authors. Submitted for possible open access publication under the terms and conditions of the
Creative Commons Attribution (CC BY) license (https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).



https://ljcas.ly/index.php/ljcas/index

(Libyan Journal of Contemporary Academic Studies) 5 salrall 4aaals¥) il jall 4l ddaal)
LICAS, eISSN: 5970-3005
Volume 4, Issue 2, 2026, Pages: 167-192

. Progress tests help me identify my weaknesses:

Table (10) shows that 47.1% of participants rated this item as “Strongly Agree,” and 34.3% as “Agree.”. Table
(11) shows a weighted mean of 4.11, with a standard deviation of 1.01, reflecting a prevailing response trend of
High, with a relative importance of 82.2%.

. Frequent testing reduces my anxiety during exams:

Table (10) indicates that 31.4% of participants rated this item as “Neutral,” and 30% as “Agree.”. Table (11)
shows a weighted mean of 3.64, with a standard deviation of 1.13, reflecting a prevailing response trend of High,
with a relative importance of 72.8%.

. Feedback after progress tests helps me improve my learning:

Table (10) shows that 45.7% of participants rated this item as “Strongly Agree,” and 32.9% as “Agree.”. Table
(11) indicates a weighted mean of 4.03, with a standard deviation of 1.11, showing a prevailing response trend of
High, with a relative importance of 80.6%.

. T usually prepare in advance for progress tests:

Table (10) shows that 32.9% of participants rated this item as “Agree,” while 22.9% rated it as “Neutral.”. Table
(11) shows a weighted mean of 3.37, with a standard deviation of 1.02, indicating a prevailing response trend of
Moderate, with a relative importance of 67.4%.

. I study more diligently for achievement tests compared to progress tests:

Table (10) shows that 35.7% of participants rated this item as “Strongly Agree,” and 31.4% as “Agree.”. Table
(11) shows a weighted mean of 3.77, with a standard deviation of 1.02, indicating a prevailing response trend of
High, with a relative importance of 75.4%.

The general result for Part Two (Perspectives on Progress Tests) is “Agree”, with an arithmetic mean of 3.73,
which is above the acceptable mean of 3, a standard deviation of 1.01, and a relative importance of 74.6%.

This indicates that participants expressed a high level of evaluation regarding progress tests. A high evaluation
reflects strong satisfaction among students with the nature of progress tests and the assessment procedures
applied in the department, demonstrating a positive general perception of the progress test system used in the
Department of English.

Part Three: Perspectives on Achievement Tests

In this section, each item of Part Three (Perspectives on Achievement Tests) was analyzed individually. Table
(12) presents the frequency distribution (frequency and percentage) of participants’ responses for each item,
while Table (13) provides the statistical analysis, including arithmetic mean, standard deviation, relative
importance, and prevailing trend.

The results obtained are summarized as follows:

Table (12): Frequencies and Percentages of the Third part Items

X3 Items Strongly Agree | Neutral | Disagree Strongly
Agree Disagree
| Achievement tests reflect my overall N 20 19 18 ! 6
learning outcomes. % | 28.6 27.1 25.7 10 8.6
) I feel nervous before taking an N 22 26 10 S !
achievement test. % | 314 37.1 14.3 7.1 10
3 Achievement tests put too much pressure N 23 15 16 9 !
on students. % 32.9 21.4 22.9 12.9 10
4 I get anxious when facing long N 32 20 ! 3 8
descriptive questions. % 457 28.6 10 43 11.4
5 I find achievement tests more stressful N 22 18 17 7 6
than progress tests. % 31.4 257 243 10 8.6
6 Tests motivate me to improve my N 21 23 16 4 6
language skills. % 30 329 | 229 5.7 8.6
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Table (13): Weighted Mean, Standard Deviation, and Level for the Items of the Third part

. Relative
X3 Items Ul iz Star)da}rd Level Importance Rank
Mean Deviation %
1 Achievement tests reflect my 357 112 High 714 5
overall learning outcomes.
) | feel nervous before taking an 373 1.09 High 746 9
achievement test.
Achievement tests put too
3 much pressure on 3.54 1.13 High 70.8 6
students.
4 I get anxpus_when faglng long 3.93 1.05 High 8.6 1
descriptive questions.
I find achievement tests more :
> stressful than progress tests. 3.61 111 High 2.2 4
6 Tests motivate me to improve 3.70 108 High 74 3
my language skKills.
Attitudes tovx_/lﬁlergsAchlevement 368 102 High 736

From the above tables, the following observations can be made:
Part Three: Perspectives on Achievement Tests
. Achievement tests reflect my overall learning outcomes:
According to Table (12), 28.6% of participants rated this item as “Strongly Agree,” while 25.1% rated it as
“Agree.”. Table (13) shows a weighted mean of 3.57 with a standard deviation of 1.12, indicating that the
prevailing response trend is High, with a relative importance of 71.4%.
. I feel anxious before taking an achievement test:
Table (12) shows that 37.1% of participants rated this item as “Agree,” and 31.4% as “Strongly Agree.”. Table
(13) indicates a weighted mean of 3.73, with a standard deviation of 1.09, reflecting a prevailing response trend
of High, with a relative importance of 74.6%.
. Achievement tests impose significant pressure on students:
Table (12) shows that 32.9% of participants rated this item as “Strongly Agree,” while 22.9% rated it as
“Neutral.”. Table (13) shows a weighted mean of 3.54, with a standard deviation of 1.13, indicating a prevailing
response trend of High, with a relative importance of 70.8%.
. I feel anxious when facing long descriptive questions:
Table (12) shows that 45.7% of participants rated this item as “Strongly Agree,” and 28.6% as “Agree.”. Table
(13) shows a weighted mean of 3.93, with a standard deviation of 1.05, indicating a prevailing response trend of
High, with a relative importance of 78.6%.
. I find achievement tests more exhausting than progress tests:
Table (12) shows that 31.4% of participants rated this item as “Strongly Agree,” and 25.7% as “Agree.”. Table
(13) indicates a weighted mean of 3.61, with a standard deviation of 1.11, showing a prevailing response trend of
High, with a relative importance of 72.2%.
. Achievement tests motivate me to develop my language skills:
Table (12) shows that 32.9% of participants rated this item as “Agree,” and 30% as “Strongly Agree.”. Table
(13) shows a weighted mean of 3.70, with a standard deviation of 1.08, indicating a prevailing response trend of
High, with a relative importance of 74%.
The general result for Part Three (Perspectives on Achievement Tests) is “Agree”, with an arithmetic mean of
3.68, which is above the acceptable mean of 3, a standard deviation of 1.02, and a relative importance of 73.6%.
This indicates that the participants expressed a high level of evaluation regarding achievement tests. A high
evaluation reflects strong satisfaction among students with the nature of achievement tests and the assessment
procedures applied in the department, demonstrating a positive general perception of the achievement testing
system used in the Department of English.
For the comparative study between the two tests, the (T-test) for differences between means was used to examine
the statistical significance at (0.05) between the mean scores of (MCQs) and (SAQs). As shown in the following
table:

Table (14): Shows the results of the T-test for significance of differences for averages.

Test N Mean Mean difference T-value P-value Result
MCQs 70 3.73 o C
SAQs 70 3.68 0.05 2.750 0.008 significant

** significant at 1%
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Table (14) above shows that the p-value (P = 0.008) is smaller than 0.05, indicating the presence of a
statistically significant difference at the 0.05 significance level between the mean scores of students’ opinions
on multiple-choice questions (MCQs) and their mean scores on short-answer questions (SAQs). The
difference between the two means was 0.05, which is considered a significant difference in favor of MCQs, with
a mean of 3.73 compared to 3.68 for SAQs. This indicates that students’ performance in both types of tests was
slightly better on the MCQ format, with a minor but statistically significant difference of 0.05.

2.3 Results Related to the Third Question:

What is the role of multiple-choice questions (MCQs) and short-answer questions (SAQs) in measuring
students’ motivation and performance in both types of tests?

The following tables present the participants’ opinions regarding the items of Part Four and Part Five, which
reflect the English Department students’ perceptions of the role of question types (MCQs and SAQs) in
assessing motivation and performance in language tests from the students’ perspective. The data were
classified according to the following dimensions:

Part  Four: Perceptions of  Question Types  (Multiple-Choice  vs. Short-Answer)
In this section, each item of Part Four (Perceptions of Question Types) was analyzed individually. Table (15)
displays the frequency distribution (frequency and percentage) of participants’ responses for each item, while
Table (16) provides the statistical analysis, including arithmetic mean, standard deviation, relative
importance, and prevailing trend for the same part.

The results obtained are summarized as follows:

Table (15): Frequencies and Percentages of the Fourth part Items

X4 Ttems Strongly e Neutr | Disa St‘rongly
Agree al gree | Disagree
1 MCQ questions test memory rather than N 21 15 14 12 8
understanding. % | 30 204 | 20 |17.1| 114
N 24 20 17 3 6
2 SAQs encourage me to think critically.
% 343 28.6 243 | 43 8.6
N 25 22 9 8 6
3 I prefer SAQs because I can explain my answers.
% 35.7 314 129 | 114 8.6
4 I prefer MCQs because they are less time- N 21 24 18 0 7
consuming. % 30 343 25.7 0 10
N 27 18 16 3 6
5 I perform better in MCQs than in SAQs.
% 38.6 25.7 229 | 43 8.6
N 22 18 16 3 11

6 SAQs require deeper understanding than MCQs.
% 31.4 25.7 229 | 43 15.7

Table (16): Weighted Mean, Standard Deviation, and Level for the Items of the Fourth part

Weighted | Standard Relative
X4 Items Mean Deviation Level Importance %. Rank
MCQ questions test memory .
! rather than understanding. 341 1.01 High 68.2 6
o | SAQsencourage me to think 3.76 1.02 High 75.2 2
critically.
3 I prefer SAQS because I can 374 1.05 High 748 4
explain my answers.
4 | [Tprefer MCQs because they 3.75 1.02 High 75 3
are less time-consuming.
I perform better in MCQs than .
5 in SAQs. 3.81 1.12 High 76.2 1
SAQs require deeper .
6 understanding than MCQs. 3.53 1.03 High 706 >
Perceptions of Question .
Types (MCQs vs SAQs) 3.67 1.01 High 73.4

Libyan Journal of Contemporary Academic Studies
1 85 Website: https://ljcas.ly/index.php/ljcas/index

Copyright: © 2026 by the authors. Submitted for possible open access publication under the terms and conditions of the
Creative Commons Attribution (CC BY) license (https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).



https://ljcas.ly/index.php/ljcas/index

(Libyan Journal of Contemporary Academic Studies) 5 salrall 4aaals¥) il jall 4l ddaal)
LICAS, eISSN: 5970-3005
Volume 4, Issue 2, 2026, Pages: 167-192

From the above tables, the following observations can be made:
Part Four: Perceptions of Question Types (Multiple-Choice vs. Short-Answer)
1. Multiple-choice questions (MCQs) measure memory more than understanding:
According to Table (15), 30% of participants rated this item as “Strongly Agree,” while 21.4% rated it as
“Agree.”. Table (16) shows a weighted mean of 3.41, with a standard deviation of 1.01, indicating that the
prevailing response trend is High, with a relative importance of 68.2%.
2. Short-answer questions encourage me to think critically:
Table (15) shows that 34.3% of participants rated this item as “Strongly Agree,” and 28.6% as “Agree.”.
Table (16) indicates a weighted mean of 3.76, with a standard deviation of 1.02, reflecting a prevailing
response trend of High, with a relative importance of 75.2%.
3. I prefer short-answer questions because they allow me to explain my answers:
Table (15) shows that 35.7% of participants rated this item as “Strongly Agree,” and 31.4% as “Agree.”.
Table (16) shows a weighted mean of 3.74, with a standard deviation of 1.05, indicating a prevailing
response trend of High, with a relative importance of 74.8%.
4. 1 prefer multiple-choice questions because they are less time-consuming:
Table (15) shows that 30% of participants rated this item as “Agree,” and 34.3% as “Strongly Agree.”. Table
(16) indicates a weighted mean of 3.75, with a standard deviation of 1.02, showing a prevailing response
trend of High, with a relative importance of 75%.
5. My performance is better on multiple-choice questions compared to short-answer questions:
Table (15) shows that 38.6% of participants rated this item as “Strongly Agree,” and 25.7% as “Agree.”.
Table (16) shows a weighted mean of 3.81, with a standard deviation of 1.12, indicating a prevailing
response trend of High, with a relative importance of 76.2%.
6. Short-answer questions require deeper understanding compared to multiple-choice questions:
Table (15) shows that 31.4% of participants rated this item as “Strongly Agree,” and 25.7% as “Agree.”.
Table (16) shows a weighted mean of 3.53, with a standard deviation of 1.03, reflecting a prevailing
response trend of High, with a relative importance of 70.6%.
The overall result for Part Four (Perceptions of Question Types — MCQ vs. Short-Answer) is “Agree”, with an
arithmetic mean of 3.67, which is above the acceptable mean of 3, a standard deviation of 1.01, and a relative
importance of 73.4%.
This indicates that participants expressed a high level of evaluation regarding the variety of question types (MCQs
vs. Short-Answer). A high evaluation reflects strong satisfaction among students with the nature and diversity of
test questions used in the department, demonstrating a positive general perception of the question type system
applied in the Department of English.
Part Five: Personal Impressions, Motivation, and Performance Strategies
In this section, each item of Part Five (Personal Impressions, Motivation, and Performance Strategies) was
analyzed individually. Table (17) presents the frequency distribution (frequency and percentage) of participants’
responses for each item, while Table (18) provides the statistical analysis, including arithmetic mean, standard
deviation, relative importance, and prevailing trend for the same part.
The results obtained are summarized as follows:

Table (17): Frequencies and Percentages of the Fifth Domain Items

X5 Items Strongly Agree | Neutral | Disagree Slirongly
Agree Disagree
1 I find it difficult to express N 18 19 9 15 ?
answers clearly in SAQs. | of | 257 27.1 12.9 21.4 12.9
Both MCQs and SAQs are N 16 31 12 6 5
2 necessary to assess
different skills. % | 229 | 443 | 171 8.6 7.1
3 I prefer tests that combine both N 26 19 14 4 7
MCQs and SAQs. % | 371 | 27.1 20 5.7 10
I feel confident answering N 22 17 13 9 0
4 lated MC
grammar-related MCQs. % | 314 243 18.6 12.9 12.9
Vocabulary questions are N 26 28 7 3 6
5 . in MCO f
easier to answer in MCQ form. o, 37.1 40 10 43 8.6

186
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Table (18): Weighted Mean, Standard Deviation, and Level for the Items of the Fifth part

Weighted | Standard Relative
X3 Ttems M%an Deviation Level Importance %. Rank
j | Ifinditdifficult to express 331 1.03 | Moderate 66.2 5
answers clearly in SAQs.
Both MCQs and SAQs are
2 necessary to assess different 3.67 1.12 High 73.4 3
skills.
I prefer tests that combine .
3 both MCQs and SAQs. 3.76 1.02 High 75.2 2
I feel confident answering .
4 arammar-related MCQs. 3.49 1.01 High 69.8 4
Vocabulary questions
5 are easier to answer in MCQ 3.93 1.04 High 78.6 1
form.
Self-Reflection,
Motivation and Performance 3.63 1.03 High 72.6
Strategies

From the above tables, the following observations can be made:
Part Five: Personal Impressions, Motivation, and Performance Strategies

1.

I find it difficult to express myself clearly in short-answer questions:

Table (17) shows that 27.1% of participants rated this item as “Agree,” while 25.7% rated it as “Strongly
Agree.”. Table (18) shows a weighted mean of 3.31 with a standard deviation of 1.03, indicating that the
prevailing trend of responses is Neutral, with a relative importance of 66.2%.

Both multiple-choice and short-answer questions are necessary to assess different skills:

Table (17) shows that 44.3% of participants rated this item as “Agree,” and 22.9% as “Strongly Agree.”. Table
(18) indicates a weighted mean of 3.67, with a standard deviation of 1.12, reflecting a prevailing response trend
of High, with a relative importance of 73.4%.

I prefer tests that combine short-answer and multiple-choice questions:

Table (17) shows that 37.1% of participants rated this item as “Strongly Agree,” and 27.1% as “Agree.”. Table
(18) shows a weighted mean of 3.76, with a standard deviation of 1.02, indicating a prevailing trend of High,
with a relative importance of 75.2%.

I feel confident when answering grammar questions in multiple-choice format:

Table (17) shows that 31.4% of participants rated this item as “Strongly Agree,” and 24.3% as “Agree.”. Table
(18) shows a weighted mean of 3.49, with a standard deviation of 1.01, indicating a prevailing trend of High,
with a relative importance of 69.8%.

Vocabulary questions are easier when presented in multiple-choice format:

Table (17) shows that 40% of participants rated this item as “Agree,” and 37.1% as “Strongly Agree.”. Table
(18) shows a weighted mean of 3.93, with a standard deviation of 1.04, indicating a prevailing trend of High,
with a relative importance of 78.6%.

The result for Part Five (Personal Impressions, Motivation, and Performance Strategies) is “Agree”, with an

arithmetic mean of 3.63, which is above the acceptable mean of 3, a standard deviation of 1.03, and a relative
importance of 72.6%.

This indicates that participants expressed a high level of evaluation regarding personal impressions, motivation,
and performance strategies. A high evaluation reflects strong satisfaction among students with their personal
impressions and performance strategies, demonstrating a positive general perception among students regarding
their personal engagement and performance strategies in the Department of English.

Libyan Journal of Contemporary Academic Studies
1 87 Website: https://ljcas.ly/index.php/ljcas/index

Copyright: © 2026 by the authors. Submitted for possible open access publication under the terms and conditions of the
Creative Commons Attribution (CC BY) license (https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).



https://ljcas.ly/index.php/ljcas/index

(Libyan Journal of Contemporary Academic Studies) 5 salrall 4aaals¥) il jall 4l ddaal)
LICAS, eISSN: 5970-3005
Volume 4, Issue 2, 2026, Pages: 167-192

Table (19): Frequencies and Percentages of the Sixth part Items

Strong .
X4 Items ly Agree Neut | Disag St.rongly
ral ree Disagree
Agree
N 18 29 12 5 6
1 MCQs are a fair method of assessment.
% | 25.7 414 | 171 7.1 8.6
) SAQs allow teachers to evaluate students’ real N 23 31 7 5 4
understanding, % | 329 | 443 | 10 | 7.1 5.7
N 11 17 12 14 16
3 The time given for tests is usually sufficient.
% | 15.7 243 | 171 20 22.9
4 I feel that my marks in MCQs are more objective N 18 23 18 6 5
than in SAQs. % | 257 | 329 | 257 | 86 7.1
N 23 19 19 4 5
5 I believe MCQs can sometimes be misleading.
% | 329 27.1 | 271 5.7 7.1
6 Reading comprehension questions are better N 16 23 13 12 6
tested using SAQs. %| 229 | 329 | 186 | 17.1 8.6

Results Related to Research Question Four:

Which type of test provides the greatest fairness, validity, and reliability in assessing English language
learning?

The following tables present participants’ opinions regarding the items of Part Six, reflecting their perceptions of
the fairness, validity, and reliability of question types (MCQs vs. Short-Answer) in assessing students’ English
language learning. The part is classified as follows:

Part Six: Perceptions of Fairness, Validity, and Reliability in Assessment

In this section, each item of Dimension Six (Perceptions of fairness, validity, and reliability of tests) was analyzed
individually. Table (19) presents the frequency distribution (frequency and percentage) of participants’ responses
for each item, while Table (20) provides the statistical analysis, including arithmetic mean, standard deviation,
relative importance, and prevailing trend. The results obtained are summarized as follows:

Table (20): Weighted Mean, Standard Deviation, and Level for the Items of the Sixth part

Weighted | Standard Relative
X4 Ttems Mean Deviation Level Importance %. Rank
| MCQs are a fair method of 369 112 High 738 3
assessment.
SAQs allow teachers to
2 evaluate students’ real 391 1.01 High 78.2 1
understanding.
3 The time given fo.r tests is 2.90 1.13 Low 58 6
usually sufficient.
I feel that my marks in MCQs
4 are more objective than in 3.61 1.11 High 72.2 4
SAQs.
5 I believe MCQs can 3.73 1.12 High 74.6 2
sometimes be misleading.
Reading comprehension
6 questions are better tested 3.44 1.10 High 68.8 5
using SAQs.
Perceived Fairness and .
Validity of Tests 3.55 1.01 High 71

Libyan Journal of Contemporary Academic Studies
1 88 Website: https://ljcas.ly/index.php/ljcas/index

Copyright: © 2026 by the authors. Submitted for possible open access publication under the terms and conditions of the
Creative Commons Attribution (CC BY) license (https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).



https://ljcas.ly/index.php/ljcas/index

(Libyan Journal of Contemporary Academic Studies) 5 salrall 4aaals¥) il jall 4l ddaal)
LICAS, eISSN: 5970-3005
Volume 4, Issue 2, 2026, Pages: 167-192

From the above tables, the following observations can be made regarding Part Six: Perceptions of Fairness,
Validity, and Reliability in Assessment:
1. Multiple-choice questions (MCQs) are considered a fair assessment method:
Table (19) shows that 41.4% of participants rated this item as “Agree,” and 25.7% as “Strongly Agree.”.
Table (20) shows a weighted mean of 3.69 with a standard deviation of 1.12, indicating that the prevailing
trend is High, with a relative importance of 73.8%.
2. Short-answer questions (SAQs) allow teachers to assess students’ true understanding:
Table (19) shows that 44.3% of participants rated this item as “Agree,” and 32.9% as “Strongly Agree.”.
Table (20) shows a weighted mean of 3.91 with a standard deviation of 1.01, indicating that the prevailing
trend is High, with a relative importance of 78.2%.
3. The time allocated for tests is usually sufficient:
Table (19) shows that 24.3% of participants rated this item as “Agree,” and 15.7% as “Strongly Agree.”.
Table (20) shows a weighted mean of 2.90 with a standard deviation of 1.13, indicating that the prevailing
trend is Low, with a relative importance of 58%.
4. 1believe my scores in MCQs are more objective than in SAQs:
Table (19) shows that 32.9% of participants rated this item as “Agree,” and 25.7% as “Strongly Agree.”.
Table (20) shows a weighted mean of 3.61 with a standard deviation of 1.11, indicating that the prevailing
trend is High, with a relative importance of 72.2%.
5. MCQs can sometimes be misleading:
Table (19) shows that 32.9% of participants rated this item as “Strongly Agree,” and 27.1% as “Agree.”.
Table (20) shows a weighted mean of 3.73 with a standard deviation of 1.12, indicating that the prevailing
trend is High, with a relative importance of 74.6%.
6. Reading comprehension is better assessed through SAQs:
Table (19) shows that 32.9% of participants rated this item as “Agree,” and 22.9% as “Strongly Agree.”.
Table (20) shows a weighted mean of 3.44 with a standard deviation of 1.10, indicating that the prevailing
trend is High, with a relative importance of 68.8%.
The overall result for Part Six is “Agree,” with an arithmetic mean of 3.55, which is above the acceptable mean
of 3, a standard deviation of 1.01, and a relative importance of 71%.
This indicates that participants expressed a high level of evaluation regarding the fairness, validity, and
reliability of assessments. A high evaluation reflects strong satisfaction among students with the fairness and
reliability of the tests, demonstrating a positive general perception among English department students regarding
the fairness, validity, and reliability of the assessment methods used.
3 Levels of Perceptions and Views on English Language Tests:
To determine the levels, ranking, and relative importance of the parts of perceptions and views regarding English
language tests (including progress tests and achievement tests), the arithmetic mean, standard deviation, relative
importance, and ranking were calculated for all dimensions of perceptions and views, as shown in the following
table:

Table (21): Ranking and Levels of Perceptions and Views on English Language Tests

. Weighted | Standard Relative
X4 Axis Mean Deviation Level Importance %. Rank
X1 General Perceptions of 3.69 1.03 High 738 )
Language Tests
X2 Attitudes toward Progress 373 1.01 High 146 |
Tests
Attitudes toward .
X3 Achievement Tests 3.68 1.02 High 73.6 3
Perceptions of Question .
X4 Types (MCQs vs SAQs) 3.67 1.01 High 73.4 4
Self-Reflection, Motivation .
X3 and Performance Strategies 3.63 1.03 High 726 >
Perceived Fairness and .
X6 Validity of Tests 3.55 1.01 High 71 6
Total 3.66 1.02 High 73.2

Levels Perceptions of and Views on English Language Tests

The analysis of Table (21) reveals the following findings regarding the levels and ranking of perceptions and
views of students on English language tests:

. General perceptions of language tests:

This dimension ranked second with a mean of 3.69 and a standard deviation of 1.03. The mean exceeds the
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hypothetical average (3), indicating that the prevailing level for this variable is high, with a relative importance
of 73.8%, reflecting students’ positive general perception of the language tests.

Views on progress tests:

This dimension ranked first with a mean of 3.73 and a standard deviation of 1.01. The mean surpasses the
hypothetical average, confirming a high level of perception regarding progress tests, with a relative importance
of 74.6%, indicating strong student satisfaction with the progress test system.

Views on achievement tests:

Ranking third, this dimension had a mean of 3.68 and a standard deviation of 1.02. The mean above the
hypothetical average indicates a high level of perception regarding achievement tests, with a relative importance
of 73.6%.

Perceptions of question types (MCQs — SAQs):

This dimension ranked fourth, with a mean of 3.67 and a standard deviation of 1.01. The results reflect a high
level of perception concerning different question formats, with a relative importance of 73.4%.

Personal impression, motivation, and performance strategies:

Ranking fifth, this dimension recorded a mean of 3.63 with a standard deviation of 1.03. The mean above the
hypothetical average indicates a high level of perception, with a relative importance of 72.6%, showing positive
student attitudes toward motivation and performance strategies.

Perceptions of fairness, validity, and reliability of tests:

This dimension ranked sixth, with a mean of 3.55 and a standard deviation of 1.01. The mean exceeding the
hypothetical average indicates a high level of perception regarding the fairness and reliability of tests, with a
relative importance of 71%.

Overall evaluation:

All parts show positive evaluations, reflecting students’ satisfaction with both progress and achievement tests.
The overall mean of the questionnaire is 3.66, which exceeds the hypothetical mean (3), indicating a prevailing
high level of satisfaction, with a standard deviation of 1.02 and a relative importance of 73.2%.

This demonstrates that participants are generally satisfied with the nature of the tests used to assess their progress
in English language learning within the department.

Discussion, Conclusions, and Recommendations:

This section presents a comprehensive discussion of the study findings in relation to the research questions and
objectives. It also provides the main conclusions drawn from the results, followed by practical recommendations
and suggestions for future research. The chapter aims to interpret the statistical findings in a meaningful way that
contributes to improving assessment practices in English language teaching.

Discussion of the Results:

The findings of this study reveal several important insights regarding students’ perceptions of language assessment
methods, particularly the effectiveness of Multiple-Choice Questions (MCQs) and Short-Answer Questions
(SAQs).

First, the results indicated that students hold a generally positive perception of language tests, with a high overall
mean (3.69). This suggests that the current assessment system is acceptable and relatively effective from the
students’ perspective. However, the moderate responses regarding the accuracy of tests in measuring proficiency
indicate that there is still room for improvement in test design.

Second, the findings related to progress tests showed a high level of student satisfaction (mean = 3.73). Students
reported that progress tests help them identify their weaknesses and improve their learning through continuous
feedback. This supports the idea that formative assessment plays a crucial role in enhancing learning outcomes
and reducing exam anxiety.

In contrast, achievement tests were also positively perceived (mean = 3.68), but they were associated with higher
levels of stress and pressure. Students reported feeling anxious before such tests, which suggests that summative
assessment, while important, may negatively affect students’ emotional state.

Regarding question types, the results revealed an interesting balance:

Students acknowledged that MCQs are easier, faster, and more objective.

At the same time, they believed that SAQs promote deeper understanding and critical thinking.

This dual perception highlights the complementary nature of both question types. While MCQs are efficient for
assessing knowledge and recognition, SAQs are more effective in evaluating higher-order thinking skills.
Furthermore, the statistical analysis using the T-test showed a significant difference between MCQs and SAQs
(p = 0.008), with a slight advantage in favor of MCQs. Although the difference is small (0.05), it indicates that
students tend to perform better in MCQs, possibly due to familiarity, guessing strategies, or reduced cognitive
load.

Finally, the findings related to fairness and validity showed that students perceive both test types as generally
fair. However, they also acknowledged that:

MCQs can sometimes be misleading.

SAQs better reflect real understanding.
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This suggests that relying on only one type of question may not provide a complete and accurate evaluation of students’

abilities.

Conclusions:

The findings indicate that English Department students generally have positive attitudes toward the assessment
methods used in their academic environment. Although students are mostly satisfied with the current testing
system, some aspects still need improvement to ensure more accurate evaluation of language proficiency.

The study also shows that progress tests play an important role in supporting learning by identifying weaknesses,
providing continuous feedback, and reducing exam anxiety. In contrast, achievement tests, despite their
importance in measuring learning outcomes, are often associated with greater stress among students.
Furthermore, the results reveal a significant difference between students’ performance in multiple-choice and
short-answer questions, with slightly better performance in multiple-choice items. Students consider multiple-
choice questions more practical and objective, while short-answer questions require deeper understanding and
critical thinking.

The findings further emphasize that using only one question type is insufficient for comprehensive assessment.
Combining multiple-choice and short-answer questions creates a more balanced evaluation by measuring a wider
range of language skills.

Finally, students consider fairness, validity, and reliability essential in assessment practices. Although the current
system is viewed as generally fair, students recognize limitations in each test format, highlighting the need for
more balanced and effective assessment methods in English language teaching.

Recommendations:

In light of the study findings, the following recommendations are proposed:

Nk wWd—

Integrate both MCQs and SAQs in test design to ensure a balanced assessment of knowledge and skills.
Increase the use of progress tests as a formative assessment tool to support continuous learning.

Provide clear instructions and test formats in advance to reduce student anxiety and improve performance.
Train instructors in modern assessment techniques to improve test quality and validity.

Reduce over-reliance on achievement tests and adopt more diverse assessment strategies.

Ensure that test questions measure not only memorization but also critical thinking and language use.
Improve time allocation during exams to better match the difficulty level of questions.

Limitations of the Study:
Despite the valuable findings, this study has some limitations:

1.

2.
3,
4,

The study was limited to a single department (English Department, Faculty of Education, Zolten), which may limit
generalizability.

The sample size (70 students) is relatively small.

The study relied mainly on self-reported data (questionnaire), which may be subject to bias.

Only two types of questions (MCQs and SAQs) were examined, excluding other assessment formats.
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