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 Abstract 

Assessment has been taken to demonstrate that learning is aligned with 

external standards which is almost related to students’ goals in a curriculum 

in English language teaching and it plays an integral role in the success of 

language learning program that is following by so many EFL teachers. 

Consistency in scoring (mid-term and final exams) highly depends on the 

way of conducting paper assessment, validation of the process, reliability, 

experience of teachers, and different interpretation of assessors to make 

justified decision. Hence, the present study was an attempt to probe Iranian 

EFL learners’ perceptions toward paper assessment in mid-term and final 

exams in a language institute. To this end, a total of 100 participants (50 

males and 50 females) between ages of 15 to 28 at intermediate level, were 

selected based on Nelson Proficiency Test. Data were collected through 

scores of two sequential semesters and a Likert scale questionnaire. The 

findings of this study indicated that there is a direct positive relation between 

learners’ viewpoints on paper assessment and their progress. Generally 

speaking, paper assessment in both formative and summative assessment 

would be a great progress among female and male English language learners. 

Keywords: perception, mid-term exam, final exam, EFL learners, 

assessment 
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1. Introduction 

Assessment is a key term in English language teaching research and it plays an integral role in the success of language 

learning programs that it is following by so many linguists, philosophers, scholars, EFL teachers, practitioners, and 

all staffs who are involved in English language teaching process. Experts in language assessment believe that raters 

and teachers can help the assessment reliability and facilitate language proficiency in students’ performance (Bachman 

& Palmer, 2010; Hamp-Lyons, 2003).  

If we have an accurate and clear perception toward paper assessment, it demands for its implications that we have 

interrelated factors which play a supportive role in English language teaching process. As identified by O’Malley and 

Valdez Pierce (1996 as cited in Rea-Dickins, 2001), we have certain aims in assessment that provides a clear 

understanding for  

1. Placement of students, 

2. Screening and identification of any issues, 

3. Replacement or promotion, 

4. Checking the rate of students’ progress, 

5. Appraisal of the existing educational program, and 

6. Diagnosing probable liabilities of the program. 

Assessment is one of the important issues in teaching a foreign language. This study is aimed to find learners’ 

encouragement in learning process, how paper assessment due to their interests would lead to a better learning and if 

they were willing to pass such tests to evaluate what was their recognitions of taking exams (mid-term and final) 

during a semester of teaching English language, whether exams’ questions make our learners prepared them for their 

future needs or not, and if exams were authentic to evaluate real statues of their progress in learning process.  

Bachman (2007) provides a comprehensive summary of the strengths and weaknesses of three approaches to defining 

constructs in language assessment, with a focus on “the dialectic of abilities and contexts” (p. 41) (Purpura, 2016). In 

a “trait/ability-focused” approach, “context” refers to the methods for eliciting language performance, or in Bachman’s 

(1990) words, “contextual features that determine the nature of language performance that is expected for a given test 

or test task” (p. 112). From a “task/context- focused” perspective, the context and the task to be performed in the 

context are inseparable. The construct to be measured is equivalent to “ability for use” (Bachman, 2007, p. 56). A 

strong form of the “task/context-focused” approach views construct as consisting of “abilities to accomplish particular 

tasks or task types” (Brown et al., 2002, p. 9, in Bachman, 2007, p. 56). In the third approach, the construct of language 

proficiency is defined from a social interactional perspective. Context is viewed as a separate dimension, and the focus 

has shifted to the interaction between the ability and context. The current study aimed to investigate Iranian EFL 

learners’ perceptions toward paper assessment in mid-term and final exams in an English language institute. 

1.1 Statement of the Problem 

There are several issues that make it difficult for teachers to develop formative assessment practices. Firstly, formative 

assessment practice is complex (Vingsle, 2014), and using assessment information to plan subsequent instruction is 

especially difficult (Heritage, Kim, Vendlinski, & Herman, 2009; Schneider & Meyer, 2012). Secondly, external 

factors, such as accountability (Darling-Hammond & McCloskey, 2008; Klenowski, 2011; OECD, 2005) and the 

focus on examination and summative assessment (Bennett, 2011; Brown, Kennedy, Fok, Chan, & Yu, 2009; Wiliam, 

2006) can impede implementation of formative assessment.  

In the investigation, we will take a motivation perspective. The expectancy-value theory of achievement motivation 

(Wigfield & Eccles, 2000) will be used as an interpretive lens in the analysis of the teachers’ reasons to fully engage 

in the professional development and in the implementation of a new formative classroom practice. Motivation is the 

driving force of human behavior, and the failures of ambitious professional development programs often seem to be 

related to teachers not sufficiently directing and sustaining their efforts towards program implementation (Bell et al., 

2008; Randel et al., 2011; Schneider & Randel, 2010).  
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That is why we are going to consider paper assessment tool as a valuable perceptive from our learners’ points of view 

toward their satisfactions. We need to keep data tracking in perspective, and giving weights to teachers’ judgments, 

paper assessments at classroom level to provide enough detail to inform teaching and learning directly, without asking 

them is centrally impossible to flash new database for the illusion that creates those statements which have been 

tracked in a perspective. 

1.2 Research Questions 

Based on the objectives of the study, the following research questions were formulated: 

1. Do mid-term and final exams affect EFL learners’ perceptions to do better for the next level? 

2. Is there any relationship between exams’ marks and EFL learner’s changing behavior for the next level? 

3. Is there any dichotomous relationship between paper assessment and EFL learners’ progress in an educational 

semester? 

4. Are there any correlations among learners’ perceptions and their progress? 

1.3 Research Hypotheses 

The following hypotheses were made to answer research questions: 

1. Mid-term and final exams have the most effects on their progress to do better for the next level, and encourage to 

be prepared or not prepared. 

2. There is a positive relationship between learners’ exams mark and their changing behavior before and after exams 

to be prepared for the next step. 

3. There is a negative dichotomous relationship between paper assessment and making progress in a learning process. 

4. There is a highly positive correlation between learners’ exams and their perceptions in two sequential terms. 

2. Literature Review 

Assessment literacy is an important issue in language teaching and trained teachers are more involved with assessment 

rather than untrained teachers. Lam (2015) suggested that assessment literacy in educational program was not enough 

and language assessment is needed to equip with pre-service teachers with assessment strategies. Tasagari (2014) 

analyzed online assessment tutorial materials and its usefulness to EFL teachers in the United States and Europe. 

Malone (2013) got online assessment from the perspective of language experts in the United States. All studies 

revealed various research methods toward the perception of assessment literacy and their needs. There is also another 

view of assessment in language teaching that is called static and dynamic assessment. In static assessment individuals 

are involving with no scaffolding in the parts of mediators or test takers, and it can be more practical and convenient 

than dynamic assessment (Lantolf & Poehner, 2010).  

Many researchers now (Lantolf & Poehner, 2006; Ohta, 2000; Swain, 2000) argue that language learning and 

acquisition can be achieved through interaction and dynamic assessment helps students to become more involved in 

interaction and dynamic assessment helps learners to perform tasks by mediators or test takers (Gibbons, 2003; Lantolf 

& Poehner, 2004, 2006). Dynamic assessment also can be traced through Vygostky’s view that stressed social 

environment is a facilitator in learning process (Karpov & Haywood, 1998; Kozulin & Garb, 2002). So mediation, 

zone of proximal development, contingency and scaffolding are cornerstones in dynamic assessment. Different studies 

carried out on traditional and static assessment in very convenient and practical rather than dynamic assessment which 

is more timing and spending energy to follow in language teaching process but dynamic assessment is more related to 

comprehending of the task and interaction. 

When students are learning, they need to self-assess that how much effort they must take to be successful, when they 

are wrong which learning strategies work well for them. Accurate self-evaluation is going to enable students to see 

what they have mastered and identify what needs further work (Mcmillan & Hearn, 2008). Learners practically don’t 

need to sugarcoat or exaggerate things about themselves in these papers. Assessment is a powerful force in student 

learning. From the students’ perspective, only the most important activities in a subject are assessed (Kandlbilder, 

2009). Vogt and Tsagari (2014) conclude that assessment procedures such as designing tests, giving grades, placing 

students in their corresponding levels, and awarding certificates are not fully developed skills in teacher participants 
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and most probably they are learned on the day to day practice. Basically, a self-assessment paper is something that 

sums up all sides and aspects of personality, while still giving off a rather positive image of learner. 

Lopez Mendoza and Bernal Arandia (2009) added that trained teachers had more positive views towards assessment 

in comparison to the non-trained teachers. In their study, assessment was perceived among trained teachers as a tool 

to monitor learning, to communicate with the student, to align learning with teaching, and to empower students. Those 

with less training experience viewed assessment as mandate, as a summative process and a tool of power and control 

over students. The researchers concluded that teachers’ previous assessment training experience may also have a role 

in their use and perceptions of language assessment. 

Another important study in almost the same area of interest was conducted by Malone (2013). This study was focused 

on the content of a tutorial which was developed to promote foreign language instructors’ knowledge about assessment 

basics. Feedback was collected from all study participants (44 language instructors and 30 language testers) in the 

U.S. Results of the study indicated a clear difference in the opinions of language testers and language educators 

regarding the requirements of the significant technical information about assessment. These findings have shed light 

on the fact that instructors’ perceptions about assessment differ from their practical approach in the same field, which 

should be seriously considered by the designers of the assessment training programs while developing the tutorials or 

materials. The importance of enhancing the language assessment literacy among in-service teachers was investigated 

by Scarino (2013). She stated the importance of integrating the language assessment knowledge with understanding, 

culture and learning trends of a language. Moreover, a great stress was put forth on the test users and test developers 

to become aware of assessment procedures in order to infer and gauge their own assessment practical approach. 

In this paper, we take up a suggestion by Perrenoud (1998) that any theory of formative assessment must be embedded 

within a wider theoretical field, specifically, within a theory of pedagogy. We propose a model whereby the design of 

educational activities and associated assessments is influenced by the theories of pedagogy, instruction and learning, 

and by the subject discipline, together with the wider context of education. We explore how teachers may develop 

productive relationships between the formative and summative functions of classroom assessment, so that their 

judgements may inform the formal external assessment of students, thus increasing the validity of those assessments. 

We also show how the model informs the development of theories that give appropriate weight to the role of 

assessment as part of pedagogy. The first issue in 1998 had important contributions from scholars such as Perrenoud 

(1998), Biggs (1998), Hattie and Jaeger (1998), Sadler (1998), Sebatane (1998), and Dwyer (1998). Their comments 

and reflections pushed the research field of assessment forward and offered important research themes on feedback, 

self-assessment, and formative assessment processes for years to come. It is a model that we need to continue using 

as we move forward. It opens up for important debates on controversial topics and reminds us of what has been 

achieved and where we still need to focus our research (Newton & Baird, 2016; Wiliam, 2017). 

3. Methodology 

3.1 Participants 

A total of 100 EFL learners [male (n=50) and female (n=50)] studying English as a foreign language were recruited. 

The sample was connivance sampling procedure from Toofan Foreign Language Center in Mashad, Khorasan Rzavi 

province of Islamic Republic of Iran. Their age ranged from 15 to 28 years and the majority of them were 18. 

3.2 Design of the Study 

The nature of this study was purely descriptive and thus a survey method was used in this study. The reason is that 

based on the views of Ary, Jacobs, Razavieh, and Sorensen (2006), survey research designs are procedures in 

quantitative research in which “ask questions about peoples’ beliefs, opinions, characteristics, and behavior of the 

population” (p.400).  

3.3 Instruments 

3.3.1 Nelson Proficiency Test (NPT) 

Nelson Proficiency Test (NPT) was used at first in order to determine the language participants’ proficiency level. 

With regard to homogeneity, participants were selected at the intermediate level. This instrument, in the form of 

multiple choice questions, consisted of 50 questions involving one cloze comprehension passage as well as 

vocabulary, grammar, and pronunciation sections.  
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3.3.2 Mid-term and Final Exams 

Midterm and final exams in two sequential terms for comparing numerical data were taken from participants. In 

comparing two sets of scores in two sequential terms, we have been received low markers less than high markers to 

perceive their attention toward midterm and final exams. All mid-term and final exams in two sequential semesters 

were Oxford Standard Tests that were specifically made for American English file books at intermediate level. They 

evaluated learners’ language proficiency in four skills such as reading, writing, listening, and vocabulary. All tests 

have different tasks to complete such as fill in the blanks, completion, true or false, checking comprehension questions, 

multiple choice items, answering the question, synonyms or opposites, and full writing paragraphs. 

Cronbach’s alpha reliability for each two sets of exams was calculated to understand whether it is reliable. As it can 

be seen in Table 1, comparing between mid-term1 and 2 among female learners revealed that there is a significant 

reliability which is 0.90 that shows both exams are reliable for assessing. In Table 2, reliability became 0.94 in their 

final exams in first and second term. For male learners (Table 3), it became 0.93 in their mid-term exams and it was 

0.876 in their final exams as it is shown in Table 4, so two sets of exams are reliable.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 1.  Reliability Statistics  (F.Mid-term1 & F.Mid-term 2)  

Cronbach’s 

Alpha N of Items 

.903 2 

 

Table 2.  Reliability Statistics (F.final 1 & F.Final 2) 

Cronbach's 

Alpha N of Items 

.946 2 

Table 3. Reliability Statistics (Male learners in mid-term exams) 

Cronbach's 

Alpha N of Items 

.932 2 

Table 4. Reliability Statistics (Male learners in  final exams) 

Cronbach's 

Alpha N of Items 

.876 2 
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3.3.3 Language Learners’ Satisfaction of Assessment 

Language learners’ satisfaction of assessment was developed by the researchers in the format of Likert scale from the 

weakest points to the strongest viewpoints. Learners were provided with this questionnaire to help us more about their 

satisfaction of paper exams in their own perceptions in that to what extent they are satisfied from their semester exams 

to progress gradually. It has been provided to mark it on paper by numbers (1-2-3-4-5) very weak, weak, medium, 

strong, and very strong of learners’ ideas toward paper assessment. The questionnaire has gone through the validation 

processes. Its validity has been proved by two experts in the field. And its reliability determined in a pilot study which 

was conducted before the actual research. The questionnaire was scattered among 50 intermediate English language 

learners both male and female to respond. The obtained Cronbach’s alpha was 0.70, denoting that the measure had a 

high degree of reliability. 

Table 5. Reliability statistics for language learners’ satisfaction of assessment 

Cronbach’s Alpha No. of Items 

.700 16 

 

3.4 Procedure 

100 participants at intermediate level were selected by NPT and given them a questionnaire before and after exams. 

They were 50 intermediate EFL female learners and 50 EFL male learners who were studying in an English language 

institute and their mid-term and final marks were gathered to compare their first semester marks with their second 

term in next level for considering EFL learners’ progress numerically. Mid-term exam had 40 points out of 100 scores 

and final exam had 60 points out of 100 scores which the learners should totally get 100 scores in both mid-term and 

final exams. All kinds of questions were used in the formative and summative evaluations such as multiple choice, 

true or false, explanation, fill in the blanks, completing sentences, answering questions to evaluate their reading, 

writing and listening skills. The researchers had interview with learners to evaluate their speaking skill and added this 

score to their both mid-term and final exam.  Then a questionnaire in the form of Likert scale was scattered to gather 

information about EFL learners’ view towards their understanding in assessment and how much they agree or disagree 

with this particular statement that depends on what if the curve goes up or down, then providing open-ended questions 

to interview EFL learners to pick up their answers and suggestions to questions toward taking exams such as mid-

term and final. At the end, the researchers analyzed the data to discuss if assessment would encourage EFL learners 

to make progress, what is more important is that how it would create a change in EFL learners’ behavior toward paper 

assessment during a semester of teaching English language. 

3.5 Data Analysis  

In order to answer the research questions of the present study, the data were analyzed in the following way: First, as 

shown in Tables 6 and 7 below, the descriptive statistics were performed to see what participants do generally in the 

first and second term. Then, based on the research hypotheses, the researchers tabulated and the data were analyzed 

using SPSS statistical software, examining T-test, One way ANOVA, and Pearson product-moment correlation 

(Pearson r), which are the appropriate inferential statistics. 
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Table 6. Descriptive statistics in the first term 

 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 

Fmidterm1 50 22.00 40.00 33.2500 4.40576 

Mmidterm1 50 17.00 40.00 33.2900 4.23071 

Ffinal1 50 30.00 60.00 46.6300 9.95388 

Mfinal1 50 30.00 58.00 46.5800 7.84113 

Valid N (listwise) 50     

 

 

Table 7. Descriptive statistics in second term 

 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 

Fmidterm2 50 27.00 40.00 34.4700 3.61884 

Mmidterm2 50 20.00 40.00 33.6600 4.06885 

Ffinal2 50 30.00 60.00 48.2200 8.91293 

Mfinal2 50 34.50 59.50 49.3500 6.56385 

Valid N (listwise) 50     

 

Table 8 is the summary of data collection for the first and second midterm exams for both genders that shows the 

percentage of participants’ cooperation in taking exams. 

 

 Table 8. Case processing summary 

 Cases 

 Included Excluded Total 

 N Percent N Percent N Percent 

Fmidterm2  * Fmidterm1 50 100.0% 0 .0% 50 100.0% 

Mmidterm2  * Fmidterm1 50 100.0% 0 .0% 50 100.0% 

Fmidterm2  * Mmidterm1 50 100.0% 0 .0% 50 100.0% 

Mmidterm2  * Mmidterm1 50 100.0% 0 .0% 50 100.0% 

 

4. Results  

4.1 Do mid-term and final exams effect on EFL learners’ perceptions to do better for the next level? 

One sample T-test was performed among female and male learners for their first term of investigation. As it is shown, 

sig tailed is 0.0 so there is a positive relation between their mid-term and final exams progress. It means that taking 
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paper exams leads to positive results and learners’ better perceptions in the next level. It promotes learners’ knowledge 

so it approves the hypothesis of the first research question that mid-term and final exams have the most effects on 

learners’ progress for the next level. 

 

Table 9. Results of the one-sample t-test 

 Test Value = 0                                        

 

t df Sig. (2-tailed) Mean Difference 

95% Confidence Interval of the 

Difference 

 Lower Upper 

Fmidterm1 53.365 49 .000 33.25000 31.9979 34.5021 

Mmidterm1 55.640 49 .000 33.29000 32.0876 34.4924 

Ffinal1 33.125 49 .000 46.63000 43.8011 49.4589 

Mfinal1 42.005 49 .000 46.58000 44.3516 48.8084 

 

Moreover, Paired sample T-test was carried out between female and male learners at their first term of examination 

as indicated in Tables below that show sig tailed is 0.965 which is so close to 1 and it is more than 0.05, so there is a 

negative relation to make them both gender compared each other. In Tables 10 and 11, it is shown that there is a 

positive relation between mid-term and final exams progress among female learners. The sig tailed is 0.0 and it is less 

than 0.05. It is also believed that learners make progress according to the level of their language proficiency. It would 

be better to take paper assessment for language learners because it could have been improved by learners’ perceptions 

and it is essential to revise such tests to happen a reliable evaluation.  

 

 Table 10. Results of the Paired Samples Test (Between female and male learners at their first term) 

  Paired Differences 

t df 

Sig. (2-

tailed) 

  

 

Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

Std. Error 

Mean 

95% Confidence Interval 

of the Difference 

  Lower Upper 

Pair 1 Fmidterm1 - 

Mmidterm1 
-.04000 6.40379 .90563 -1.85994 1.77994 -.044 49 .965 

 

In Table 11, it is particularly shown that the correlation between male midterm and final exams is 0.68 in the first term 

that caused a good relation between mid and final exams. In Table 12, sig tailed is 0.0. So there is a positive relation 

between their mid-term and final exam respectively. Learners’ perception will be affected by mid and final exam as 

they make progress toward the next level. 
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Table 11. Results of the Paired Samples correlations (Between male midterm and final exams) 

  N Correlation Sig. 

Pair 1 Mmidterm1 & Mfinal1 50 .686 .000 

 

 

Table 12. Results of the Paired Samples Test ((Between male midterm and final exams) 

  Paired Differences 

t df 

Sig. (2-

tailed) 

  

Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

Std. Error 

Mean 

95% Confidence Interval 

of the Difference 

  Lower Upper 

Pair 1 Mmidterm

1 - Mfinal1 
-1.32900E1 5.81789 .82277 -14.94343 -11.63657 -16.153 49 .000 

 

The same statistics were also conducted for female learners to compare their mid-term and final exams relation. In 

Table 13 the sig tailed is 0.000 and this means that there is a positive relation between two sets of exam scores. As 

female learners have been taken mid and final exams, the range of perceptions toward paper assessment will change 

to do better during the term and final term. It is shown that learners have a positive view regarding their paper 

assessment in each term and they are gradually changed.  

 

Table 13. Results of the Paired Samples Test (Comparison of female learners’ mid-term and final exams) 

  Paired Differences 

t df 

Sig. (2-

tailed) 

  

Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

Std. Error 

Mean 

95% Confidence 

Interval of the 

Difference 

  Lower Upper 

Pair 1 Fmidterm2 

- Ffinal2 
-1.37500E1 6.92102 .97878 -15.71693 -11.78307 -14.048 49 .000 

 

In Table 14, the sig tailed is 00.1. It is less than 0.05 and there is a significant and positive relation in females’ midterm 

exams both in their first and second term. Again we have a progress in female learners to take paper tests and they 

make progress. Generally female learners in both terms have been agreed to take paper assessment and they make 

progress to the next level. It is completely true and approved the first hypothesis which has been made to answer the 

first question of this research. 
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Table 14. Results of the Paired Samples Test (Relationship between females’ midterm exams in the first and 

second term) 

  Paired Differences 

t df 

Sig. (2-

tailed) 

  

Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

Std. Error 

Mean 

95% Confidence 

Interval of the 

Difference 

  Lower Upper 

Pair 1 Fmidterm1 

- 

Fmidterm2 

-1.22000 2.40145 .33962 -1.90248 -.53752 -3.592 49 .001 

 

In Table 15, sig tailed is 0.172 that is more than 0.05 so it demonstrates that there is a negative relation between their 

first midterm and second midterm exams among male learners. They did not have any progress toward our hypothesis 

that we estimate to make them progress but it shows that their first term formative evaluation was not helpful to push 

them toward a better learning situation. So the hypothesis will be rejected and it is not approved for male learners to 

make progress in paper assessment in two sequential terms.  

 

Table 15. Results of the Paired Samples Test (Relationship between the first midterm and second midterm 

exams among male learners) 

  Paired Differences 

t df 

Sig. (2-

tailed) 

  

Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

Std. Error 

Mean 

95% Confidence 

Interval of the 

Difference 

  Lower Upper 

Pair 1 Mmidterm1 - 

Mmidterm2 
-.37000 1.88661 .26681 -.90617 .16617 -1.387 49 .172 

 

4.2 Is there any relationship between exams’ marks and EFL learner’s changing behavior for the next level? 

In Table 16, sig tailed is 0.022 that is less than 0.05 percent and there is a positive significant relation between females’ 

first term of their final exams and the second term final exams. At any consideration, female learners did better than 

male learners, female learners make progress for the next level and their behaviors have been changed contrary to the 

male learners. So the hypothesis of the second question of this research will be approved by female learners not male 

learners. Female learners are trying to make changes to do better for the next level and all paper tests at first and 

second terms are related to each other and there is a positive relation between first and second terms’ exams. So it is 

accepted for female learners but there has not been any considerable change in male learners. Therefore, the hypothesis 

is rejected. 
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Table 16. Results of the Paired Samples Test (Relationship between females’ first term and second term final 

exams) 

  Paired Differences 

t df 

Sig. 

(2-

tailed) 

  

Mean 

Std. 

Deviation Std. Error Mean 

95% Confidence Interval 

of the Difference 

  Lower Upper 

Pair 1 Ffinal1 - 

Ffinal2 
-1.59000 4.76776 .67426 -2.94498 -.23502 -2.358 49 .022 

 

4.3 Is there any dichotomous relationship between paper assessment and EFL learners’ progress in an educational 

semester? 

One way ANOVA was performed between and within groups of two sets of scores: mid-term and final exams for 

female learners in their second term. Table 17 indicates the sum of squares between and within groups of females’ 

second term of their midterm and final exams that midterm1 is considered as predicator. It shows a dichotomous 

relation between paper assessment and learners’ progress, so it approves the hypothesis to answer the third question 

of this research. 

 

Table 17. Results of the One way ANOVA Fmidterm2 Ffinal2 by Mmidterm1 

  Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Fmidterm2 Between Groups 228.476 23 9.934 .625 .871 

Within Groups 413.229 26 15.893   

Total 641.705 49    

Ffinal2 Between Groups 1374.451 23 59.759 .617 .877 

Within Groups 2518.129 26 96.851   

Total 3892.580 49    

 

Table 18 shows the sum of squares between and within groups of female learners’ second term in their midterm and 

final exams that their final exam in first term is considered as predicator. Sig tailed is .000 and .005 which is less than 

0.05, so there is a positive relation between mid and final exams regarding female learners that have been acted 

between and within groups. 
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Table 18. Results of the One way NOVA Fmidterm2 Ffinal2 by Ffinal1 

  Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Fmidterm2 Between Groups 506.976 27 18.777 3.066 .005 

Within Groups 134.729 22 6.124   

Total 641.705 49    

Ffinal2 Between Groups 3372.747 27 124.917 5.287 .000 

Within Groups 519.833 22 23.629   

Total 3892.580 49    

 

Table 19, it reveals the sum of squares between and within groups of male learners’ second term in their midterm and 

final exams that their midterm exam in first term is considered as predicator. Sig is .118 in final exams and is .000 in 

mid-term exam that shows that there is no direct positive relation between mid and final exams among male learners’ 

progress because they have not been changed between and within groups. So the result shows that male learners 

disagreed to have paper assessment and it rejects the hypothesis to answer the third question of this research. It doesn’t 

make any changes in male learners’ behaviors to improve their scores. So they might disagree to have such assessment 

during the term or at the final section of the term. Therefore, the hypothesis “there is a negative dichotomous 

relationship between paper assessment and making progress in a learning process” is rejected for female learners and 

is supported for male learners. 

 

Table 19. Results of the One way ANOVA Mmidterm2 Mfinal2 by Mmidterm1 

  Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Mmidterm2 Between Groups 720.116 23 31.309 8.935 .000 

Within Groups 91.104 26 3.504   

Total 811.220 49    

Mfinal2 Between Groups 1242.496 23 54.022 1.617 .118 

Within Groups 868.629 26 33.409   

Total 2111.125 49    

 

Table 20 represents the sum of squares between and within groups of male learners’ second term in their midterm and 

final exams that their final exam in first term is considered as predicator. 
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Table 20. Results of the One way ANOVA Mmidterm2 Mfinal2 by Mfinal1 

  Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Mmidterm2 Between Groups 594.703 26 22.873 2.430 .017 

Within Groups 216.517 23 9.414   

Total 811.220 49    

Mfinal2 Between Groups 1818.954 26 69.960 5.507 .000 

Within Groups 292.171 23 12.703   

Total 2111.125 49    

 

4.4 Is there any correlations among learners’ perceptions and their progress? 

Table 21 indicates the correlations in the first term of evaluation for both genders and Table 22 shows the correlations 

in the second term of evaluation for both genders. It has been demonstrated that learners’ final exams correlation was 

significant because in females’ mid-term exam correlation was 1 and it has changed to 0.72 in their final exam. To 

some extent, it is concluded that it would be challengeable to take such assessment in class environment to make them 

progress. In females’ view, it became less important to increase their scores in their final exams. It approves the 

hypothesis to answer the fourth question of this research that “there is a correlation between learners’ perceptions and 

their progress in paper assessment.” As it has been shown in Tables 17 and 18, there is a high range of correlations 

between the first and second term of exams among both genders. Therefore, the hypothesis is supported by the 

information in Tables 21 and 22 concerning a high correlation between learners’ exams and their perceptions. 
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Table 21. Correlations in the first term of evaluation for both genders 

  Fmidterm1 Mmidterm1 Mfinal1 Ffinal1 

Fmidterm1 Pearson Correlation 1 -.099 .211 .721** 

Sig. (2-tailed)  .493 .141 .000 

N 50 50 50 50 

Mmidterm1 Pearson Correlation -.099 1 .686** .028 

Sig. (2-tailed) .493  .000 .846 

N 50 50 50 50 

Mfinal1 

 

Pearson Correlation .211 .686** 1 .354* 

Sig. (2-tailed) .141 .000  .012 

N 50 50 50 50 

Ffinal1 Pearson Correlation .721** .028 .354* 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .846 .012  

     

N 50 50 50 50 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).   

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).   
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Table 22. Correlations in the second term of evaluation for both genders 

  Fmidterm2 Mmidterm2 Ffinal2 Mfinal2 

Fmidterm2 Pearson Correlation 1 -.050 .692** .130 

Sig. (2-tailed)  .729 .000 .370 

N 50 50 50 50 

Mmidterm2 Pearson Correlation -.050 1 .180 .509** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .729  .210 .000 

N 50 50 50 50 

Ffinal2 

 

Pearson Correlation .692** .180 1 .280* 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .210  .049 

N 50 50 50 50 

Mfinal2 Pearson Correlation .130 .509** .280* 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) .370 .000 .049  

N 50 50 50 50 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).   

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).   

 

5. Discussion 

The findings of this study are in accordance with the majority of the previous findings. Paper assessment can be a kind 

of dynamic assessment that will measure a comprehended task and it can be traced through Vygostky’s view that 

stressed social environment is a facilitator in learning process (Karpov & Haywood, 1998; Kozulin & Garb, 2002). 

So mediation, zone of proximal development, contingency and scaffolding are cornerstones in dynamic assessment. 

Different studies carried out traditional and static assessment in very convenient and practical rather than dynamic 

assessment which more timing and spending energy to follow in language teaching process but dynamic assessment 

is more related to comprehending of the task and interaction.  

We have several implications to establish that paper assessment is beneficial for language learners during and end of 

the semester of a learning process. Most of them should become aware of what was the final purpose of the task. 

Learners did not have the same level of recognition to make it happened truly, it is still under question that how we 

can rely on their attitudes in social environment only by providing such questions that were conducted by the teacher. 

We cannot be so sure that the reality of such questionnaire is applicable for learners because they should have made 

by trained teachers to understand the exact approach of answering to such questions that were almost due to their 

understanding and comprehension of English books to study for developing social environment that a foreign language 

occurs. Lopez Mendoza and Bernal Arandia (2009) added that trained teachers had more positive views towards 

assessment in comparison to the non-trained teachers. The findings were noticeable to follow up this procedure that 

looking at learners’ perceptions was very helpful and it could give us feedback to underpin a new practical and 

dynamic assessment of tests by EFL teachers and specialists in testing. So all paper tests are important parts of a 

learning process for measuring learners’ comprehension of the task and it should be prepared by a trained teacher in 

this field. That’s why we are regarding learners’ perceptions as a featuring feedback to make a plausible test. 
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Scarino (2013) stated the importance of integrating the language assessment knowledge with understanding, culture 

and learning trends of a language. Moreover, a great stress was put forth on the test users and test developers to become 

aware of assessment procedures in order to infer and gauge their own assessment practical approach. Testing all 

materials were so difficult to examine at the same time in each exam, it required energy and it was timing to plan such 

valid and reliable test to consider the purpose of learners’ progress relating their cultures and trends of a language.  

Various kinds of content for checking four skills were administered in learners’ tests relating their theoretical parts of 

learning process that should be more related to their specific needs of analysis and would be more practical in a class 

as a social environment example according to Vygostkys’ view. Therefore, needs analysis for providing a good test is 

essential for test takers and course designers. As we discussed in data analysis, most of the learners’ perceptions in 

paper assessment were different in any statement, because they have been under their own recognition of assessment 

by getting different range of scores in their papers. 

Vogt and Tsagari (2014) conclude that assessment procedures such as designing tests, giving grades, placing students 

in their corresponding levels, and awarding certificates are not fully developed skills in teacher participants and most 

probably they are learned on the day to day practice. Basically, a self-assessment paper is something that sums up all 

sides and aspects of personality, while still giving off a rather positive image of learner. It is used by potential or 

current employers and colleagues to create a character sketch about the learner, and know about learner’s personality 

traits, strengths, and weaknesses. Having all this technical knowledge about learner makes other people more 

trustworthy, leads them to make better decisions about learner’s placement in the office environment and enables them 

to foresee the type of a situation.  

Even while being honest, one has to specifically take care about writing this type of a paper, because obviously it 

involves learner’s self-image as well as how people generally perceive learner to be, and that is not something that 

should be taken lightly. Being honest in a self-assessment paper is a great thing, but you need to know when to say 

things and how exactly to say them. Learners practically don't need to sugarcoat or exaggerate things about themselves 

in these papers. We should be aware of learner’s worth. We should be aware of learner’s strengths and play onto them. 

Assessment is a powerful force in student learning. From the students’ perspective, only the most important activities 

in a subject are assessed (Kandlbilder, 2009). 

When students are learning, they need to self-assess that how much effort they must take to be successful, when they 

are wrong, and which learning strategies work well for them. Accurate self-evaluation is going to enable students to 

see what they have mastered and identify what needs further work. Students who experience success with moderately 

difficult and challenging tasks will attribute their success to ability and effort rather than to external attributions such 

as luck or help from other students. Making these internal attributions is, in turn, based on the ability of students to 

self-assess and self-evaluate. This knowledge helps students develop self-efficacy for future performance in similar 

tasks (Mcmillan & Hearn, 2008). As a result of the discussion, we need a dynamic assessment during and at the end 

of a course book term to supply all learners’ goals via paper assessment. It can be done by self and peer assessment to 

locate their viewpoints of their weaknesses and strengths in a teaching semester period. 

6. Implications 

One of the implications of this study is about conducting psychometric evaluation of learners achieving pedagogical 

goals. Learners’ recognition of assessment is different from teachers’ viewpoints and it is basically divided in two 

main parts of assessment self and peer assessment. Instead of having paper assessment, teachers can use technology 

to peruse their learners for getting feedback of their own and classmates’ assessment during a term of language 

learning program. The other implication toward assessment is teachers’ own views that evaluation would happen 

through a numerical process. If there is absent of numerical assessment, it is crucially difficult to make decision to 

plan our judgments for the next term. This perspective makes us to have delusion toward another way of dynamic 

assessment aside from paper assessment. It is almost difficult or problematic for teachers to make a decision based on 

a qualitative assessment without any marks or numbers. Most teachers’ judgments are made upon numerical 

assessment that are frequently used by paper. 

7. Conclusion 

We have come to this conclusion that paper assessment in both formative and summative assessment would be a great 

progress among female and male English language learners. It was considerable to have formative evaluation during 

a term such as mid-term exam and summative evaluation such as final exam which provide us all negative and positive 

 [
 D

O
I:

 1
0.

29
25

2/
ijr

ee
.4

.3
.2

1 
] 

 [
 D

ow
nl

oa
de

d 
fr

om
 m

ai
l.i

jr
ee

on
lin

e.
co

m
 o

n 
20

26
-0

5-
19

 ]
 

                            16 / 21

http://dx.doi.org/10.29252/ijree.4.3.21
https://mail.ijreeonline.com/article-1-247-en.html


Zare Toofal et al. International Journal of Research in English Education  (2019) 4:3                                         37 

 

 Website: www.ijreeonline.com, Email: info@ijreeonline.com                       Volume 4, Number 3, September 2019 

points toward assessment. We need to improve our paper assessment as it mentioned earlier through dynamic 

assessment to create more interactive questions that would be change each term by some test takers, and activate 

learners’ cognitive and metacognitive strategies. Of course it takes time and we would need some practical and trained 

teachers to be more analytical and critical in this field to test such critical questions in four skills. Formative and 

summative evaluation are needed for four skills in each term for each learner to pass the present term and go to the 

next level. The finding revealed that paper assessment could manage learners to accomplish more learning issues to 

their views that it would become helpful to assist them in their learning process. The learners can construct their 

cognitive and metacognitive strategies of learning to become more successful than their previous term by paper 

assessment as they also have competitive relation with other peers to pose themselves apparently. Empirical research 

shows that assessment is a key term for providing the next curricular program and it will help them to be interactive 

and it is essential to train reflective teachers who are critical and responsible toward their jobs. Assessment, especially 

dynamic assessment makes them prepare for the next level and it gives us feedback to reach a potential way of teaching 

in our classrooms. Assessments based on situations relevant to students’ own experiences can motivate them to give 

their best performances. We need to keep data tracking in perspective, giving weight to teachers’ judgments, quizzes, 

tests, and assessments at classroom level without asking them to log them centrally. We want assessment to provide 

enough detail to inform teaching and learning directly – this is what drives student outcomes. 
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Appendix 

 

In the Name of God 

Language learners’ satisfaction of assessment 

This questionnaire is going to find the answers about assessment satisfaction of language learners. We hope to have 

your cooperation in this field. It would be our pleasure to answer the questions honestly and thank you very much for 

spending your time. All information in this questionnaire will be used only in a research project, and there is no need 

to write your name. We really appreciate your kind cooperation in this field. 

 

Before answering the questions, please complete the following chart. Personal characteristics: 

 

Age 15-20   20-25 25-30  30-35 Above 35 

Gender Male Female  

Education 

& major 

Diploma B.A student B.A M.A student M.A 

Years of 

learning 

English 

Less than one year 1-2 years 2-3 years 3-4 years 

 

Above 4 years 
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Dear responder, please put check mark in the box for your answers. 

 

No Questions Very 

strong 

Strong Medium Weak Very 

weak 

1 To what extent do you believe in mid-term and final 

tests are applicable for using English daily in your 

life? 

     

2 To what extent do you really think that you learn 

English more than previous term? 

     

3 To what extent do you do your English homework 

outside the classroom? 

     

4 To what extent do you care about your mid-term 

and final tests to spent time for studying your book? 

     

5 To what extent are you stressed about your exams?      

6 To what extent do you feel freedom that you have 

class without paper assessment? 

     

7 To what extent are satisfied from your exams 

during and after the term? 

     

8 To what extent are you willing to have classes 

without paper exams? 

     

9 To what extent are you trying to have more studies 

when you have exam? 

     

10 To what extent do you want to be evaluated by 

paper assessment? 

     

11 To what extent do you feel that paper assessment is 

required for going to the next level? 

     

12 To what extent does English effects on your 

learning satisfaction? 

 

     

13 To what extent do you satisfy from the method of 

teaching to pass or fail your exams? 

     

14 To what extent do your paper assessment effect on 

your satisfaction outside the classroom? 

     

15 To what extent do you feel that your education and 

major have effect on passing or failing mid-term 

and final exams? 

     

16 To what extent do you consider the importance of 

motivation to pass your exams successfully? 
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