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Multiple Choice Question Quizzes: Challenges and Solutions
for Academic English Language Students Using the Revised
Bloom’s Taxonomy

Abstract. Making better and more effective multiple-choice quizzes (MCQ) is an ongoing
challenge for English language instructors. Bloom’s taxonomy may be helpful in this regard.
Astana IT University (AITU) English language instructors are using Bloom’s taxonomy to
help create MCQ that test HOTS (higher order thinking skills) and LOTS (lower order thinking
skills). This study will analyse the experience of English language instructors at AITU in terms
of MCQ quizzes effectiveness, with recommendations for improvement. The main two research
questions are:

1) What are the experiences of AITU English instructors in terms of developing MCQ quizzes in
view of the Revised Bloom’s Taxonomy?

2) What are the recommendations of AITU English instructors for improving summative
assessment quizzes in view of the Revised Bloom’s Taxonomy?

Data will be collected using both qualitative and quantitative approaches (MMR). Questions will
be categorized as being HOTS or LOTS. Five English language instructors will be interviewed
on their experiences with MCQ and assessment and their recommendations for improvement
will be collected and discussed. The results of this study will be instrumental for AITU English
language instructors in addressing the problems of developing MCQ quizzes to maximize student
learning.

Keywords: higher education, MCQ, Bloom’s taxonomy, online education, TEFL.
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Introduction

A central challenge for educators is how
to create learning programs and teaching
methodologies that can provide the best chance
for student mastery, not only of information basics
and technical skills, but for the development
of their critical thinking as well. Creating
appropriate testing is a part of this process,
and this particular study will focus on how to
improve multiple choice questions (MCQ) in

a way that meets the above-stated challenge.
Summative decisions may demand investigating
the learning tasks, effectiveness of instructional
programs, identifying failing students, and,
moreover, interpreting test results. But these
issues have become a serious challenge when the
quality of higher educational contexts requires
from the students having a reflective and critical
thinking. Students are to be instructed not only
to memorize, give back provided information
and explain, but to process information, analyze,
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evaluate, and create new ideas. Formatting
examination questions and setting reasonable
parameters is always difficult. Too hard, and
students may give up; too easy and students may
become bored. This requires from instructors
a skill for devising questions that respect the
range of student knowledge while allowing for
student insight. There are really three moments
in an exam process, that may constitute 80% of
real time student learning (an average): a) the
review process b) the exam and how it gets both
students and teachers to think and remember
problem sets c) the follow-up, not just a grade,
but a full review of all the answers, good, average
and ‘bad’.

As professionals, we seek to understand the
importance of critical thinking and the usage of
knowledge ata deeperlevel. Thereare alot of tools
toassistin this, and the Revised Bloom’s taxonomy
(RBT) is one tool to assist in assessing cognitive
skills in order to clarify teaching goals, testing
and student outcomes [1]. Bloom’s taxonomy has
had a practical impact on teaching and learning
process at different levels of education up since
then. Originally Bloom saw his taxonomy as a
tool to classify educational objectives, activities
and assessments [2]. Anderson and Krathwohl
(2001) have modified the former classification
to make it more useful in terms of cognitive
function and emotional behavior. In the Revised
Bloom’s Taxonomy [3]. learning objectives are to
be considered from the higher levels of cognitive
skills. Learners should focus on deep learning,
acquiring knowledge and skills through a variety
of tasks and contexts. A new dimension was
introduced in the revised taxonomy related to
the types of knowledge that a learning activity
should address, such as factual, conceptual,
procedural and meta-cognitive. This revised
taxonomy consists of six levels of cognitive
skills starting from lower order thinking skills
(LOTS) and ending with higher order thinking
skills (HOTS). In the latest version, the following
thinking skills were highlighted: remembering,
understanding, applying, analyzing, evaluating,
and creating.

Anderson and Krathwohl’s rearrangement
took place at several levels with synthesis

(creating) placed higher than evaluation in the
original hierarchy. The lowest level of cognition
is remembering which helps learners to find out
if they gained some insights into the lesson or
topic and retrieve the memorized information.
Understanding is the level where students make
sense of the idea, explain and interpret facts they
have learned. Moving to the next level, applying
requires learners to use information in a new
way, but to follow suit, use the knowledge during
the lesson for solving problems. Analyzing is a
higher level where students take information
apart, explore understanding and relationships
and go beyond to see if they can analyze the
problem. At the evaluating level students
are asked to critically examine and make
judgements, assess the information learned, make
conclusions, and justify their decision or stance.
At the highest level of instructional outcome
creating is supposed to reorganize elements by
learners to produce or create something new
and coherent. As the learning process includes
acquisition of new skills, cognitive domain
focuses on development of mental abilities and
skills through recognizing data and concepts.
LOTS are attributed to the information retaining
and recalling, understanding and applying.
HOTS refer to the thinking and processing skills:
analysis, evaluation and synthesis.
Inherresearch, Johansson (2020) found that the
English courses taught at Swedish universities do
include the common use of HOTS e-assessment
tasks more than LOTS, however, there was a
difference in the HOTS tasks in some linguistics
and literature modules [4]. Koksal et al.’s (2018)
study states that the analysis of four language
skills” assessing questions revealed only lower
cognitive levels of knowledge with no traces of
higher order thinking levels [5]. Retnawati et al.’s
(2018) analysis of teacher interview responses
and test data give the idea that teachers” lack
of understanding of the concept of HOTS
assessments, ability how to improve and measure
student HOTS may have its implications for the
learner achievement [6]. Therefore, instructors
should be motivated to provide extended
information about higher order thinking and
to employ HOTS in composing testing. The
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research by Soleimani (2016) demonstrates that
in MA programs in testing classroom activities
lower order thinking skills and medium thinking
skills were predominantly used, while higher
order thinking skills were never used [7]. On the
other hand, PhD programs showed more applied
medium order thinking skills than higher order
thinking skills, while lower order thinking skills
were never used.

For higher order thinking skills to be
developed, learners still need the foundation of
the essential part of lower order thinking skills
[8]. Although LOTS are easier to teach, test and
measure, the knowledge gained through higher
order thinking is more likely to be applied in
solving problems in different contexts. As testing
is one of the measurement instruments to evaluate
student performance, making a good assessment
should incorporate all six cognitive process levels.
Multiple choice questions (MCQs) are used for
assessment purposes and are easy to administer
and score [9]. On top of that, being easy to grade
on the LMS Moodle, the latter is considered a
practical tool. At Astana IT University (AITU),
instructors with about 70 students per trimester
prefer MCQ quizzes on Moodle since they are
convenient and take no time to grade and give
feedback with results immediately after the
student submission. In the same vein, as Lenchuk
and Ahmed (2021) emphasize, well-developed
MCQs are highly reliable in grading since low
writing proficiency does not hinder a learner’s
ability to select the correct answer [9]. As
aforementioned, with feedback provided right
after the test completion, MCQs have a positive
washback on teaching and learning. Likewise,
Scully (2017) argues that the advantages of MCQ
quizzes provide access to all the levels of Bloom’s
taxonomy except for creativity [10]. To expand on
this, MCQs might facilitate cognitive processes
by requiring students to elicit conclusions
considering the given instructions, scenarios,
or tasks. Learner ability to act in new situations
and problem-solving skills can be assessed with
the assistance of MCQs. Evaluation, application,
and making inferences are foundations of critical
thinking. Consequently, the quality of education
should increase, and trained learners should be

able to adjust in the competitive and globalized
environment.

Sometimesresearchersassumethatsummative
tests mostly focused on knowledge,
comprehension and application abilities, even
if some question items are related to analysis,
synthesis and evaluation. Such tests may pose
difficulty for learners. This situation may require
the instructors to be responsible for constructing
the tests to review the assessment methods and
test construction with respect to LOTS or HOTS
questions. Additionally, creating MCQ quiz banks
on LMSMoodle canbe challenging (Javaeed, 2018,
as cited in Lenchuk & Ahmed, 2021) [9]. Javaeed
(2018, as cited in Lenchuk & Ahmed, 2021) claims
the limited amount of cognitive processes (LOTS
mainly) that can be assessed with MCQ), defining
the latter “pseudo-assessment” since they cannot
assess HOTS [9]. Lenchuk and Ahmed (2021)
state choosing the best possible answer does not
comprise answering an open-ended question;
thus, it impedes the ability to think critically
[9]. As a result, MCQs focus on assessing the
surface knowledge. Therefore, referring to the
abovementioned literature review, the purpose
of the present study is to raise the awareness of
whether higher order thinking skills in MCQ
quizzes are employed within the English for
Academic Purposes course at AITU. Accordingly,
our research questions are:

1)  What are the experiences of AITU English
instructors in terms of developing MCQ quizzes
considering the Revised Bloom’s Taxonomy?

2) What are the recommendations of AITU
English instructors for improving summative
assessment quizzes considering the Revised
Bloom’s Taxonomy?

are

Methodology

In the the research
methodology used to answer the research
questions — the research approach, a description
of primary data collection process, data analysis
techniques used, and limitations are written. To
answer the research questions, research data
was collected following the quantitative and
qualitative approaches; making it mixed-method

following section
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research [11]. The research site is Astana IT
University, a higher education institution in Nur-
Sultan, Kazakhstan founded in September 2019.
In the 2021-2022 academic year, the university
has
students who were taking the course of English
for Academic Purposes from September to
November (Trimester 1). This site was chosen
for research for the purpose of improving the
summative assessment practice of the English
language program
addressing the issues with developing MCQ
Moodle quizzes in relation to the Revised Bloom’s
Taxonomy and their effectiveness.

For the purpose of this study, summative
assessment quizzes used in the 1st Trimester
(2021-22), English for Academic Purposes course
at AITU, are studied. The aim is to classify the
quiz question bank according to the thinking
levels in line with the Revised Bloom’s taxonomy
[3]. In order to do that, a quantitative content
analysis of all MCQs is conducted. The mentioned
method is considered suitable for this study
as the method aims at classifying information
systematically in order to draw conclusions about
the content [12]. In order to go into depth while
identifying the MCQs — in terms of the cognitive
thinking level extent of the questions, we apply
a content analysis method through collecting,
listing, and analyzing the questions according
to lower order thinking skills: knowledge,
comprehension, and application, and higher
order thinking skills: analysis, evaluation, and
synthesis as they are classified in the Revised
Bloom’s taxonomy. In order to make the data
more manageable, we present the data in tables.
In each table, we supplied raw frequencies, as
well as the percentage, and number of question
items of each cognitive step. To sum up, we
employ the Revised Bloom’s taxonomy as the
theoretical framework of the study and tabulate
the findings accordingly. The answers to MCQs
of 306 undergraduate students with B2 level from
different specialties of AITU have been analyzed.

The course is made up of four summative
assessments (mid-term score test worth of 10%
and research project part 1-2 defence-20%; and
end-term score test worth of 10% and research

around 1500 first-year undergraduate

instructors, specifically

project part 3-4 defence -20%) and final exam
40%. The mid-term and end-term tests are thirty-
minute long and administered in Week 5 and
Week 10 of the course covering materials related to
the course content presented in the first five- and
the next five-week sessions. The test is consisted
of 75 four-option and 3 two-option MCQs.
The test is drafted and proofread by language
instructors (one native speaker and non-native
speaker instructors). The mid-term test items
(78) include the content corresponding to several
topics: academic integrity (17 questions); giving
presentations (11); features of academic articles
(4); textbook vocabulary (46). The end-term items
(77) cover the content related to the following
topics: APA style (20 questions); hedging
language (24); persuasive language (6); giving
presentations (10); signposting (3); textbook
vocabulary (14). To analyse the Trimester 1
quizzes, 4 instructors have shared their students’
mid-term and end-term results.

Furthermore, = through a  qualitative
research method, quiz development issues and
recommendations for improving summative
assessment were illuminated by the means of
autobiographical narrative
which allows to gain deeper insight of language
instructors’ experience. Through this method,
five English instructors shared their stories.
The five narrators used the research questions
to shape their writing about their experiences
and recommendations regarding summative
assessment experiences they had in the first
trimester. For the data collected through
autobiographical narrative inquiry, the platform
called Taguette was used to code using the survey
questions as tags.

inquiry analysis,

Results

The results of this study are given in two
sections, namely, findings and discussion. The
findings are organized according to the question
analysis, and the questions that were used to
write the autobiographical narratives.

The test item classification was analyzed
based on the Revised Bloom’s Taxonomy and
revealed three out of six levels of cognition. The
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three levels were remembering, understanding,
and applying. The two tests had overall 155
items in which 51% categorized in remembering,
44% categorized in understanding and 5% in
analyzing, which correspond to the lowest level
of cognition with 100%. In the tests remembering
and understanding levels were dominant
compared to the applying level. Specifically,
in the low cognition level fall the following
categories like remembering with 78 items (51%);
understanding with 69 items (44%). The applying
category has shown only 8 items comprising 5%
of the same cognitive level. Meanwhile, no item
was found for analyzing, evaluating and creating
which is the highest cognitive level. These
results may have a positive washback effect to
the language assessment classes, though the
findings indicate the limited range of cognitive
processes (remembering, understanding, and
applying) in which learners may find knowledge
memorization and reproduction acceptable and
discourage them to introduce new patterns of in-
depth content learning.

The study findings average
performance on the MCQ questions where the
test required merely retrieving from memory,
knowledge interpretation and transferring it in
other situations. The overall average percentage
of students with correct answers on the MCQ
quizzes during the mid-term and end-term period
demonstrated satisfactory results in remembering
category as 52.32% and 68%, respectively; in
understanding category there was 47% and 66%,
accordingly; in the applying level with 76% and
69% each. Thus, the study showed students are
easily fulfilling tasks requiring memorizing with
60% performance. In the level of understanding
students showed poor results (56,5%) where
knowledge was required to be interpreted,
explained, classified and inferred. Alternatively,
the student performance in the application level
shows positive outcome with 72% performance
in using knowledge for different situations.

Moving now to report on the autobiographical

determine

narratives. This section is divided into the
questions the narrators have addressed.
1. What cognitive process levels and knowledge

types in the Revised Bloom’s Taxonomy were measured

in summative quizzes for the Trimester 1 (2021-22)
English course at AITU?

According to the narrators, remembering and
understanding categories were prevalent in all
quizzes for Trimester 1 both mid- and end-term.
As for HOTs, Respondent 1, Respondent 2 and
Respondent 3 point out the applying level to be
measured as well.

2. To what extent do the MCQ quizzes for the
Trimester 1 (2021-22) English course at AITU cover
the higher order cognitive levels of Bloom’s taxonomy,
in your view?

As the biographical narratives state, less
than half of all MCQ quizzes covered higher
order thinking skills. Respondent 1 has specified
their answer, saying less than 30%. In contrast,
Respondent 4 has answered that questions with
HOTS are hardly tracked. Respondent 2 has
shared her concern saying the instructors had
limited time to devise effective question banks,
as well as test developers not being qualified
enough.

3. To what extent were the MCQ quizzes for
the Trimester 1 (2021-22) English course at AITU
effective to assess the higher order thinking skills of
the Revised Bloom’s taxonomy, in your view?

Most respondents emphasized administering
MCQ as being convenient. On top of that,
Respondent 4 has highlighted the reasons to cover
lower order thinking skills within MCQ: “easy
to develop, less time consuming, higher student
concentration”. In the same vein, Respondent 3
considers MCQs not being effective to measure
student knowledge. Respondent 2 has pointed
out that quiz items were never tested in terms
of “the Revised Bloom’s taxonomy, reliability
and validity”. Respondent 2 has also stated that
instructors aimed at making questions employing
some analysis and evaluation; however, they are
not always as effective as they should be.

4. What is the proportion of HOTS and LOTS
questions to effectively acquire language skills within
English for Academic Purposes at AITU?

The proportion of HOTS and LOTS in the
narrators’ points of view should mainly be with
HOTS predominant: 75\ 25 (Respondent 1), 70\ 30
(Respondent2), 50\ 50 (Respondent 3). In contrast,
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Respondent 4 deems the perfect balance of HOTS
and LOTS is 40\60, respectively. Respondent 5
claims that the optimal outcome should merge
both variables with subsequent student follow-
up discussions to determine which of either was
the most effective.

5. Have you ever developed MCQ quizzes
covering HOTS of Revised Bloom’s Taxonomy?

Developing quizzes with HOTS in mind is
what might be challenging. As AITU instructors
have highlighted in their narrations, 3 out of 5
have never considered HOTS while developing
MCQ quizzes. Respondent 2 has mentioned the
importance of the context and experienced some
pitfalls along the way. In turn, Respondent 1 has
claimed developing MCQ quizzes with HOTS is
what she hardly ever does.

6.  What are your recommendations to improve
the development of summative quizzes considering the
Revised Bloom'’s taxonomy at AITU?

Recommendations shared by the narrators
can be clustered in the following five categories:

1. MCQ: to incorporate open questions to
assess student critical thinking; to refrain from
developing only MCQ quizzes; to introduce
other types of testing not only MCQs.

2. The Revised Bloom’s taxonomy: to
include more questions for higher order cognitive
levels; to find a balance between the number
of HOTS and LOTS questions based on the
course aim and objectives; to apply the Revised
Bloom’s taxonomy verb list to guide students;
the summative test should be designed to test
acquisition (if the words can be used in different
contexts).

3. Test moderation: to regularly check the
question banks on reliability, validity, difficulty
level and the Revised Bloom’s taxonomy; to
check for reliability and validity; to start creating
questions earlier, especially HOTS ones.

4. Test developers: to hire an experienced
specialist; teaching staff training; to allocate a
person knowledgeable about test developing
issue and responsible for verification of question
banks.

5. Student follow-up about MCQ quizzes in
terms of HOTS and LOTS.

Discussion

Based on thereflections of the English language
program faculty and question analysis, some
conclusions can be inferred. First, administering
MCQ quizzes is what most narrators found
more convenient. Baker and Gravran (2019, as
cited in Lenchuk & Ahmed, 2021) emphasized
the abovementioned point in their research as
well [9]. With respect to MCQ quizzes being
practical, there was a general agreement among
respondents. Sharing the concern that MCQ
quizzes mainly assess LOTS, AITU faculty’s
opinion aligns with Javeed (2018), and Baker and
Gravran (2019, as cited in Lenchuk & Ahmed,
2021), stating that the surface knowledge is
what can be assessed with MCQs [9]. On the
other hand, the questions analyzed demonstrate
the prevalence of LOTS (remembering,
understanding), which contradicts the paper of
Scully (2017) highlighting the opportunity MCQ
quizzes have; specifically, to access to all the
levels of Bloom’s taxonomy except for creativity
[10].

Turning now to summaries, the major
recommendations the narrators agree upon
are to devise more open-ended questions and
incorporate various question types apart from
MCQs. Among the recommendations, developing
and assessing critical thinking is mentioned as
well. Finally, all the instructors agree that some
experienced and competent instructors are of
need to develop question banks. More teacher
staff training is strongly advisable. Finally,
student opinion must be included.

In reference to the speculations of Astana
IT University’s instructors and the test item
classification assessment it is worth noting that
cognitive processes have been covered in a
limited range in line with the Revised Bloom’s
taxonomy and were classified as remember,
apply and analyze. Additionally, there are no
items related to higher order thinking skills.
Studies of Karamustafaoglu et al. (2003) maintain
the same idea that traditional tests constitute
questions of lower order cognition [13]. Current
results are also consistent with Mohammadi et
al’s (2010) study that also pursued to determine
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cognitive process levels measured on the English
Language tests in Iran and the findings followed
the same suit. Thus, the view of Buckles and
Siegfried (2006) suggests that multiple-choice
questions are not always appropriate for checking
extensive knowledge as HOTS require more
creativity and individuality in reasoning which
cannot be measured through MCQs [15].

As regards the summative tests, the overall
average score is 52 (mid-term test) and 68
(end-term test) out of 100, which is satisfactory
or passing grade according to the university
grading system. It is well correlated with overall
percentage on the tests in terms of cognitive
levels where in remembering category it is
52.32% and 68%, respectively; in understanding
category there is 47% and 66%, accordingly; in the
applying level with 76% and 69% each. The test
results prove that at the very beginning students
face some difficulties while answering the MCQs
that are used to be exposed to questions which
check student understanding and remembering
while taking current asynchronous task tests in
the formative assessment. However, the present
situation has shown some improvements in the
subsequent end-term test. Instructors’ reflections
may point out that university instructors
generally prefer to check only student knowledge
and understanding. This issue has also been
reflected in the findings of Azar’s study (2005)
[16]. Our findings may have some methodological
implications for instructors as they imply that
learners are likely to fail the higher order thinking
questions without even trying. The major worries
of faculty members may be attributed to the
negative performance of students and test design
without considering every step of cognitive

levels, therefore, for this reason some training on
measuring and assessing student achievements
through the Revised Bloom’s taxonomy cognitive
levels should be held.

Conclusion

Student quizzes are always a challenge, both
to the student and to the examiner or examination
team. The findings of this study are similar to
what scholars are concluding globally. The faculty
members of AITU English Language Program
have experienced a range of issues. Looking
closely at the findings it is essential for instructors
to focus on the quiz design considering the
balance of LOTS and HOTS. Despite answering
the research questions, the study has certain
limitations. In terms of data analysis, 22 out of
155 questions were not scrutinized due to some
technical troubles. On top of that, only MCQ
quizzes were considered; however, HOTS as well
as LOTS are covered during in-class activities.
This study could be improved by questioning
more instructors, analyzing more student quiz
results, and assessing student opinions.

All things considered, the data show that
instructors had various experiences with
designing MCQ quizzes. The study participants
understood the limits that a question type
(MCQs) imposes. As the study illuminated the
issues related to covering HOTS within MCQ
quizzes, the approaches to developing and using
testing types may be improved. It is implied
that the university administration should pay
more attention to quiz development practices
by training the instructors and allocating people
responsible for designing and testing analysis.
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BipHelie HycKaAbl JXayalTapbl 0ap TecTidep: akaAeMUsIABIK aFbLAIIBIH
TiaiH y¥ipeHyIIi CTyAeHTTep YIIiH JXaHapThlaFaH bayM TaKCOHOMMSICHI
HeTi3iHAe TYBIHAAVITHIH Maceaelep MeH menrimaep

AnaaTma. bipHenre HycKaaapAbIH illliHeH >KayanTsl TaHAAy TeCTileyi OKBITYIIbLAap apachlHAA KUBIHABIK TY-
ApipyAa. baym TakcOHOMMSCH OOJIBIHIIIA TECT JKacay KeIl KYIII JKyMcayAbl Ka’KeT eTeTiHiH aTall eTyre 001a4bl.

CorikeciHIIle, aFBIAIIBIH Tidl MyFaliMAepi TecTidepAiH TMiMAIAIriH apTThIpyAa TypAi Kegepriaepre tam 60-
ayaa. Astana IT University-4iH aFbIAIIBIH Tial MyFaaiMaepi apacbiHAa Ke3AeceTiH Heri3Ti Maceaeaep HeriziHeH
CTyAeHTTepAiH >KOFaphl JgeHrelijeri oiiaay kaOideTTepi MeH TOMeHIi aeHrelijeri oiiaay KabiaeTTepiH eckepe
OTBHIPBIII, CYpaKTapAbl KypacThipyMeH OaiiaaHbicThl. COHABIKTaH OyA 3epTTey SKYMBICH OipHelle HycKalapaaH
>KayaIThl TaHAay TeCTiH OpbIHAAY >KoHe JKaKcapTy OOIbIHIIa YChIHbICTap TyprbichiHaH Astana IT University-ain
aFBLAIIBIH Tial IToHi MyFaaimMAepiHiH Toxxipubecin sepTreyre 6arpiTTaarad. OCbIFaH ColiKec 3epTTey KYMBICLIHAA
MBbIHaJall Maceaeaep KO3Fala/bl:

1) Astana IT University-4iH arplaIbiH Tiai MyraaiMaepinig BayMmHbIH KaliTa KapaaraH TaKCOHOMUSCHIH
ecKepe OTHIPBIII, OipHellle HyCKaJlapJaH >kKayalTsl TaHAAy TecTidepiH KypacThIpyaa ToXXipnudeci kaHAam?

2) baymHBIH KaliTa KapaAFaH TaKCOHOMISCBIH eCKepe OTHIPBITI, KOPBITHIHABI TeCTiAepai KaKcapTy OOIBIHIIIA
Astana IT University-4iH aFbIAIIBIH Tial MyFaaiMAepiHiH YCBIHBICTapBI KaHAAN?

Ocsl 3epTTey CypaKTapbliHa >Kayall Oepy YIIiH AepeKTep caIlaAblK >KoHe CaHABIK 94icTepAi KOA4aHa OTBIPHIIT
>KnHaAaAbl. KaHaall cypakTap >KOraphl AeHrelieri oliday KabizeTTrepi MeH TOMeHTI AeHrelijeri oliaay Kadiaer-
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Tepi caHaTBhIHA >KaTaTBIHABIFBIH aHBIKTaY YILIiH CypaKTapFa Taaday Ky prisizeai; emipOasHABIK Taa4ay apKbLAbI
Oec arplLAIIBIH Tial IIoHI MyFaaiMiHiH ToxKipmuOeciHe ToKTasaAbl. OKBITYABIH THiMALAITiH apTTHIPY YIIiH OipHe-
IIle HyCKaJdapJaH KayaIlThl TaHAay TecCTidepiH KypacThIpy Ke3iHAeTi KMBIHABIKTapABI IIerty e Oy 3epTTeyAil
HaTIpKeAepi Astana IT University-4iH arblAIIbIH Tiai IoHI MyFaaimMAaepi yIiliH marigaas 004aabl.

Tyiiin ce3aep: xxorapsl OiaiM, OipHellle HycKayAapaaH >KayallThl TaHay TecTtidepi, baym Takconommsce,
onaais 0iaim, TEFL

XK .K.Taemosa, XK.A. TyceanbbaeBa
A.AVmanoBa, A.M.Ypa3oekosa, M.C.JKenncbaesa
Astana IT University, Acmana, Kasaxcman

TecTbl MHOXXeCTBEHHOTO BBIOOpa: IP00AeMBbI U penIeHMs
0 IpMHIIMIIaM OOHOBAeHHOV TakcoHOMUM bayma aas ctyaenTos,
M3yYaromMX aKajeMIIeCKUI aHT AMICKUN SI3bIK.

AnnoTanms. TecTsl MHOXeCTBEHHOTO BBIOOpa OpocaloT BBI30B MearoraM. MOXXHO OTMETUTD, YTO paspa-
6oTKa TecToB 110 TakcoHoMuu bayma Tpebyer 60ABIINX YCUANIL. YUUTBIBas DTO, IperiojaBaTeAn aHIAMICKOTO
SI3BIKA CTAAKMBAIOTCS C Pa3AMYHBIMU IPEIIATCTBUAMY, CBSA3aHHBIMMU C oOecitedeHreM dPPeKTUBHOCTH TeCTOB.
OcHoBHble MPOOAeMEI, ¢ KOTOPBIMU CTaAKMBAIOTCS IIperiojasaTeAn aHrAuiickoro sspika AITU, moryT ObITh
CBsI3aHEBI C CO34aHNeM Borpocos yunTteisast HMBY (Hasbiku Mblmaenns picokoro ypossa) u HMHY (HaBbikn
MBIIIIAeHNMsT HU3KOTro ypoBHs:). Takum oOpasoM, TO MccaejoBaHue HallpaBAeHO Ha M3y4yeHMe OIIbITa IIpero-
AaBaTeaelr aHramitckoro s3bika B AITU ¢ Toukn spenns 3PpQPeKTUBHOCTU TecTa ¢ HeCKOABKIIMIY BapMaHTaMI
OTBETOB U peKOMeHJall /i1 110 X coBepIeHcTBoBanuI0. COOTBeTCTBEHHO, BOIIPOCHI MCCAeAOBAHMS, CAeAyIOLe:

1) Kakos ombIT mpenogasarteaeli anraniickoro sizsika AITU B paszpaOoTke TeCTOB ¢ HECKOABKMMM BapMaHTa-
MM C y4eTOM IlepecMOTpeHHO TakcoHoMun bayma?

2) Kakospl pekoMeHaalu IperojasaTeleil auraniickoro Aspika AITU no yAy4llieHnio MTOTOBBIX TeCTOB C
Y4eToM IlepecMOTpeHHoIT Takconomuu bayma?

UYUToOB! OTBETUTH Ha HTU MCCAeA0BaTeAbCKME BOIIPOCH, AaHHbIe OyAyT cOOMpPaThCs C UCIOAb30BAaHMEM Kak
Ka4yeCTBeHHBIX, TaK ¥ KOAUYeCTBeHHBIX I10AX040B. byaeT 1ipoBeseH aHaAM3 BOIIPOCOB, YTOOBI BRLICHUTD, KaKue
BOIIPOCHI OTHOCATCS K Kareropuy HMBY man HMHY; 6yayT ocselieHs IToCpeACTBOM aBTOOMOTpadpmIeckoro
IIOBeCTBOBATEALHOTO aHaAM3a OIILITHI IIATU IIperiojaBaTeAeli aHI AUIICKOTO si3bIKa. Pe3yapTaThl 9TOTO MccaeAo-
BaHUS OyAyT IIOAE3HLI 4451 IIperiojapaTteeii aHrauitckoro sspika AITU npu perenun rpodaem pa3padoTKu
TECTOB C HECKOABKUMI BapMaHTaMI OTBETOB A4S TOBBIIIeHNs 5PPEKTUBHOCTI OOYIeHTL.

Karouesbie caoBa: Briciiiee 0OpazoBaHue, TeCTHI MHOXKeCTBEHHOTO BhIOOPa, Takconomus bayma, onaaiin-o6-
pasosanne, TEFL.
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