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The development of new exam formats to aid the development of L2 vocabulary 
improvement has been the subject of extensive research. Nevertheless, it has rarely 
been discussed in prior literature whether different forms of assessments (receptive 
vs. productive) result in the thorough mastering of active vocabulary knowledge in in 
an EFL context like Iran, hence, this research examined the impact of receptive 
(multiple-choice tests) and productive (C-tests) vocabulary testing on EFL active 
vocabulary learning. To this end, a sample of 60 English learners from one of the 
private language institutes in Maragheh, Iran, were randomly assigned into the 
receptive vocabulary group, productive vocabulary group and traditional or control 
group. Each class had an equal number of students (N = 20). The data gathering tools 
were the Oxford placement test, a pretest in vocabulary to check the number of 
unfamiliar words, a posttest in vocabulary, and a semi-structured interview. The 
participants in the receptive vocabulary as the first experimental group took a series 
of multiple-choice tests, whereas the second group used C-tests during the treatment. 
The findings of Analysis of variance and subsequently, the post hoc results showed 
that while both C-tests and multiple-choice tests were effective in enhancing EFL 
active vocabulary knowledge, C-tests were more effective than multiple-choice tests. 
The findings of the interview with the foreign language students in the productive 
vocabulary class reinforced the findings of data analysis, as the students expressed 
positive attitudes toward the employment of C-tests as effective means for improving 
their active vocabulary recall. The results of this research provide new insights for 
language instructors and curriculum designers to apply C-tests in EFL courses.   
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1. Introduction  

The concept of lexicon has was described as being multidimensional or 
multicomponent (Milton & Fitzpatrick, 2014; Karafkan et al., 2022; Schmitt, 
2014). It has long been recognized that vocabulary acquisition and knowledge 
can predict language use and ability (Milton, 2013; Nation, 2013).Wilkins 
(1972, p. 111) focused on the importance of vocabulary and stated “without 
grammar, very little can be conveyed; without vocabulary, nothing can be 
conveyed”. According to Nation (2001), understanding a word entails 
understanding its grammatical functions, collocations, and usage restrictions 
like register and frequency, as well as its form, meaning, and use. The first 
refers to word parts, written, and spoken. The second refers to concepts and 
referents, form and meaning, and relationships, and the last refers to the use of 
words in context. All of the aforementioned elements of knowing a word means 
what are covered by receptive and productive knowledge, according to Nation 
(2001). For example, the receptive section of the spoken language is 
understanding the manner in which a term sounds, while the productive aspect 
is knowing how the word is pronounced. Hence, all three of a vocabulary’s 
main parts include both productive and receptive vocabulary knowledge.  

Scholars decided to categorize knowledge in vocabulary in accordance to 
how it is used in speaking, listening, writing, and reading. As a result, they 
distinguished between productive and receptive vocabulary (Durongbhandhu 
& Suwanasilp, 2023; Masrai, 2022; Schmitt, 2014). Receptive vocabulary 
knowledge refers to the understanding that students have of a word’s meaning 
when reading text or listening to an audio file. Learners understand the meaning 
of vocabulary that is not used in speech or writing but that helps them 
understand the text they have read (Maskor & Baharudin, 2016). Learning 
words that are used by the students is considered productive vocabulary 
knowledge (Faraj, 2015). Because students may create new words to express 
their minds and emotions in a manner that the interlocutors can comprehend, 
productive vocabulary can be conceived of as a process of activating 
vocabulary (Webb, 2005). The active vocabulary that students can call orally 
is knowledge of vocabulary, according to Harmer (2001), whilst students can 
call and produce passive words through writing, they cannot create and 
generate a passive vocabulary via recognizing.  

Receptive vocabulary development is the cornerstone of productive 
vocabulary growth, and word comprehension comes before word production 
(López Otero & Jimenez, 2022). The ability to identify and recognize writings 
may come before the capacity to communicate intention and do so in the 
appropriate vocabularies, or the capacity to identify and recognize written form 
may come before the capacity to spell words correctly. According to San 
Mateo-Valdehíta and Diego (2021), because students should first learn 
vocabulary through receptive learning before using it in productive ways, there 
is no need to divide receptive from the productive vocabulary.  
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Both the areas of instruction and evaluation deal with receptive vocabulary 
and productive vocabulary knowledge. As assessing complicated skills, both 
receptive and productive, are irrefutable components in monitoring the 
operability of instructional goals, assessment in language teaching is a crucial 
multidimensional endeavor (Polat, 2020). According to the conventional 
wisdom, vocabulary testing should focus on the separate abilities of reading, 
listening, speaking, and writing (together referred to as “receptive skills”) 
(Fitzpatrick & Clenton, 2017). Tests of vocabulary knowledge are now 
employed for placement purposes due to the close relationship of vocabulary 
knowledge and total competency of language. Test items could also be divided 
into receptive and productive formats. For instance, matching and 
multiplechoice items are receptive (Evans & Morrison, 2011), while C-test and 
openended items are productive (productive article). The washback effects of 
these testing procedures could be different such that receptive formats stimulate 
passive teaching and learning, whereas productive formats encourage more 
active instruction that could lead to a more engaging learning process (Read & 
Chapelle, 2001). There are several studies in the field of receptive knowledge 
as well as productive vocabulary one (Durongbhandhu & Suwanasilp, 2023) 
that most of them are correlational in nature (e.g., Zhong, 2018); however, there 
are a few that studied these two strategies on active vocabulary performance of 
EFL learners. Therefore, this research’s goal was to determine the effect of 
receptive (multiple-choice items) and productive vocabulary testing (C-test 
items) on active vocabulary recall and the EFL learners’ points of view about 
these types of vocabulary tests.  

  

2. Literature Review  

For L2 English language learners, acquiring vocabulary is a major difficulty, 
especially in classroom settings when there is insufficient exposure due to time 
constraints (Evans & Morrison, 2011). There is no such thing as a fully 
mastered vocabulary; instead, vocabulary grows and develops over time (Li & 
Hafner, 2022). Making the form-meaning connection the most crucial sub-
category of vocabulary knowledge is one strategy for differentiating the various 
vocabulary forms (Teng, 2019). Establishing a link between form and meaning, 
which is described as the attribution of the orthographical expression to the 
meaning of the lexicon, may also be challenging for students. According to 
Hulstijn (2013), learning a new word or expression without deliberately 
memorizing it can be challenging for EFL learners. Poor language processing 
throughout language input access (Hulstijn, 2001) may prevent students from 
deriving meaning and creating a form-meaning connection. Additionally, in the 
field of vocabulary knowledge, intensional and rational relationships with other 
semantically related words as well as linkages between ideas and referents, are 
crucial and help one understand a term in considerable detail (Vasiljevic, 
2014).  
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The receptive-productive aspect, another subtype of knowledge in 
vocabulary, can be used to distinguish the level of understanding and lexis 
production proficiency (Garnier & Schmitt, 2016; Schmitt, 2014; Stoeckel et 
al., 2021). Henriksen (1999) suggests different aspects to examine vocabulary 
acquisition: a “partial-precise knowledge” aspect, a “depth of knowledge” 
aspect, and a “receptive-productive” aspect (p.340). He further notes that most 
scholars agree that vocabulary in the form of receptive and productive are 
separated. While knowledge in the form of production is the linguistic 
proficiency needed to create vocabularies in speaking and writing, receptive 
knowledge is sometimes characterized as the capacity to understand terms in 
reading and listening (Schmitt, 2010). As Melks Teichrow (1982) stated, a 
student acquires more vocabulary when receptive knowledge gradually 
transforms into productive knowledge (cited in Pignot-Shahov, 2012). Many 
scholars concur on a receptive-productive spectrum, generally suggesting a 
string of new words moving from recognition that is passive to recall that is 
active (Schmitt, 2014; Teng & Xu, 2022).   

Different receptive and productive vocabulary tests have been developed 
and offered by academics to measure vocabulary knowledge. These exams 
allow for the evaluation of various talents and sub-skills. The Vocabulary 
Levels Test (VLT) and the Vocabulary Size Test (VST) (Nation & Beglar, 
2007) are two of the most popular of these assessments that allow students to 
select a meaning from a list of alternatives after being given the target word. 
Additionally, multiple-choice exams are the most often utilized examinations 
to gauge the receptive vocabulary knowledge of EFL/ESL students (Stewart et 
al., 2021). Most multiple-choice exams typically have four or five options for 
each item, and students must choose the right one. Several benefits come with 
multiple-choice questions. Exam papers are easy for scorers to review at first. 
It could be measured mechanically, ensuring the accuracy of the scorers, 
because it typically only has one accurate answer or a small number of correct 
answers. In addition to having a high degree of scoring reliability, 
multiplechoice items can save time, effort, and cost when administering 
extensive exams. According to Alderson (2000), multiple-choice tests are a 
common method of determining a student’s level of understanding. They give 
testers some degree of control over the possible answers and the learners’ 
thought processes during the testing procedure.  

However, the usefulness of multiple-choice tests has frequently been 
disputed. Such test items, for instance, are vulnerable to the guessing effect, 
which could cause test scores to be overestimated (Chiu & Camilli, 2013). 
Additionally, multiple-choice exams’ validity is questioned because they could 
lead to a “test of passive recognition of words that does not approximate the 
experience of readers of authentic English texts” (Stewart, 2014, p. 271). This 
implies that this test cannot assess language as a communication tool. In 
everyday life, appropriate replies are produced rather than selected from 
various possibilities (Luo & Zhang, 2011). The researchers have claimed that 
multiple-choice assessments may overstate estimates of vocabulary quantity 
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and levels (e.g., Kremmel & Schmitt, 2016; Nation & Webb, 2011; Webb, 
2007). To estimate students’ understanding of the relationship of form and 
meaning, it has been recommended that meaning-recall vocabulary tests, in 
which meanings are conveyed orally by students rather than chosen are so 
influential.  

On the other hand, effective exam formats might result in a positive 
washback because they do not promote decontextualized memorization of new 
terms. One of the best language examinations for determining vocabulary 
proficiency is the C-test. The cloze tests and the C-test method are theoretically 
related (Gogolin et al., 2021). In contrast to cloze test approaches, it uses 
different deletion strategies and other criteria. The test in the form of C-test is 
an integrated written test of overall English knowledge with decreased 
redundancy. It includes of 5 to 6 succinct, thorough, and correct texts. In 
writings such as these ones, the first and last statements are left alone (Karimi, 
2011). Using the “rule-of-two” that entails removing the second half of each 
other term starting with the 2th word of the 2th sentence, the C-test damages 
certain portions of the text by eliminating half of the term (Daller, Müller, & 
Wang-Taylor, 2021). This test style requires knowledge of the context and 
lexical cues, such as word connections, and is productive and context-
dependent (Wang-Taylor & Milton, 2019).  

The majority of the literature concentrates on vocabulary size considering 
the effectiveness of on receptive and productive knowledge (Ozturk, 2015; 
Webb & Chang, 2012; Zhong, 2011; Zhong & Hirsh, 2009), and it consistently 
finds that L2 students have larger sizes of receptive vocabulary than productive 
vocabulary sizes, as well as various growth rates for the 2 categories of 
vocabularies. Since that knowledge in vocabulary is a nuanced construct, size 
alone does not entirely demonstrate a word’s movement and improvment from 
receptive use to productive one (Nation, 2001; Schmitt, 2010). The connection 
between two knowledge and English skills and subskills is being researched in 
the other area of receptive and productive vocabulary investigation. While EFL 
knowledge in vocabulary is necessary and a requirement for comprehending 
other English skills and sub-skills, its documented relationship to reading 
ability and writing is probably maybe the most popular explanation for the 
evaluation of EFL vocabulary knowledge (Hartono & Prima, 2021; Uchihara 
et al., 2020; Zhong, 2018). It is still not apparent which type of vocabulary 
knowledge—receptive or productive—is a better forecaster of other skills, 
including reading skill (McLean et al., 2020). Scientists assert that because 
reading is fundamentally a receptive one, a vocabulary exam that emphasizes 
recognition of vocabulary in the form of receptive knowledge is likely to be the 
most accurate indicator of the ability in reading. They claim that the large 
percentage of vocabulary tests employed to estimate reading ability are in fact 
receptive tests of vocabulary size or levels (Ha, 2021).  

Two types of vocabulary knowledge were the focus of some experimental 
and correlational studies, for example, Maskor and Baharudin (2016) studied 
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the effective roles of these two strategies on writing skill and concluded that 
integration of two-vocabulary knowledge can be influential in increasing 
learners’ interest to write essays. Moreover, Torabian et al. (2014) examined 
the connection of Iranian students’ collocational skill and vocabulary 
knowledge. The findings supported the existence of a large gap between the 
undergraduate learners’ receptive and productive lexical knowledge.  

Although a bulk of research exists on receptive and productive vocabulary 
knowledge, there is a paucity of research investigating the effect of receptive 
and productive testing on active vocabulary recall and the EFL learners’ points 
of view about these types of vocabulary tests. To this end, this study aimed to 
niche the gap and answer the following research question:   

RQ1: Do various test types (multiple choice and C-test) affect Iranian EFL 
students’ active vocabulary knowledge?    

RQ2: What are EFL students’ perceptions toward using tests to improve 
active vocabulary knowledge?  

  

3. Method  

3.1. Participants  

The participants of this research were intermediate-level EFL learners of a 
private language center in Maragheh, Iran that were chose in terms of the 
convenience sampling. A total of 60 learners (36 female and 24 male) were 
randomly assigned into the receptive vocabulary group, productive vocabulary 
group, and traditional or control group. Each class had an equal number of 
students (N = 20). The participants were homogeneous in age (between 20 and 
27 years old) and language proficiency at data gathering time. In addition, they 
share the same mother tongue, Turkish, but they are also fluent in Persian.   

3.2. Materials and Instruments  

3.2.1 Oxford Placement Test  

A standardized test called the Oxford Placement Test (OPT) was selected 
to gauge language proficiency. The average administration duration for this 60-
item test is 70 minutes. Those scores falling between X and one SD were 
chosen since the acquired scores did not significantly deviate from the normal 
distribution. The students in the current research were the intermediate-level 
ones, in accordance to the institute’s report, however to ensure more, OPT test 
was used to study whether the learners were the same in their general English 
level. The test’s reliability was estimated and reported to be.81, showing the 
test items’ high level of internal consistency.  
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3.2.2. Target Words  

Before the study, a practice vocabulary test with 80 common English terms 
was created. The researcher tried to find the topics that the subjects had little 
familiarity. This examination was created by an updated Test of Academic 
Lexicon (Scarcella & Zimmerman, 1998), which asks test takers to categorize 
their word knowledge into one of four levels as expressed below:   

(a) I comprehend the new lexicon   

(b) I do not understand the term  

(c) I have seen it previously, but I am unsure of its meaning  

(d) I comprehend the term whenever I see or hear it in a statement; 
however, I am confused of using it in speaking or writing.  

The items provided in the exam were obtained from the vocabulary list of 
the 3rd volume of the book “4000 Essential English Vocabulary” by Nation 
(2009). The test showed acceptable reliability for testing depth of vocabulary 
knowledge and Cronbach’s alpha reported to be .95. After the results, 60 
lexicons with an average score below 3 were retained from the study since it 
was doubtful that participants had receptive vocabulary knowledge or 
productive vocabulary knowledge. Six sets of 10 things each were created from 
these 60 pieces. Each session, the participants were given a different assortment 
of these things to investigate.  

  

3.2.3 Multiple-Choice Test  

Based on the words unfamiliar to the participants, a series of 6 
multiplechoice tests consisting of 20 items were designed to see EFL learners' 
active vocabulary development. The test was designed to see if the multiple-
choice test affects the first experimental group and how receptive testing could 
affect active vocabulary knowledge over time.   

3.2.4. C-test  

Based on the words unfamiliar to the participants, a series of 6 C-tests 
consisting of 20 items was designed for each productive vocabulary learning 
group session. To make the C-test, the rule-of-two was applied to construct 
items using passages based on the target words instructed to the groups. The 
exam was used to estimate the development of EFL students’ active vocabulary 
knowledge in the second experimental group. The C-test has completion items 
formed by mutilating half of every other word starting from the second word 
of the second sentence. The first and last sentences were kept intact. The tests 
consisted of passages with five gaps that required active vocabulary knowledge 
of the students.  
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3.2.5. Post-test in Vocabulary  

For measuring the vocabulary level of the learners after the treatment, a 
posttest of vocabulary with 40 items in the form of both recognition (20 items) 
and production (20 items) tests were designed. In the recognition test, the 
participants were needed to recognize the suitable words through 
multiplechoice items. According to Bachman and Palmer (2010), “recognition 
form items only required the examinees to recognize the correct response from 
among the alternatives provided for each stem” (p.32). However, in this study, 
the production test was described as the learners’ ability to produce the correct 
vocabulary in the correct context by answering the items in the form of fill-
inthe-blanks. According to Bachman and Palmer (2010), a production test 
refers to a suppletion test and “suppletion or completion from items required to 
supply the missing part(s) of the stem or complete an incomplete item” (P.32). 
The test piloted with 15 EFL learners from the same population of the institute 
and its reliability reported being .73. Furthermore, the validity of the test 
validated by three university instructors of Maragheh Azad University.   

3.2.6. Semi-structured Interview  

A semi-structured interview was the last tool utilized in the current research 
to measure the participants’ perspectives toward the employment of the 
vocabulary testing method that outperformed the other group’s vocabulary 
knowledge. To this end, an interview was conducted with the participants of 
productive vocabulary testing group. The reason for conducting interview 
sessions with this group was the fact that the productive vocabulary group 
improved the other groups and the researcher conducted one by one interview 
with the 20 participants. As it is clear, the interview is a daunting and 
timeconsuming task and for this reason, productive vocabulary group was of 
prime importance for running interview due to the high performance. For 
running interview, the researcher invited the students of the group to reflect on 
their overall perception of the testing strategy used in the classes, such as 
whether they liked the class and recommended it to others. They were also 
required to give reasons for their answers. Besides, the participants were 
needed to say their ideas about the testing strategy’s strengths and weaknesses 
and suggest ways to improve it. Each student was interviewed individually 
while recording their voices for further analysis and presentation. The 
interviewees provided their responses in Farsi, which were translated into 
English and presented as part of the study’s qualitative data. To estimate the 
credibility of the interview questions, the information gathered from the 
interviewees were presented and they were required to focus on each question, 
and the answers were given themselves to see whether there was any problem 
with or differences in the answers. The participants confirmed the accuracy of 
the data, so the interview’s credibility was approved. For dependability, 30% 
of the interview results were re-checked by two of the researcher’s colleagues 
who were familiar with the data analysis section. The inter-rater reliability 
result was reported to be .87.  
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3.3. Procedure  

At the onset of the study and following a general ethics code for research, 
the Academic Affairs of the university’s language department approved the 
consensus forms to start the research. Thus, the learners were informed on the 
study’s goals and the confidentiality of personal information. It was crucial to 
ensure that both the research institute and the participants understood their right 
to anonymity. In the first phase and two weeks before the onset of the treatment, 
OPT was used for 75 students to be sure the EFL students’ homogeneity in 
language proficiency. The test was used to examine whether the students were 
about the same regarding their language proficiency. After analyzing the scores 
of the proficiency test, 15 learners were discarded from the study due to their 
high/low scores on the test, and 60 learners were divided among three groups: 
receptive vocabulary (N = 20), productive vocabulary (N = 20), and control 
group (N = 20). It is worthwhile stating that the criteria for homogenizing the 
students on general English was 1SD below and above the mean. After this 
phase, the vocabulary pretest was run to the learners in the groups one week 
before the study, and the allotted time was 60 minutes. Then, the treatment was 
started. The treatment lasted for ten sessions, and the unfamiliar words were 
instructed to the learners by the researcher.   

In both experimental groups, the instructors presented a topic based on the 
selected new words such as ‘disappear’, ‘abandon’, ‘wisdom’, and did warmup 
activities to introduce the new topic. Teaching new words using synonyms and 
antonyms, making sentences, giving feedback, and encouraging the learners to 
take part in the process of instruction were the other responsibilities of the 
teachers. The primary variation of two experimental groups was that the 
receptive testing strategy group got multiple-choice tests after teaching the 
unknown new words in each session. In contrast, the productive vocabulary 
testing strategy group received C-tests as a part of their vocabulary testing 
strategy. A vocabulary test related to the study material was presented to the 
learners at the final minutes of each session. These tests were designed in the 
multiple-choice tests and C-tests. The situation was different for the learners in 
the control group as they needed to memorize the list of the same new words, 
make sentences, and get feedback from the teacher or peers.  

Moreover, there was no test after the instruction during each session. After 
finishing the treatment, the researcher administered a posttest in vocabulary in 
the form of recognition (multiple-choice format) and a productive one (fill in 
the blanks format), and the allotted time was 60 minutes. To give more credit 
to the findings of this study, a semi-structured interview was also administered 
to know how learners evaluate the effectiveness of the most effective method 
in enhancing their active vocabulary knowledge compared with the other 
groups. The researcher conducted one-by-one interviews with each student 
while recording their voices for further analysis and presentation. The 
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interviewees provided their responses in Farsi, which were translated into 
English and presented as part of the study’s qualitative data.   

3.4. Data Analysis  

The data were statistically analyzed by SPPS software (Version 22.0) to 
compare the scores obtained from the experimental and control groups to assess 
the progress in EFL learners’ active vocabulary knowledge. To this end, 
independent samples ANOVA was run to probe the differences of the groups 
and check how receptive and productive testing types could affect the active 
vocabulary knowledge of the students. The key constructs of interview were 
analyzed via thematic analysis and reported as extracts. The analysis of the 
qualitative data in the form of the interviews were conducted based on the 
guidance presented by Schmidt (2004). The interview transcripts were 
analyzed using his semi-structured interview analysis method. The students’ 
complete responses to each interview question served as the unit of analysis for 
the interview data. When coding the interview data, only the codes related to 
the question of the interview were presented in the form of sub-themes and the 
extracts.  

  

4. Results and Discussion  

4.1. Results  

4.1.1. Quantitative Data Analysis: Descriptive and Reliability Statistics  

The research question number one dealt with the effectiveness of receptive 
vs. productive vocabulary testing strategy on EFL learners’ vocabulary 
knowledge. Prior to comparing the increases across the groups, the data's 
normality was verified using Shapiro-Wilk, which produced a normal 
distribution. Thus, parametric tests were employed to compare the 
effectiveness of the groups individually as well as between them. The results 
of the posttest in vocabulary among groups are displayed in Table 1.  

Table 1.  

Descriptive Statistics of Post-test in Vocabulary  

Groups                           Post-test    

  N   M   SD   

Receptive   20   13.88   2.49   

Productive   20   17.66   2.53   

Control   20   11.55   1.78   
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To find out if there are meaningful differences among the treatment 
groups, their posttest scores were compared using the ANOVA procedure. 
Table 1 reveals that the mean score of the learners in the receptive vocabulary 
group is 13.88 with an SD of 2.49 and the mean score of learners receiving 
productive testing strategy is 17.66 with an SD of 2.53. In addition, the mean 
of the conventional vocabulary testing strategy group as a control group with 
an SD of 1.78 is 11.55. This table shows that the means of groups are roughly 
different in the posttest. However, the differences among groups needed to be 
tested statistically; thus, the assumption of a parametric test needed to be tested. 
Prior to the use of the ANOVA, the assumption of normality and equality of 
variances were checked. The result of the Levene’s test showed that the 
assumption of Homogeneity of Variances was not violated (Levene Statistic: 
0.62; Sig. = .187 > .05); consequently, it can be concluded that the data is 
normally distributed in the posttest of vocabulary. The result of the ANOVA is 
presented in Table 2.  

  

Table 2.  

Results of ANOVA on Posttest  
  Sum of Squares   df   Mean Square   F   Sig.   

Between Groups  347.72   

Within Groups         247.22             

2   1713.31    338.49        .000  

  54   41.455     

Total  621.94   

  57         
  

Since the P-value (.000) is lower than.05, it can be concluded that the 
groups are not the same in vocabulary learning after treatment, F(2, 54) =338.4, 
p = .000. Having found a statistically meanigful difference among the groups 
in the posttest, the researcher needed to compute a post hoc test (Tukey or 
scheme post hoc test) to see where the differences existed. Table 3 indicates 
the findings of the post hoc test.  
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Table 3.  

Results of Post Hoc Test in Posttest of Vocabular  

(I)  
Group1  

(J)  
Group1  

Mean  
Difference (I-J)   

Std. Error   Sig.   

productive  Receptive   146.00000*   2.27342   .000   

 

 Control   183.05556*   2.27342   .000   
Receptive   Productive   -145.00000*   2.27342   .02   

Control   49.05556*   2.27342   .07   
Control   Productive    -183.05556*   2.27342   .000   

Receptive   -49.05556*   2.27342   .07   
  

As Table 3 shows, there was a meaningful difference between productive 
and receptive tests and between productive testing strategy and the control 
group. Based on the first raw, it can be concluded that the productive 
vocabulary testing strategy was better than the receptive vocabulary testing 
strategy group and control group in vocabulary learning. In the second raw, 
there is a statistically meaningful difference between receptive and productive 
vocabulary testing strategy but not between receptive vocabulary testing 
strategy and the control group (Sig. = .07). Finally, there was a significant 
difference between the control group and productive vocabulary testing 
strategy in which the effect of productive vocabulary testing strategy in 
vocabulary knowledge was significant. However, there was no meaningful 
difference between the control group and receptive vocabulary testing strategy.  

4.1.2. Qualitative Data Analysis   

According to the interview results, most students in the productive 
vocabulary testing strategy group preferred this type of testing strategy to the 
traditional classroom (18 out of 20 students). They suggested this strategy be 
used in other English-related courses. The students expressed their points of 
view in the sentences; however, the principal codes, including the merits and 
demerits of the strategy under study represented in the following two tables 
(Table 4 and Table 5).   
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Table 4.  

Positive Attitudes of Learners towards Productive Vocabulary Testing Strategy   

learned from C-tests compared to the multiple-choice tests I already experienced. High 
retrieval helped me to adapt to my To adopt stress  stress.    

  

I enjoyed learning vocabulary by using C-tests; in fact, they 
were like playing games that caused fun.   

Enjoyable  
Fun as games  

  

 

The teaching procedures were new and different from what Different context we had 
learned before since the class time was devoted to detailed instruction of new words in the 
form of missing words.  detailed instruction of  

new words in the form 
of missing words   

  

   
Active participation and happiness in class increased my  

Active  participation  
motivation and decreased my anxiety level.  

Happiness  increased  
  motivation decreased  

anxiety  
  

Most of the new words were practiced and practiced for 
several times. Also, feedback from teachers and peers when there 
were mistakes should not be ignored since they were helpful.  

Practice feedback  

Extracts   Sub-themes  

I can better retrieve the active vocabulary knowledge I  High retrieve   

Productive vocabulary instruction that I did not experience so  
far was amazing and motivating since t hey were like photos that  
could  be remembered whenever needed.    

Attractive   

Motivating    

Acted like photos   
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The C-test encourages students to engage in more active and 
in-depth vocabulary learning since they are acted as 
awarenessraising tasks.  

In-depth instruction 
awareness raising  
tasks  

  

Notwithstanding the positive points, the course had some demerits. 
However, they were fewer in numbers. Table 5 summarizes the negative 
attitudes that some of the interviewees in the treatment group mentioned to.   

Table 5.  

Negative Attitudes of Learners towards Productive Vocabulary Testing Strategy   

Extracts   Sub-themes  

There are many blanks in C-test that make everyone bored, and 
this can frustrate the students. This fact made me stressed.  

Boring  and  
frustrating  

 Lots of blanks  

Increased anxiety  

  

Before this course, I knew something about C-tests and the 
missing words, but the negative point with this type of instruction 
was that sometimes, much time was wasted discussing a new word  

Time-wasting  
(on the new word)  

    

Productive vocabulary instruction and C-tests were full of fun Time-wasting (on for 
me. Also, the strategies that we learned were new and methods)  informative; however, the 
method and the procedures were timewasting for me.    

 

  

As it is evident from the above table, the interviewees reported on the 
course’s pros and cons. They reported on the time-wasting of the course and 
the boring and frustrating nature of the testing strategy in the form of C-test 
with lots of blanks in the new words as important downsides. However, the 
course motivated them as it was attractive and motivating. The productive 
vocabulary classroom had novelty to the learners as they resulted in high 
retrieval of the new words due to the high practice and low anxiety.  
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4.2. Discussion  

The current research attempted to explore the impacts of receptive and 
productive types of testing on Iranian EFL learners’ active vocabulary 
knowledge performance. The multiple-choice and C-tests were employed using 
a true experimental design. Additionally, the students’ perceptions toward the 
use of such testing types were explored.  

As the results for the first research question showed, both the productive 
and receptive groups’ mean scores increased following the intervention. The 
experimental groups’ C-test results (the productive and receptive groups) were 
significantly higher than those of the control group. In addition, the Iranian 
EFL students’ active vocabulary knowledge was improved more by the 
productive style of testing than by the receptive type. The improvment of the 
two treatment groups on total scores confirms the results of past research that 
cloze tests had a more positive washback effect on active vocabulary 
production than the multiple-choice formats (Amini & Ibrahim-González, 
2012).   

Hencefore, it can be stated that C-tests were more effective than 
multiplechoice tests in shifting students’ passive vocabulary to active 
vocabulary knowledge because the students attempted to deduce the meaning 
using the context that was presented. Babaii and Jalali Moghadam (2006) found 
that Ctest taking entails macro-level processing, requiring test takers to look 
for contextual clues, such as lexical chains. Therefore, the positive effects of 
the C-test may be related to this type of processing that triggers a higher level 
of processing and, hence an active recall of vocabulary knowledge and 
strengthen overall comprehension (Chae & Shin, 2015). In other words, 
productive testing could lead to a better active recall of vocabulary knowledge, 
and this was confirmed by Enayat and Derakhshan (2021), who showed that 
productive measures of vocabulary knowledge were more associated with L2 
speaking ability than receptive measures.  

The results further support previous research by Chai et al. (2020) which 
studied the impact of applying C-tests in developing students’ active 
vocabulary knowledge in EFL context. The findings of this research revealed 
that C-tests were influential in enhancing students’ active vocabulary 
knowledge. In addition, Chai et al. (2020) suggested that cloze-based passages 
help measure and expand EFL learners’ vocabulary development. Therefore, 
these findings might imply that using cloze tests to provide some passages can 
be useful in enhancing EFL learners’ active vocabulary knowledge. Their study 
also concluded that cloze-based tasks like cloze-passages with multiplechoice 
items helped students improve their vocabulary knowledge.   

This finding is consistent with Kılıçkaya (2019) study, indicating that 
multiple-choice items resulted in the learners’ better employment of receptive 
knowledge rather than productive knowledge (Read, 2012). The participants 
may score better on the multiple-choice exam than on the c-test because, 
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according to Coxhead (2018), the participants’ receptive vocabulary can be 
significantly greater than the productive one. The multiple-choice format does 
promote speculation. It is clear that choosing the key on a test paper by guessing 
is not always preferable to coming up with active vocabulary. According to 
Read (2000), multiple-choice tests prescribe examinees merely to have one 
choice from a range of three or four alternatives and inhibit examinees from 
expressing creativity and demonstrating original and imaginative thinking. 
Moreover, the findings indicated that EFL learners’ mean scores in the 
vocabulary posttest in the control group were the lowest in comparison with 
the other two experimental groups. One justification for the low score in the 
control group can be rote learning in the form of memorization of a string of 
new words. Rote learning enables the learners to repeat new words from 
memory rather than to learn them to understand (Tayebi & Marefat, 2019). 
Therefore, repetition minus understanding resulted in shortterm rather than 
long-term learning, and this particular memory strategy may not suit the needs 
of all learners. Therefore, it is the teachers’ responsibility to try to enhance, 
assist, and guide the learners to use different strategies in acquiring vocabulary 
to get better improvement and accurate results in the big field of vocabulary 
learning (Li & Cutting, 2011).  

The results of this research further showed that EFL learners expressed 
positive attitudes towards using C-tests to develop their active vocabulary 
knowledge. The participants agreed that using C-tests was more effective than 
the receptive type of multiple-choice vocabulary tests in enhancing the 
students' motivation and interest to learn and recall vocabulary for productive 
use. The participants agreed that this type of activity was intended to assess 
their syntactical knowledge by asking them to show how well they understood 
the meaning in light of the context (Stopar, 2014). The participants tried to 
guess whether the word to be placed into the blank can be an adjective, a verb, 
or a noun without fully understanding what it meant. This is in line with a study 
that investigated the effects of adventure video games as a productive 
instrument for learning words on receptive and productive vocabulary recall. 
The authors found that using words to play the games could not only affect the 
active recall of the learners but also influence the participants’ motivation, such 
that they expressed positive attitudes toward using productive tools for learning 
and developing receptive and productive vocabulary recall (Janebi Enayat & 
Haghighatpasand, 2019).  
    

5. Conclusion and Implications  

The findings of the current empirical research provided evidence for the 
positive effects of productive testing using C-tests on active vocabulary 
knowledge. The findings of the semi-structured interview also showed that 
students were more motivated by taking productive measures of vocabulary 
than taking the receptive type of testing like the multiple-choice tests. They 
preferred C-tests to the cloze tests due to the mentioned merits such as active 
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participation and happiness of the class context. It was concluded that C-tests 
could significantly affect the active vocabulary knowledge of intermediate 
Iranian EFL learners compared to multiple-choice tests.   

This research has some significant educational and instructional 
implications. The findings of this study encourage teachers to employ various 
vocabulary testing techniques, such as C-test and multiple-choice tests, to assist 
learners improve their active vocabulary knowledge. The findings of this study 
can also assist teachers in determining which of these two strategies is the most 
effective. In addition, the test developers are recommended to use more 
productive vocabulary tests as they can have a positive washback effect. 
Materials writers could also use productive tasks more in textbooks for EFL 
students as they would be more motivated.  

Despite the implications of this study, there were some limitations that 
future researchers should address. First, the present study delimited the 
investigation to just the intermediate students so that further studies could 
probe the impacts of receptive and productive testing on active vocabulary 
knowledge for other proficiency levels. Second, this study used a convenient 
sample from a language institute in Iran. Further studies could employ more 
representative samples to enhance the generalizability of the findings. Finally, 
the present research used C-test as a productive measure of vocabulary (Laufer 
& Nation, 1999), while further studies could use tests like the Productive 
Vocabulary Levels Test (PVLT).  
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