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Abstract: On November 30th, 2022, MAN 2 Mataram administered a summative English test to
students in the eleventh grade. The test results revealed that the majority of the students performed
badly on the test, for unclear reasons. The English teacher, who is also the test maker, should take
item analysis into consideration while evaluating the performance of the test items. However, because
the teacher is unprepared with item analysis, this study intends to provide comprehensive data on the
3 crucial aspects of item analysis; item dfficulty level, item discriminating power, and effectiveness
of item distractors of the test. The 50 MCQs of the English summative test as well as 186 students’
worksheets were taken as the samples. Arikunto’s (2018) theory was utilized to analyze and describe
the data. Through the analysis of item difficulty level, it was revealed that out of 50 items, 3 items
(6%) were difficult, 28 items (56%) were medium, and 19 items (38%) were easy. In regard to item
discriminating power, 1 item (2%) was very poor, 14 items (28%) were poor, 18 items (36%) were
satisfactory, 16 items (32%) were good, and 1 item (2%) was excellent. Finally, out of 200 distractors,
the analysis suggested that 108 distractors (54%) were functional and 92 distractors (46%) were
nonfunctional. In conclusion, majority of the test consisted of items with a medium level of difficulty
(56%), satisfactory discriminating power (36%), and functional distractors (54%).
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INTRODUCTION

In the language classroom, teachers evaluate students’ achievements through
assessment. There is a variety of tools of assessment that the teacher can utilize, with
administering tests being one of them (Hughes, 2003). In educational practice, tests are
methods used to ascertain students' capacities to carry out specific tasks, show mastery of a
skill, or demonstrate content knowledge in relation to a given standard, which is typically
deemed acceptable or not (Adom et al., 2020). Test results can serve as proof of what was
learned and taught, they can also serve as feedback on how well the teaching program is
working as a whole, information used to guide decisions about the kind of educational
resources and activities that should be made available to students, a diagnosis of strength and
weaknesses to determine whether a class as a whole or a specific student is prepared enough to
move on to next unit of teaching, a guide to assign students’ grades based on their achievement,
as well as a method of defining the instructional objectives, instructional resources or materials,
and activities depending on the students' needs for language acquisition.



According to Cizek (2010), the summative test may be characterized by two criteria:
(1) it is carried out at the conclusion of certain units, and (2) its primary objective is to evaluate
the performances of the students or systems. According to Woods (2015), the main distinction
between a formative and summative test or assessment is that the former is used to support the
educational programs, while the latter is used to assess the overall worth of the instructional
programs. As mentioned by Shepard (2019), a summative test must be successful in achieving
its primary goal of describing what students know and can perform while simultaneously
effectively achieving a secondary goal of providing learning assistance. One of the common
tools for conducting a summative test is MCQ (Multiple-choice question). A multiple-choice
test 1s a type of objective test that functions to measure various competencies and is made up
of a stem and a few possible answers (alternatives/options) consisting of only one correct
answer and the others are called distractors. While it takes the examiner more time and effort
to create high-quality MCQs than descriptive questions such as an essay, a big chunk of the
curriculum is examined in a short amount of time with less work required from the student. A
Multiple-choice question is a useful technique for pinpointing students' strengths and
shortcomings as well as giving teachers instructions on how to conduct their lessons.

The goals of an evaluation are frequently not met by MCQs that are poorly prepared. A
technique for assessing the efficacy of MCQs is item analysis. According to Arikunto (2018),
experienced teachers often still struggle to acknowledge that the test is still not ideal since the
test results frequently don't match up with expectations. For example, when virtually all pupils
receive failing scores, this indicates that the test items are too difficult, and vice versa.
Consequently, it can be concluded that there is something that needs to be studied in the
performance of the test. Arikunto (2018) continued by stating that, item analysis, a systematic
process that will offer information relating to good, terrible, or awful questions, is one method
of interpreting test results. Teachers can use item analysis to gather data on the performance of
the test so that future tests can be improved. According to Arikunto (2018), there are three
crucial aspects of item analysis—item difficulty (P), item discriminating power (D), and
distractor efficacy (DE) or effectiveness of distractors—that may be used to assist teachers in
deciding whether or not an item is good. The percentage of test takers who gave the correct
response reveals how challenging the item was. The difficulty index rises the easier the item is
thought to be. Furthermore, the discrimination index reveals whether the questions were able
to differentiate between students with high and low scores. If a student gives an answer that is
neither correct nor incorrect, the discriminating index (DI) is 0 (Quaigrain & Arhin, 2017).
Another important technique is the analysis of the distractors, which provides information on
the individual distractors and the answer to the test item. This technique allows the examiner
to modify or remove certain questions from future examinations.

In conclusion, given the importance of evaluating a test, therefore, teachers must ensure
that they are creating a high-quality test, which is rather challenging. As Brown (2003)
mentioned it takes a lot of work to make a well-constructed test that accurately assesses the
proficiency of the students within a particular subject. Ebel and Frisbie (1991) explained that
when creating an effective test, a test maker or a teacher should consider the use of items with
moderate difficulty levels which can discriminate between high and low performers. One of
the methods of evaluating the quality of a test is by conducting an item analysis. Item analysis
is a set of procedures for evaluating the quality of test items. When conducting item analysis,



the teacher gets information regarding the level of difficulty of an item, the discriminating
power, and the effectiveness of distractors, which can help to determine which items can be
accepted, revised, and rejected.

RESEARCH METHODS

This research was considered descriptive research which is “concerned with describing
the characteristics of a particular individual, or of a group” (Kothari, 2004, p. 37). A descriptive
qualitative describes the numerical value that is obtained from quantitative analysis into some
criteria or qualities such as good and bad (Hikmawati,2020). The populations were the 50 items
of the English summative test and the 400 eleventh-grade students’ worksheets in MAN 2
Mataram in the academic year 2022/2023. Simple random sampling was employed to get a
sample of 186 students’ worksheets. To collect the data, the researcher used documents such
as the 50 English test items, key answers, and 186 students’ worksheets. The data were then
analyzed through Arikunto’s (2018) theory and formula. Specifically, the techniques are as
follows:

Item difficulty level:
p— B P Interpretations
JS 0-.30 Difficult
31-.70 Medium
P = Item difficulty level 71-1 Easy
B = number of students with correct answers
JS= total number of students
Item discriminating power:
D=PA-PB D Interpretations
Negative Very poor
D =item discriminating power 0-.20 Poor
PA = Proportion of students in the upper .21 - .40 Satisfactory
group answering correctly 41-.70 Good
PB = Proportion of students in the lower group J1-1 Excellent
answering correctly
Effectiveness of item distractor:
This is done through comparing the number of Interpretations
students in the upper and lower groups who NF-D: chosen by <5% of students & chosen
chose each distractor more by students in the upper group

F-D: chosen by >5% of students & chosen by
more students in the lower group

FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION
Findings

In accordance with the research questions, this sub-chapter analyzed and described the
quality of each item in terms of the difficulty level, discriminating power, and also
effectiveness of distractors through item analysis procedure proposed by Arikunto (2018).
Before the analysis, the researcher took 186 worksheets of the 11th-grade students in MAN 2



Mataram in the academic year 2022/2023 as the sample then divided these worksheets into two
groups by taking the highest 27% (50 students’ worksheets) and the lowest 27% (50 students’
worksheets) of the worksheets based on the rank of the scores and referred to these groups as
the upper and lower group.
a. Item difficulty level
Table 1. Results of item difficulty level

Item difficulty level (P) | Total Percentage
Difficult (0 —.30) 3 6%
Medium (.31 —.70) 28 56%

Easy (.71 - 1) 19 38%

The researcher obtained the difficulty level (P) of each item by summing up the number
of correct answers of the upper and lower groups and dividing it by the number of students
from both groups. The result of difficulty level is also referred to as the difficulty index which
starts from 0 to 1.00. To specify the interpretation, the researcher relied on Arikunto’s (2018)
table of difficulty index interpretation which shows that P with 0 to .30 means the item is
difficult, P with .31 to .70 is medium, and P with .71 to 1 is easy. An appropriate difficulty
level is between .31 to .70 which is not too easy nor too difficult for the students of the upper
and lower groups.

The difficulty level of the English summative test given to the 11th-grade students in
MAN 2 Mataram in the academic year 2022/2023 was revealed through item analysis and was
divided into three categories: easy (19 items), medium (28 items), and difficult (3 items).

To explain the results, the researcher only mentioned 1 item as the representative of each
category, such as:

Difficult:

Item 8: the correct answer for item 8 was option E. The item analysis revealed that there were
9 upper group students who answered correctly whilst only 3 students from the lower group
did. The analysis of item difficulty level resulted in .12, which according to Arikunto (2018)
belonged to the category of a difficult item.

Medium:

Item 22: the correct answer for item 22 was option C. There were 35 students in the upper
group and 20 of those in the lower group answering correctly on this item. The difficulty level
resulted in .55, which in accordance with Arikunto (2018), belonged to the category of a
medium item.

Easy:

Item 12: the correct answer for this item was option D. The total number of students in upper
group answering correctly was 49, meaning that almost everyone did. As for the students in
the lower group, there were 38 of them did correctly. The difficulty level of this item was .87,
therefore, it was considered easy.

b. Item discriminating power
Table 2. Results of item discriminating power

Discriminating power | Total | Percentage



(D)

Very poor (negative) 1 2%
Poor (0 —.20) 14 28%
Satisfactory (.21 —.40) 18 36%
Good (41 -.70) 16 32%
Excellent (.71 - 1) 1 2%

Item discriminating power (D) was obtained by substracting the proportion of the upper
group who answered correctly from that of the lower group. The high-performing students
should be able to answer items correctly more than the low-performing students do, otherwise
the items fail to discriminate the students. the results of item discriminating power were then
interpreted using Arikunto’s (2018) interpretation that says D with negative result is very poor,
0.00 to 0.20 is poor, 0.21 to 0.40 is satisfactory, 0.41 to 0.70 is good, and 0.71 to 1.00 is
excellent.

Through item analysis, the researcher was able to find out the item discriminating
power of the English summative test given to 11th-grade students in MAN 2 Mataram in the
academic year 2022—-2023 which fell into 5 categories: very poor/negative (1 item), poor (14
items), satisfactory (18 items), good (16 items), and excellent (1 item).

To explain the results, the researcher only mentioned 1 item as the representative of each
category, such as:

Very poor:

Item 7: this item had a discriminating power -.04, which according to Arikunto (2018) very
poorly or failed to discriminate between the upper and lower group students. The content
covered in item 7 had to do with deciding the best title for the reading passage. There was an
equal number of students in the upper group selecting option A (23 students) and C (23
students), this may indicate that they found both options to be correct or similar. However, the
reason this item had a negative index for item discriminating power was because there were
more students in the lower group selecting C (the correct answer). We may assume those
students answered this item merely by guessing or asking their peers. It is quite common for
the students to answer an item correctly even without knowledge because an MCQ provides a
wider chance for the students to guess or exchange answers with their friends.

Poor:

Item 8: the discriminating power (D) was 0.12, which according to Arikunto (2018), belonged
to the category of a poor item meaning that this item poorly discriminated between the upper
and lower groups. This item required the students to determine the antonym of a word. Very
small number of students in both groups could barely answer correctly meaning that it was
somehow too difficult to answer. By looking at the stem and alternatives, the students might
have confused the instruction of the stem with synonyms or another possible factor may be due
to the fact they still had a lack of vocabularies. Therefore, this item cannot help the teacher as
the test maker to differentiate the ability of students in the upper and lower groups.
Satisfactory:

Item 50: the discriminating power (D) was 0.28, which according to Arikunto (2018), belonged
to the category of a satisfactory item meaning that it acceptably discriminated between the
upper and lower groups.



Good:

Item 47: the discriminating power (D) was 0.7, which according to Arikunto (2018), belonged
to the category of a good item meaning that it discriminated between the upper and lower
groups well.

Excellent:

Item 46: the discriminating power (D) was 0.72, which according to Arikunto (2018), belonged
to the category of an excellent item meaning that it perfectly discriminated between the upper
and lower groups.

c. Effectiveness of item distractors
Table 3. Results of the effectiveness of item distractors

Effectiveness Total | Percentage
Functional 108 54%
distractors (FD)

Nonfunctional 92 56%
distractors (NF-D)

The English summative test assessed to the 11th-grade students in MAN 2 Mataram in
November 2022 was in the form of a multiple-choice test consisting of 50 items with one
correct answer and four distractors per each item, therefore, there were 200 distractors in total.
Analyzing the effectiveness of distractors will result in whether a distractor is considered
functional or nonfunctional. A functional distractor (F-D) is the one that is selected by at least
5% of the total students from the upper and lower groups and the lower group should be drawn
to select it more than the upper group. On the other hand, if a distractor is selected by less than
5% of students or the upper group dominates the selection, then it is a nonfunctional distractor
(NF-D). Through item analysis, the researcher found that out of the 200 distractors, there were
108 functional distractors (F-D) and 92 nonfunctional distractors (NF-D).

To explain the results, the researcher only mentioned 3 items as the representative of each
category, such as:

a. Item 2: out of the four distractors, only distractor C was functional distractor (F-D)
whilst the rest was nonfunctional-distractor (NF-D). Distractors A and D were not
selected at all, whereas distractor E was only selected by a single student from the lower
group meaning that not even 5% of the group selected it.

b. Item 28: distractor E was the only functional distractor (F-D) as it attracted more
students from the lower group. However, distractors A and B were nonfunctional as
they received selections from less than 5% of students. Moreover, distractor C attracted
the upper group more therefore it was also a nonfunctional distractor (NF-D).

c. Item 46: distractors A, C, and E were all functional distractors (F-D) since they attracted
more students from the lower group. However, distractor D was nonfunctional as it
attracted less than 5% of students.

Discussion
According to Arikunto (2018), a good item is one that has a medium level of difficulty
with an index starting from .31 to .70. In regard to the findings of the first question and



objective of this research, medium items dominated the summative English test assessed to the
11th-grade students in MAN 2 Mataram in November 2022, with the percentage of 56%. This
result is in line with several other studies that revealed the test items they had examined
consisted of more items with moderate or medium levels (Maghfiroh, 2010; Ani, 2011;
Risydah, 2014; Haryudin, 2015; Manfenrius et al., 2015; Pradanti et al., 2018; Maghfiroh,
2019; Jannah et al., 2021; and Marsevani, 2022). In contrast to that, Mehta and Mokhasi (2014),
who analyzed the item difficulty level of 50 MCQs, found that the majority of the items (68%)
were difficult. Moreover, in other research (Hartati & Yogi, 2019; Karlina, 2021), they found
that easy items dominated the test with a percentage of 38% for the former and 82.5% for the
latter.

The following crucial aspect analyzed in this research is item discriminating power. To
determine the overall quality of test items, we cannot solely rely on analyzing the item difficulty
level. For instance, an item with a medium level of difficulty does not always indicate that it is
a perfect item, such as item 7 which was considered not very good although the level of
difficulty was medium, it failed to discriminate between the high and low-achieving students.
Therefore, this is where the next step to determine the quality of an item is needed. Based on
the findings above, the English summative test analyzed in this research mostly consisted of
satisfactory items (36% or 18 items). The second most items making up the test are good items
(32% or 16 items). This means that less than 50% of the items were good at discriminating
between the upper and lower group students, this is in line with other researchers (Toha, 2010;
Risydah, 2014; Fajriah, 2016; Haryudin & Santosa, 2016; Pradanti et al., 2018; A. Maghfiroh,
2019). However, one distinction between this research and the others (Haryudin, 2015;
Manfenrius et al., 2015) is that this research found one item with an excellent discriminating
power whilst the other research revealed there were no items that met the criteria for an
excellent item discriminating power. Next, this item also had 28% of poor items, this number
is almost equal to that of the discriminating power analysis done by Quaigrain & Arhin (2017)
which shows that 25% of the items were poor. Moreover, the finding of this research also
showed that 1 item had a negative discriminating power which is in line with that found by
Hartati & Yogi (2019).

Referring to the last findings of this research, the analysis of item distractors revealed
that there were more functional distractors (54%) than nonfunctional (46%). On the contrary,
Karlina (2021) obtained through the analysis that 78% (156) of the 200 distractors were
nonfunctional. Other researchers (Risydah, 2014; Haryudin, 2015; Manfenrius et al., 2015;
Pradanti et al., 2018) also found that there were more nonfunctional distractors within the tests
they analyzed. It is important to remember that a functional distractor is one that is selected by
at least 5% of the test takers and those in the lower group are expected to select it the most
(Arikunto, 2018). If an item has more nonfunctional distractors, a revision is needed to improve
the overall quality of the item.

CONCLUSION

The researcher concluded that in terms of the item difficulty level, the qualities of the
English summative for the 11th-grade students in MAN 2 Mataram in the academic year
2022/2023 revealed that 19 items (38%) were easy, 28 items (56%) were medium, and 3 items
(6%) were difficult. As for the item discriminating power, 1 item (2%) was considered very



poor, 14 items (28%) were poor, 18 items (36%) were satisfactory, 16 items (32%) were good,
and 1 item (2%) was excellent. Lastly, the effectiveness of distractors resulted in 108 functional
distractors (54%) and 92 nonfunctional distractors (46%).
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