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MOTTO 

“Barang siapa yang mempermudah urusan orang lain, maka 

inshaa Allah. Allah akan memudahkan segala urusannya. 

 

“Do not stop learning because life never stops teaching.” 

 

“Kurang cerdas dapat diperbaiki dengan belajar, kurang cakap 

dapat dihilangkan dengan pengalaman, namun sikap tidak jujur 

itu sulit untuk diperbaiki.” 

- Mohammad Hatta 
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ABSTRACT 

ISLAMIA, NURUL AINUN. 2018, The Standardization of English Teachers-Made Objective 

Test at SMAN 3 Palopo (A Case Study in Even Semester of First and Second Year 

SMAN 3 Palopo), English Language Studies Program of S1 Tarbiyah and Teaching 

Science Faculty of Institute for Islamic Studies of Palopo. Supervisor by:(1) 

Madehang, S.Ag, M.Pd and (2) Muh. Irfan Hasanuddin, MA. 

 

Key Word: Validity, Reliability, Item Difficuly, Discrimination Power 

This research aimed to find out the standardization of English teachers-made Objective test at 

SMAN 3 Palopo based on the principles of language testing assessment those were criterion 

validity, internal reliability, item difficulty and discrimination power. This research was 

quantitative research that supported by qualitative approach. 

 

The object of this research was the multiple-choice tests made by English teachers of SMAN 

3 Palopo. The instruments of the research were documentation and interview. The researcher 

used quantitative method in analyzing the data after collecting the students answer sheets and 

blueprint of SMAN 3 Palopo.  

 

The result of reliability coefficient of the first year was 1.01 and second year was 1.51. It 

showed that the test of first and second year had highly reliable. The first year SMAN 3 

Palopo had 18 items were valid and 16 items were invalid. Meanwhile in the second year 

found 22 items were valid and 8 items invalid. The item difficulty of the first year found 4 

items were in difficult level is accepted whereas in the second year found only 1 item is 

accepted. Item discrimination of the first year were 27 items had low discrimination power 

and in the second year items there were 11 items had low discrimination power with accepted 

category. Regarding the research findings, the test items made by the English teacher in the 

first year of SMAN 3 Palopo had a minimum of items validity. It was different with the 

teacher in the second year of SMAN 3 Palopo which had more valid multiple choice items. 

Eventhough such was the case, the teachers at SMAN 3 Palopo had low standardization of 

multiple choice test and the multiple choice tests must be improved so as were able to 

measure the expected competency. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

A. Background  

Teacher is a professional educator who has prominent work to educate, 

teach, lead, direct, train, and evaluate the students. To achieve those goals, 

teachers’ competences are needed to show the quality of the teachers itself. In an 

article 28 clause 3 Government Regulation No. 19 2005 about the standard of 

national education decided clearly that there are four competences teacher must 

have. Those are pedagogic competence, personality competence, professional 

competence, and social competence.1 In pedagogic competence, one of 

competences that teachers should have is arrange the instrument to evaluate the 

students’ ability. Like Areta Wulan Dari stated that one of some techniques for 

collecting information for evaluation is by using a test. Test is a tool or procedure 

used to measure and appraise. By testing, the teachers can get information related 

to students’ achievement or the effectiveness of their performance in teaching. In 

the other word, the teacher can get information about how well students have 

mastered the courses they have just learned.2 It shows that the test has a big role in 

education for the students and also the teachers. More the teachers know the 

 
1 Tentang Standar Nasional Pendidikan Peraturan Pemerintah Republik Indonesia, 

Nomor 19 Tahun 2005 Pasal 28, Ayat 3, pdf, p. 9. 

 
2 Areta Wulan Dari , An Analysis On The Content Validity Of English Summative Test 

Items At The Even Semester Of The Second Grade Of Junior High School, Thesis. Jakarta, For The 

Degree Of S. Pd. (Bachelor Of Art) In English Language Education: Syarif Hidayatullah State 

Islamic University, Jakarta, 2014, p.1. 
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information about the students’ learning achievement; the teachers will be able to 

develop their teaching performance more and more.  

The good test is important for the students because this activity can 

describe students learning result and teachers will know whether or not the 

students reach the education’s goal. Stufflebeamm defined: 

“Evaluation is the process of delineating, obtaining, and providing useful 

information for judging decision alternatives”.3 

 

The evaluation draws how well students achieve the materials after 

teaching learning process. Researcher argue that English teacher has to must be 

able to design good test according to the principles of assessment. The principles 

are the criteria which always become a consideration to make a good test for a 

test-maker. As Combe et al’s book said that there are 3 kinds of the criteria of the 

good test, those are validity, reliability, and practicality.4 

Drawing from the definition from Carol Chapelle and Geoff Brindley, 

assessment is the act of collecting information and making judgments about a 

language learner’s knowledge of a language and ability to use it. It can be 

understood that the information of evaluation will be very useful to make 

judgments of the students, either about their totality achievement. Thus, the 

teachers must be able to design the qualified test based on the principles, 

mechanism, and procedures of language testing assessment. However, this 

research is going to focus on the principles of language testing assessment.

 
3 Gito Supriadi, Kemampuan Guru Dalam Mengevaluasi Hasil Belajar Pendidikan 

Agama Islam Di Madrasahtsanawiyah Se-Kota Palangka Raya, Jurnal Studi Agama Dan 

Masyarakat, Vol.4, Number 1, 2007, p. 112. 

 
4 Christine Coombe, Peter Davidson, et al (ed.), The Cambridge Guide to Second 

Language Assessment, (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2012), p. 37-43. 
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A test made by teachers should be in line with the syllabus, and the 

content of the test must be able to measure what is intended to measure, especially 

for language skill taught by English teachers. In discussing the validity, the 

validity of a test is the extent to which a test measures what is intended to 

measure. Without validity, there can be no confidence in the inferences and 

conclusions made from the results.5 Then, the validity is one of principles which 

has prominent role in assessment, it can be seen from the content of validity that is 

the test made by the teachers as the main examiner must be able to measure 

student’s ability. 

Based on the Areta Wulan Dari experience when she did a teaching 

practice at Al- Amanah Junior High School, she corrected students’ answer sheet 

on the summative test. Areta found that there are so many students answered 

incorrectly on the same certain numbers of summative test questions. Based on 

students’ confession, it happened because the test items’ materials that existed on 

the summative test have not explained yet by their English teacher. Therefore, the 

students have not got some knowledge needed. It will make student is enable to 

answer the question in the test. This condition showed that there was a problem in 

that test. The reason why the researcher wants to analyze the standardization of 

the objective test at SMAN 3 of Palopo to find out the proof related the test items 

at the even semester of SMAN 3 of Palopo has the good standardization of 

English objective test based on the principles of language testing assessment. 

 
5 William Wiersma and Stephent G Juts, Educational Measurement and Testing, (Boston: 

Allyn and Bacon, 1990), p.183. 
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In addition, the test made by English teacher have to appropriate with the 

criterion validity because through knowing the criteria of the test item, the teacher 

be able to know which items are valid, invalid, revise, or even rejected. According 

to Douglas Brown, the five major principles of language assessment consisted of 

practicality, reliability, validity, authenticity, and washback.6 According to Zainal 

Arifin, the good instrument has eight major characteristics those are validity, 

reliability, and relevant, representative, practicality, discriminative, specific, and 

reasonable.7  

As Areta said when a instrument is not valid, the consequences for the 

students are they cannot demonstrate skills that they posses if they are not tested; 

irrelevant items are presented that the students will likely answer incorrectly only 

because the content was not taught by the teacher;8 and if the test does not cover 

the standard of qualified test, the instrument cannot measure the students’ ability. 

For the reason above, the researcher thought that it was strongly important to 

analyze the standardization of the test. Therefore, the researcher would do 

research on the multiple-choice test made by English teachers at SMAN 3 of 

Palopo through research entitles “the standardization of English teachers-made 

objective test at SMAN 3 Palopo”. 

 

 
6 H Douglas Brown, Language Assessment Principles and Classroom Practice, 

(California: Longman Group, 2003), p. 19. 

 
7 Zainal Arifin., Evaluasi Pembelajaran, (Bandung: Remaja Rosdakarya, 2011), p. 68. 

 
8 Areta Wulan Dari, An Analysis On The Content Validity Of English Summative Test 

Items At The Even Semester Of The Second Grade Of Junior High School, Thesis. Jakarta, For The 

Degree Of S. Pd. (Bachelor Of Art) In English Language Education: Syarif Hidayatullah State 

Islamic University, Jakarta, 2014, p. 4 
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B. Problem Statement 

Based on the explanation in the background above, the researcher formulated 

the problem statement as follows: 

“How is the standardization of English teachers-made objective test at SMAN 

3 Palopo?” 

 

C. Objective of the Research 

The objective of this research was: 

“To find out the standardization of English teachers-made objective test at 

SMAN 3 Palopo” 

 

D. Significances of the Research 

1. For teacher, by finding the standardization of objective test, the teachers 

are able to know the standardization of their test and can improve the test quality 

based on the principles of language testing assessment. 

2. For the students, if the standardization of the test is not good, the teachers 

are able to correct the test and for the next exam, it will help the students to 

achieve the good score in the future. 

3. For other researchers, it is hoped that this thesis can be one of references 

for the next researchers who are interested in developing similar research. 
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E. Scope of the Research 

The scope of the research restricted to know how the standardization of 

objective test especially multiple-choice test by analyzing the English teachers-

made objective test at the even semester at SMAN 3 of Palopo. The principles of 

language testing assessment consisted of the item validity, internal reliability, item 

difficulties and discrimination power. In addition, the researcher would like to 

make use of the blueprint by the English teacher. 

 

F. Definition Of Term 

1. Item Validity is measure precision of an item of the test in measuring what 

the test wanted to measure through the item of the test itself. 

2. Internal Reliability is the reliability of the test found by analyzing the data 

only held once. 

3. Principle is some truth criteria that become the main of thinking, acting, 

and so forth. 

4. Language Testing is all about building better tests, researching how to 

build better tests and, in so doing, understanding better the things that we 

test”  

5. Blueprint is delineation before the teacher construct the instrument for the 

students. The blueprint is a table used as orientation in designing and 

constructing the test. 
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CHAPTER II 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

This chapter deals with some previous related findings, some pertinent 

ideas that consist of : (1) language testing, (2) assessment, (3) test, (4) qualified 

test, (5)  the principles of the better multiple-choice test, (6) item difficulties, and 

(7) discrimination power. 

A. Previous Studies 

Review of the previous research is made in order to avoid replication. This 

research is intended to know the standardization of English teachers-made 

objective test based on the principles of language testing assessment. Another 

research has been conducted to find the teacher’s competence in evaluating and 

designing test. The first, a research conducted by Endah Putri Novi Arti, in 

“Kemampuan Guru Mata Pelajaran Biologi dalam Pembuatan Soal Hot (Higher 

Order Thinking) di SMA Negeri 1 Wonosari Klaten” found that the test made by 

the teachers at SMAN 1 Wonosari Klaten was not appropriate by the criteria in 

designing test. The result of the research done by Rahmani proved that the item 

difficulties were 40% difficult, 55% medium and 5% was easy.9 

Research by Endang Asriyanti Amin Sikki et al, entitled “The Competence 

of Primary School English Teachers in Indonesia”, found that the test items which 

are most frequently wrong done by teachers. She also concluded that the 

competence of English teachers in primary school in Indonesia need

 
9 Endah Putri Novi Arti, Kemampuan Guru Mata Pelajaran Biologi Dalam Pembuatan 

Soal Hot (Higher Order Thinking) Di SMA Negeri 1 Wonosari Klaten. Naskah Publikasi. 

Surakarta, Program Sarjana (S1): Universitas Muhammadiyah Surakarta, 2015, p.8 
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improvement. Their professional and pedagogic competences need well 

preparing.10 

Research by Areta Wulan Dari, entitled “An Analysis On The Content 

Validity Of English Summative Test Items At The Even Semester Of The Second 

Grade Of Junior High School” shows that: the English summative test of the even 

semester on the second grade students of Junior High School of Al-Amanah had 

bad content validity. Almost 49% indicators in the test items are not in line with 

the syllabus. Besides that the indicator of reading dominates almost all the items 

and the indicator of writing only one item in essay form.11 

Next research was from Arif Purnomo, which entitled of “Kemampuan 

Guru dalam Merancang Tes Berbentuk Pilihan Ganda Pada Mata Pelajaran IPS 

untuk Ujian Akhir Sekolah (UAS)”. He found that most of the tests were not used 

because the test broke validity, reliability, item difficulties and discrimination 

power.12 

According to the previous studies above, the result of their research were 

mostly similar by using the descriptive analysis technique and the results were not 

 
10 Endang Asriyanti Amin Sikki Et Al, The Competence Of Primary School English 

Teachers In Indonesia, Journal Of Education And Practice Vol. 4, No.11. Makassar, State 

University of Makassar, 2013. p.144 

 
11 Areta Wulan Dari, An Analysis On The Content Validity Of English Summative Test 

Items At The Even Semester Of The Second Grade Of Junior High School, Thesis. Jakarta, For The 

Degree Of S. Pd. (Bachelor Of Art) In English Language Education: Syarif Hidayatullah State 

Islamic University, Jakarta, 2014, p.49 

 
12 Arif Purnomo, Kemampuan Guru Dalam Merancang Tes Berbentuk Pilihan Ganda 

Pada Mata Pelajaran IPS Untuk Ujian Akhir Sekolah (Uas). Lembar Ilmu Kependidikan Jilid 36, 

No 1. Semarang, Universitas Negeri Semarang, 2007, p.5 
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too different. Most of their research showed that the validity of the test or 

instrument was not good. While this research analyzed the standardization of 

English teachers made multiple-choice test at SMAN 3 of Palopo by using the 

quantitative analysis. In this research, the researcher also used the blueprint for 

checking the test item conformity with the teachers’ blueprint. In addition, the 

researcher used the different method for looking the reliability of the multiple 

choice test, it was Split-Half method than used the Spearman-Brown formula. 

B. Theoretical Review  

1. Definition of Assessment 

According to Djemari Madrapi, assessment is an act to describe the result 

of measuring.13 According to Terry Overton, assessment is a process of gathering 

information to monitor progress and make educational decisions of necessary. As 

noted in my definition of test, an assessment may include a test, but also include 

methods such as observations, interview, behavior monitoring, and so forth.14 

Bob Kizlik also stated that the assessment is a process by which 

information is obtained relative to some known objective or goal. Assessment is a 

broad term that includes testing. A test is a special form of assessment. Test is 

assessments made under contrived circumstances especially so that they may be 

 
13 Djemari Madrapi, Desain dan Penilaian Pembelajaran Mahasiswa, Journal, Vol. 16 

Universitas Gajah Mada, Yogyakarta, 2003, online: 

https://www.google.co.id/amp/s/yogapermanawijaya.wordpress.com/2014/10/16pengertian-

pengukuran-measurement-penilaian-assessment-dan-evaluasi-evaluate-dalam-pendidikan/amp,  

accessed on 30th Januari 2018 

 
14 Terry Overton, Assssing Learners with Special Needs: An Applied Approach (7th 

Edition), Pearson Education, Inc, University of Texas- Brownsville, 2008. p. 3 

 

https://www.google.co.id/amp/s/yogapermanawijaya.wordpress.com/2014/10/16pengertian-pengukuran-measurement-penilaian-assessment-dan-evaluasi-evaluate-dalam-pendidikan/amp
https://www.google.co.id/amp/s/yogapermanawijaya.wordpress.com/2014/10/16pengertian-pengukuran-measurement-penilaian-assessment-dan-evaluasi-evaluate-dalam-pendidikan/amp
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administrated. In other words, all tests are assessments, but not all assessments are 

tests.15 

In education, according to Brown & Abeywickrama measurement is “the 

process of quantifying the observed performance of classroom learners”. 

Assessment, as Brown and Abeywickrama added, is an ongoing process including 

a wide range of techniques such as simply making an oral appraisal of a student’s 

response or jotting down a phrase to comment on a student’s essay.16 

 

2. Definition of Language Testing  

Testing and assessment are part of modern life. Schoolchildren around the 

world are constantly assessed, whether to monitor their educational progress, or 

for governments to evaluate the quality of school systems. Adults are tested to see 

if they are suitable for a job they have applied for, or if they have the skills 

necessary for promotion. Entrance to educational establishments, to professions 

and even to entire countries is sometimes controlled by tests. Tests play a 

fundamental and controversial role in allowing access to the limited resources and 

opportunities that our world provides. The importance of understanding what we 

test, how we test and the impact that the use of tests has on individuals and 

societies cannot be overstated. Testing is more than a technical activity; it is also 

an ethical enterprise.  

 
15 Bob Kizlik, Measurement, Assesment, and Evaluation in Education. Online: 

http://www.adprima.com/measurement.htm, accessed on 30th Januari 2018 

 
16 Brown & Abeywickrama, Language Assessment: Principles and Classroom Practice, 

Pearson Education, Inc, United Stated of America, 2010, p.4 

http://www.adprima.com/measurement.htm
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The practice of language testing draws upon, and also contributes to, all 

disciplines within applied linguistics. However, there is something fundamentally 

different about language testing. Language testing is all about building better 

tests, researching how to build better tests and, in so doing, understanding better 

the things that we test.17 

3. Test 

a. Definition of Test 

Test is writing, speaking, or interview examination to know the ability, 

talents, or personality.18 Generally, test is used to increase the learning to measure 

the aspects of human behavior such as knowledge aspect (cognitive), behavior 

aspect (affective) and ability aspect (psychomotor).19 

According to the language, test is an examination or trial. Whereas 

according to the terminology by Anne Anastasi in her writing entitled “Psylogical 

Testing “. Test is tester that has objective standard and can be used widely as soon 

as truly can be used to measure and compare the behavior and individual 

psychological condition.20 

 
17Glen Fulcher and Fred Davidson. Language Testing and Assessment. 2007 

 
18 Tim Penyusun Pusat Bahasa Departemen Pendidikan Nasional. Kamus Besar Bahasa 

Indonesia Edisi Kelima. Jakarta: Balai Pustaka. 2005 

 
19 Sumarna Surapranata, Panduan Penulisan Tes Tertulis , (Bandung : Remaja Rosda 

Karya, 2007), p. 19 

 
20 Anas Sudijono, Pengantar Evaluasi Pendidikan, Pt. Raja Grafindo Persada, Jakarta, 

1996, p. 66 
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Regarding this, Airasian and Russell also explain “Tests are composed of 

short communications called questions or items”.21 Through the test, the teachers 

can obtain the information about the successful or not the students in mastering 

the aims (standard competency, basic competency, and indicator) have decided in 

curriculum. By the test, the teachers can also know the students knowledge and 

analyze the or not the learning that has been done. The result of the test becomes 

the report for the certain parties about the development and learning progress of 

students’ nor although about the teachers successful in teaching. 

According to Anas Sudjono, the test must be held because the test has two 

functions, they are: as the students tester to measure the development or progress 

that has been reached by the students after doing the learning process and as the 

tester of the successful teaching program, because through the test will be known 

how far was the teaching program has been reached.22 

According to Ngalim Purwanto the principles and teaching evaluation 

technique in a detail manner the function of the test divided by four functions, 

they are : to know the development, successful and progress of the students after 

doing the learning process in certain period of time; to know the successful 

learning program. In learning, the teaching process is a system that consists of 

some connecting components. The components are aims, material or teaching 

tools, method and learning activity, instrument and teaching resource, and 

 
21 Peter W. Airasian and Michael K. Russell, Classroom Assessment, (New York: 

McGraw-Hill Companies, Inc, 2008), p. 145. 

 
22 Anas Sudijono, Pengantar Evaluasi Pendidikan, Pt. Raja Grafindo Persada, Jakarta, 

1996, p. 67. 
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procedure and evaluation instrument; as guidance and Counseling Necessary 

(BK); and as development and improvement of curriculum necessary.23 

Based on some definitions above, the researcher can conclude the test into 

three definitions. First, the test is a standardize device to measure the students’ 

knowledge achievement about the subject after teaching-learning process. Second, 

it is one of the ways to help the teachers in measuring the goal of achieving the 

learning objective. The last, a test is also a systematic procedure to get more 

information about students’ certain characteristic. 

b. Definition of Quality 

Quality is good or bad a level, standard, or rank of something such as 

cleverness, brightness, splendour and so forth. Generally, the quality is defined as 

comprehensive illustration and characteristic of commodity or merit that show the 

capability in satisfying the necessary.  

Suryosubroto writes that quality means that something has superiority 

level form of commodity or merit, and tangible or intangible. Tangible quality 

means that something can be seen from the activity and behavior for example a 

hand phone has good power, the picture’s color is clear, the sound is good, and so 

on. Whereas intangible quality cannot be seen but can be sense such as solidarity, 

discipline, cleanness, and so forth. 

Edward & Sallis say the definition of quality also can be seen from the 

absolute and relative concept. In absolute concept, something (commodity) 

mentioned as a qualified when fulfill the highest and perfect requisite. 

 
23 Ngalim Purwanto,M.P, Prinsip-Prinsip Dan Tehnik Evaluasi Pengajaran, Bandung : Pt. 

Remaja Rosdakarya, 2004, p.7. 
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c. Kinds of Test 

There are some kinds of the test, according to Suharsimi Arikunto kinds of 

the test can be divided by two kinds they are: 

1. Subjective test 

2. Objective test24 

The type of subjective test generally essay. Essay is the type of the test 

that needs more discussion. Objective test is type of test which can be done 

objectively in examination. This case is intended to overcome the lack of the 

essay test. Some kinds of objective test are true false, multiple-choice and 

matching. 

In this research, the researcher will focus on the objective test related to 

the analysis the standardization of multiple choice test based on the principles of 

language testing assessment. Meanwhile, to understand the kinds of test made by 

the teachers, the researcher delivers what the multiple-choice is. 

Multiple-choice test is a type of the test that has the right one answer. In 

terms of its structure, the multiple-choice consists of: 

a. Stem, question or statement that contain of the problem 

b. Option, some choices as answer alternative. 

c.  Key, the correct answer. 

d. Destructor, the answer except the correct answer.25 

 
24 Suharsimi Arikunto, Dasar-Dasar Evalusai Pendidikan. (Jakarta:Pt. Bumi Aksara, 2nd 

Edition, 2016), p. 177. 

 
25 Nana Sudjana, Penilaian Hasil Proses Belajar, Bandung : Pt Remaja Rosda Karya, 

1989, p. 48. 
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Brown & Hudson stated that multiple choices are the type of assessment 

that requires students to choose a correct answer among several options provided. 

Multiple-choice assessments have lower guessing factors than true-false, and they 

also are suitable for measuring a relatively wide variety of various kinds of 

precise learning points. 

A standard multiple-choice test item consists of two basic parts: a problem 

(stem) and a list of suggested solutions (alternatives). The stem may be in the 

form of either a question or an incomplete statement, and the list of alternatives 

contains one correct or best alternative (answer) and a number of incorrect or 

inferior alternatives (distracters). The purpose of the distracters is to appear as 

plausible solutions to the problem for those students who have not achieved the 

objective being measured by the test item. Conversely, the distracters must appear 

as implausible solutions for those students who have achieved the objective. Only 

the answer should appear plausible to these students. 

 

d. The Principles of the Better Multiple-Choice Test 

A test can be mentioned as a qualified test as a tester if the test fulfill the 

rules and regulation of the test, they are: 

a. Validity 

b. Reliability 

c. Objectivity 

d. Practicality 
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e. Economic26 

According to Mudjijo there are 4 the criterion of the good test, those are 

validity, reliability, practicality, economic and the last is test analysis.27 A test can 

be regarded as a good one, if it fulfills some of characteristic of a good test. Harris 

in his book Testing English as a second language stated all good tests possess 

three qualities; validity, reliability, practicality.28 

Fundamental principles for evaluating and designing second language 

assessment include validity, reliability, practicality, equivalency, authenticity, and 

washback.29 There are three common criteria which always become a 

consideration to make a good test for a test-maker based on Farhady in Coombe et 

al’s book30 : 

a. Validity  

In general, it takes much longer to respond to an essay test question than it 

does to respond to a multiple-choice test item, since the composing and recording 

of an essay answer is such a slow process. A student is therefore able to answer 

many multiple-choice items in the time it would take to answer a single essay 

question. This feature enables the teachers using multiple-choice items to test a 

 
26 Suharsimi Arikunto, Dasar-Dasar Evalusai Pendidikan. (Jakarta:Pt. Bumi Aksara, 2nd 

Edition, 2016), p.72 

 
27 Mudjijo, Tes Hasil Belajar, (Jakarta : Bumi Aksara, 1995), p. 

 
28 David P. Harris, Testing English as a second Language, (New York: McGraw-Hill 

Book Company), p. 13. 

 
29Thu H. Tran, Second Language Assessment For Classroom Teachers, Midtesol Paper, 

Missouri University Of Science And Technology, Rolla, Missouri, Usa, 2012, p.7. 

 
30Christine Coombe, Peter Davidson, Et Al (Ed.), The Cambridge Guide To Second 

Language Assessment, New York: Cambridge University Press, 2012, p. 37-43. 
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broader sample of course content in a given amount of testing time. Consequently, 

the test scores will likely be more representative of the students’ overall 

achievement in the course.31 According to Gronlund, validity is the extent to 

which inferences made from assessment result are appropriate, meaningful, and 

useful in terms of the purpose of the assessment.32 A test is considered valid when 

it reflects the test-takers’ ability in a particular area and the test does not measure 

anything else. Validity is a complex concept in testing, but Brown and 

Abeywickrama seemed to have well encapsulated the main attributes of validity. 

They indicated that in order to achieve validity a test should: measure only what it 

claims to measure; not measure anything else; rely as much as possible on 

empirical evidence; involve performance that samples the test criterion; offer 

meaningful and useful information about a test-taker’s ability; and be supported 

by a theoretical rationale. 

Moreover, there are more explanations about a validity which defined by 

Gronlund; like: 

a. Validity refers to the result of a test or evaluation instrument for a given 

group of individuals, not to the instruments itself. Test makers sometimes 

speak the validity of the test, for the sake of the convenience, but it is more 

appropriate to speak of the validity of the test result, or more special, of 

the validity of the interpretation to be made from the result. 

 
31 Steven J. Burton Et Al, How To Prepare Better Multiple-Choice Test Items: Guidelines 

For University Faculty, Brigham Young University Testing Services And The Department Of 

Instructional Science, 1991, p.4 

 
32 H. Douglas Brown, Language Assessment Principles And Classroom Practices, San 

Francisco, California, 2003, p. 22 
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b. Validity is a matter of degree. It does not exist in an all or none basis 

consequently; test makers should avoid thinking of evaluation results as 

valid or invalid. Valid is best considered in terms of categories that specify 

degree, such as high validity, moderate validity, and low validity. 

c. Validity is always specific to some particular use. It should be never 

considered a general quality.33 

Regarding Scarvia B. Anderson et al state that a test is valid if it measures 

what it purpose to measure.34 The kinds of validity are: (1) content validity is how 

well the test constructs as representative as the subject matter which should be 

covered in the test. It aims for measuring what should be measured as in syllabus 

and curriculum. As one of experts defines “Content validity is concerned with the 

extent to which the test is representative of a defined body of content consisting of 

topics and processes”.35 (2) Criterion validity of a test is a relationship or a 

correlation between the test scores and scores on some measures which represent 

an identified criterion. 

Similarly, Gronlund says “Criterion validity may be defined as the extent 

to which the performance is related to some other valued measure of 

performance”.36 Besides, whenever the test scores are to be used to predict future 

 
33 Norman E. Gronlund, Measurement and Evaluation in Teaching, (New York: 

Macmillan Publishing Co., Inc, 1981), p. 66-67. 

 
34 Suharsimi Arikunto, Dasar-Dasar Evalusai Pendidikan. (Jakarta:Pt. Bumi Aksara, 2nd 

Edition, 2016), p. 80. 

 
35 William Wiersma and Stephen G. Jurs, Educational Measurement and Testing, Boston: 

Allyn and Bacon, Inc, 1990, p.19. 

 
36 Norman E. Gronlund and Robert L. Linn,, Measurement and Evaluation in Teaching, 

(New York: Collier Mac-Millan Publishers, 1990), 6th edition, p.72. 
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performance or to estimate current performance on some valued measure other 

than the test itself, it is called criterion validity.37 (3) Face validity is closely 

related to a surface or appearance of test. As Alderson et al., says that face 

validity refers to the credibility or public acceptability of the test surface.38 

Moreover, Heaton defines “If a test item looks right to other testers, teachers, 

moderators, and testers, it can be described as having at least face validity”.39  

From the definition above, Shaumi assumes that face validity means the 

test appearance which is readable, acceptable, and appropriate with what supposed 

to test.40 (4) Hopkins and Antes says “Construct validity is an indication of the 

relationship between what a theory predicts and what test scores how”.41 As 

Heaton also states, “If the test has construct validity it is capable of measuring 

certain specific characteristics in accordance with a theory of language and 

behavior and learning”.42 This type of validity assumes the existence of certain 

learning theories or constructs underlying the acquisition of abilities and skills. 

 
 
37 Shaumi Fitriyanti, Analyzing The Content Validity Of English Summative Tests In 

Vocational Schools. Thesis, Jakarta, Program Sarjana (S1): Faculty Of Tarbiyah And Teachers 

Training Syarif Hidayatullah State Islamic University, 2014, p. 18. 

 
38 J. Charles Alderson, Caroline Clapham, and Diane Wall, Language Test Construction 

and Evaluation, New York: Cambridge University Press, 1995, p. 172. 

 
39 J. B Heaton, Writing English Language Tests, New York: Longman Group UK 

Limited, New Edition, 1988,  p. 159. 

 
40Shaumi Fitriyanti, Analyzing The Content Validity Of English Summative Tests In 

Vocational Schools. Thesis, Jakarta, Program Sarjana (S1): Faculty Of Tarbiyah And Teachers 

Training Syarif Hidayatullah State Islamic University, 2014, p. 18. 

 
41 Charles D. Hopkins and Richard L. Antes, Classroom Measurement and Evaluation, 

(Illinois: F.E. Peacock Publishers, Inc, 1990), 3rd Edition, p.331 

 
42 J.B Heaton, Writing English Language Test, London: Longman Group, New Edition, 

1998, p. 161. 
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Another opinion from Khodirin, he stated in his research that the test designer 

should concern more to the content validity in arranging a good test. To arrange a 

test should be based on the curriculum and syllabus.43 

Figure.01: TEST VALIDITY AND ITEM VALIDITY44 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This research, the researcher chose the item validity to be analyzed. The 

item validity of the test is measure precision of an item of the test in measuring 

what the test wanted to measure through the item of the test itself.45 

 
43 Khodirin, “Content Validity of the English Summative Test in the First Year of SMK 

Lingga Kencana Depok”, Thesis of UIN Syarif Hidayatullah, (Jakarta: UIN Syarif Hidayatullah 

Jakarta, 2013), p. 39, unpublished. 

 
44 Khaerudin, Kualitas Instrumen Tes Hasil Belajar, Madaniyah Journal, Vol. 2 Edisi IX, 

Agustus 2015, p. 219. For further explanation see Anas Sudijono, Pengantar Statistik Pendidikan, 

(Jakarta: Rajawali, 1991), p. 185 

 
45 Khaerudin, Kualitas Instrumen Tes Hasil Belajar, Madaniyah Journal, Vol. 2 Edisi IX, 

Agustus 2015, p. 219. For further explanation see Anas Sudijono, Pengantar Statistik Pendidikan, 

(Jakarta: Rajawali, 1991), p. 218 
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b. Reliability 

A test is considered reliable if it is administered on different occasions and 

similar results are obtained. Gronlund says “reliability refers to the consistency of 

evaluation results, if the test-makers obtain quite similar scores when the same 

test administered to the same group on the different occasion. Then, it can 

conclude that the result has a high degree of reliability from one occasion to 

another. Similarly, if the teachers independently rate the same student in the same 

instrument and obtain the similar ratings, it can conclude that the result has a high 

degree of reliability”.46 Likewise, Allison claims “The reliability of a test 

concerns the accuracy and trust worthiness of it is results: if we could erase the 

test from students’ memories and then repeat it, how similar would the results 

be?”47 

Brown and Abeywickrama suggested the following ways to ensure that a 

test is reliable: it is consistent in its conditions across two or more administrations; 

it gives clear directions for scoring or evaluation; it has uniform rubrics for 

scoring or evaluation; it lends itself to consistent application of those rubrics by 

the rater; and it contains items or tasks that are unambiguous to the test-takers.  

Well-written multiple choice test items compare favorably with other test 

item types on the issue of reliability. They are less susceptible to guessing than are 

true-false test items, and therefore capable of producing more reliable scores. 

 
 
46Norman E. Gronlund, Measurement and Evaluation in Teaching, (New York: 

Macmillan Publishing Co., Inc, 1981), p. 65-66 

 
47Desmond Allison, Language Testing And Evaluation (An Introductory Course), Kent 

Ridge Crescent: Singapore University Press, 1999, p.85 
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Their scoring is more clear-cut than short answer test item scoring because there 

are no misspelled or partial answers to deal with. Since multiple-choice items are 

objectively scored, they are not affected by scorer inconsistencies as are essay 

questions and they are essentially immune to the influence of bluffing and writing 

ability factors, both of which lower the reliability of essay can test scores. As a 

result, a test is considered by reliability if the test-makers get some result 

repeatedly. Reliability does not simply validity. It means that a reliable measures 

the subjects or materials given consistently, but not necessarily what it is 

supposed to be measured.48 

Those are some methods can be used to find the reliability of the multiple 

choice test. See the table 1 below: 

Table 1: RELIABILITY METHODS49 

Reliable Types Procedure 

Test-retest methods (stability) 

Product Moment dan Kolerasi Intra 

Kelas 

The test is given twice with the same 

students in the different time then 

decide the correlation. 

Parallel Equivalent: 

Product Moment dan Kolerasi Intra 

Kelas 

Test is given twice with the same 

students in time is not too long (ex. 2 

weeks), correlate the scores for looking 

the reliability. 

Split-Half methods (Belah dua) 

Persamaan Split-Half dan Spearman- 

Brown 

The test is given once then devide it by 

using the equation to correlate both of 

the scores. 

 
48 Shaumi Fitriyanti, Analyzing The Content Validity Of English Summative Tests In 

Vocational Schools. Thesis, Jakarta, Program Sarjana (S1): Faculty Of Tarbiyah And Teachers 

Training Syarif Hidayatullah State Islamic University, 2014, p. 15 

 
49 Khaerudin, Kualitas Instrumen Tes Hasil Belajar, Madaniyah Journal, Vol. 2 Edisi IX, 

Agustus 2015, p. 224. 
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Internal Consistency: 

• Koefisien Alpha 

• Kurder-Richardson (KR-20) 

• Kuder-Richardson (KR-21) 

 

• Test is given once, using equation 

• Test is given once, using equation 

• Test is given once, using equation 

 

From the explanation on the table above, it has been explained clearly that 

those methods can be used to facilitate us to decide the reliability of the test. Next, 

in this research, the researcher will analyze the reliability of the test by using the 

split-half method. The criteria of reliability is revolve of 0 - 1. If the coefficient of 

the reliability (near to 1), the more high consistency and the precision of the test. 

c. Practicality 

Brown & Abeywickrama stated that practicality refers to the logistical, 

practical, and administrative issues involved in the process of constructing, 

administering, and rating an assessment instrument. Bachman and Palmer, on the 

other hand, defined practicality as: 

 “The relationship between resources will be required in the design, 

development, and use of the test and the resources that will be available for 

these activities.”  

 

Bachman and Palmer also added that practicality refers to the extent to 

which the demands of test specifications can be met within the limits of existing 

resources such as human resources (test writers, raters, or proctors), material 

resources (space, equipment, or materials), and time.50 

Therefore, Practicality is the third criteria of a good test which concerns in 

 
50 Brown & Abeywickrama, Language Assessment: Principles and Classroom Practice, 

Pearson Education, Inc, United Stated of America, 2010. 
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cost, the time, and the ease in administering the test. If the test is expensive, 

difficult to be scored, and time consuming; it means the test is impractical.51 

 

 

d. Item Difficulties 

Arikunto stated that “the test has the good difficulties index which is not 

too easy and difficult”.52 A test mentioned as easy test if a most of the students 

able to answer the question correctly and difficult if the most of the students 

cannot answer the questions correctly. 

Good multiple-choice test items are generally more difficult and time-

consuming to write than other types of test items. Coming up with plausible 

distracters requires a certain amount of skill. This skill, however, may increase 

through study, practice, and experience. In constructing good objective test items 

requires a great deal of time and effort. Before the test items are used, it is 

necessary to identify which items are answered correctly by the more able 

students taking the test and badly by the less able students. The identification of 

certain difficult items in the test, together with the knowledge of the performance 

of the individual distracters in multiple-choice items, can prove just as valuable in 

its implications for teaching as for testing. 

 
51 Shaumi Fitriyanti, Analyzing The Content Validity Of English Summative Tests In 

Vocational Schools. Thesis, Jakarta, Program Sarjana (S1): Faculty Of Tarbiyah And Teachers 

Training Syarif Hidayatullah State Islamic University, 2014, p. 16 

 
52 Suharsimi Arikunto, Dasar-Dasar Evalusai Pendidikan. (Jakarta:Pt. Bumi Aksara, 2nd 

Edition, 2016), p. 222 
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All items should be examined from the point of view of their difficulty 

level and their level of discrimination as well as the distracters for multiple-choice 

test items. 

 

e. Discrimination Power 

According to Arikunto, the discrimination power is the ability of a matter 

to distinguish between the upper students and the lower students. If the test could 

be answered by the upper group as well lower students, it means the test is not 

good because the test item has no power differentiator. Then, it could be said that 

test with the considerable distinguishing between clever students (high-ability) 

and the students low ability. The negative score of discrimination power showed 

that the test did not work out. 

Discrimination power is the competence of the test to discriminate 

between the high students and the low students. The number which shows the 

level of discrimination power mentioned as discrimination index. Similar with the 

difficulty index, the discrimination index number start from 0.00 until 1.00. But 

the difference is the discrimination index use the negative sign (-). The negative 

sign used if the test shows the quality of the testees. Those are the students’ high 

skill and low skill in answering the test. The three points on discrimination power 

are: 

-1.00    0.00   1.00 

Negative DP  Low DP  High DP (positive) 
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When the high students and low students are able to answer a test 

correctly, the test means not good because the test do not have discrimination 

power.53 

 

C. Conceptual  Framework 

The concept of standardization of objective test especially multiple choice 

test based on the principles of language testing assessment has been explored in 

the previous discussion. A conceptual framework derived from those concepts 

above is presented as follows. 

In pedagogic competence, one of competences the teachers should have is 

arrange the instrument in order to measure the students’ ability. The teachers 

prepare the assessment for the students to know the development, progress of the 

students after doing the learning process in certain period of time and the 

successful learning program. In learning, the teaching process is a system that 

consists of some connecting components, such as aims, material or teaching tools, 

method and learning activity, instrument and teaching resource, and procedure 

and evaluation instrument. 

Regarding this, the test made by teachers should be designed correctly 

congruent with the theory, mechanism, and principles of language testing 

assessment. 

 

 

 
53 Suharsimi Arikunto, Dasar-Dasar Evalusai Pendidikan. (Jakarta:Pt. Bumi Aksara, 2nd 

Edition, 2016), p.226 
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Figure.02: Conceptual framework: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

D. Hypothesis 

Based on the problem statement and conceptual framework, the hypothesis 

in this research was: “the standardization of English teachers-made objective test 

at SMAN 3 Palopo is strongly good”. 

The problems The Standardization of the 

test 

Teachers' Multiple choice tests 

Designing Multiple Choice Test 

Standardization of better 

multiple choice test 

• Validity 

• Reliability  

• Item Difficulties 

• Discrimination Power 

 

• The test is not measure what 

supposed to be measured. 

• A Test, which does not have item 

validity and reliability. complicates 

the students to answer the test . 
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CHAPTER III 

RESEARCH METHOD 

A. Research Method 

 The research revealed the data or information of the standardization of 

English teachers-made objective test at SMAN 3 Palopo with the result that this 

research is quantitative research. 

  The researcher chose this research, because it provided a method that done 

by the researcher related to know the standardization of English teachers-made 

objective test based on the principles of language testing assessment by studying 

issues of problem the researcher face, especially in assessment. This research also 

supported by qualitative analysis because the researcher described the 

standardization of the test and more information about teachers’ documentation. 

 

B. The Participants of the Research  

  The researcher decided the data resource in this research was the test made 

by English teachers. The population in this research was the students’ test at first 

and second year in SMAN 3 Palopo. The English teacher at SMAN 3 of Palopo 

consists of 1 teacher in the first year and 1 teacher in the second year, so there 

were 2 teachers totally. The researcher would obtain the data from the teachers for 

finishing this research completely. 
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C. Instrument of the Research 

  There were two instruments of the data collection, those were: 

1. Documentation 

Documentation was one of the important data collections in this research. 

The documentation record consisted of English multiple-choice test papers; 

students’ answer sheets, answer key, and the blueprint made by English teachers 

at SMAN 3 Palopo. 

2. Interview  

In this research, the researcher used semi-structured interview. The 

researcher prepared some questions for English teachers at SMAN 3 of Palopo 

related to the constructing of the test. In addition, the interview is administered in 

getting the explanation from the English teachers about the constructing of the 

objective test. Besides, the researcher would get the information whether the 

English teachers have understood the important of the good items in constructing 

the multiple-choice test. 

 

D. Data Collection Technique  

1. At the first stage, the researcher was collecting the English multiple choice 

test and the blueprint of SMAN 3 of Palopo. 

2. Secondly, the using of checklist table is purposed to check and analyze the 

number of the test which has been answered correctly or incorrectly by the 
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student. The right answer given 1 score and for the wrong answer got 0 score. 

This analysis called analysis item.54 

3. The last, the interview is conducted for getting a supporting data by asking 

about the phenomena related to the topic. 

 

E. Data Analysis Technique 

  The research used quantitative analysis. The quantitative analysis was 

using the formula which the result be processed and appropriated with the theory 

to analyze the test they were validity, reliability, item difficulties, and 

discrimination power. To find out the validity of the test, the researcher used 

Microsoft Excel application for helping the researcher found the validity of the 

test easily. 

Special in analyzing the reliability of the tests, the researcher used the 

Split-Half Method.55 

 

1. Validity Formula 

The Draw of the validity according to Areta on her thesis was if the test-

maker wanted to measure the students’ writing ability, he or she could ask the 

students to write as many words as they could in fifteen minutes, then simply 

count the words for the final score. However, if the test-maker wanted to measure 

the students’ ability in speaking, he or she used an objective test or an essay test. 

 
54 Sitiatava Rizema Putra, Desain Evaluasi Belajar Berbasis Kinerja, (Jogjakarta: Diva 

Press, 1st Edition, 2013), p. 199. 

 
55 Sitiatava Rizema Putra, op.cit, p. 197. 
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It meant that he or she did not measure what should be measured. The writer 

emphasizes that validity formed the important good criteria of a good test refers 

to the test which measure what should be measured or intended.56  

To find out the validity of the objective test, the researcher quantitative 

technique by using the formula as follows: 

q

p

SD

MM
r

t

tp

pbi

−
=      

pbir   = Point bi-serial Correlation Coefficient, i.e. item validity coefficient 

pM  = Mean score of testers correctly answering the analyzed item 

tM   = Mean score of the total score 

tSD  = Standard deviation of the total score 

p      = Proportion of testees correctly answering the analyzed item 

q      = Proportion of testees incorrectly answering the analyzed item. 

For helping the researcher analyzed the item validity, the researcher used 

the Microsoft Excel Application used =CORREL(array1;array2) formula. This 

Microsoft Excel formula is used specifically for finding out the 𝒓𝒉𝒊𝒕𝒖𝒏𝒈 of 

validity. 

 

2. Reliability Formula 

To calculate the reliability, the researcher used the formula of Pearson 

product moment correlation as follows: 

 
56 Areta Wulan Dari, An Analysis On The Content Validity Of English Summative Test 

Items At The Even Semester Of The Second Grade Of Junior High School, Thesis. Jakarta, For The 

Degree Of S. Pd. (Bachelor Of Art) In English Language Education: Syarif Hidayatullah State 

Islamic University, Jakarta, 2014, p. 14. 
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xyr  = Pearson product moment correlation between variables x and y 

N  = number of students taking the test 

 x  = sum of variable x 

 y  = sum of variable y 

 xy  = sum of multiplication of variable x and variable y 

 2x  = sum of square x 

 2y  = sum of square y 

 

After finding out the product moment correlation, the researcher used 

Spearmen-Brown formula:57 

 

𝒓
𝟏

𝟐

𝟏

𝟐
  = Correlation among scores in every test 

𝒓𝟏𝟏 = Instrument reliability 

 

3. Item difficulty formula 

To find out the item difficulty of the tests, the researcher used the formula 

as follows: 

 

N

LGUG
IF

+
=  

 
57 Sitiatava Rizema Putra, Desain Evaluasi Belajar Berbasis Kinerja, (Jogjakarta: Diva 

Press, 1st Edition, 2013), p. 198. 
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4. Discrimination power formula 

To find out the discrimination power of the tests, the researcher used the 

formula as follows: 

n

LGUG
ID

−
=  

IF = index of facility; 

ID  = index of discrimination;  

n  = number of students in one group (½N);  

UG = frequency of score by upper group 

LG = frequency of score by lower group 
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CHAPTER IV 

RESEARCH FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION 

A. Findings 

1. Data Description and Quantitative Analysis 

a. Test Description of First Year Students 

The researcher analyzed the standardization of multiple-choice English 

teacher made test at SMAN 3 Palopo. There were 31 students in the class and the 

multiple-choice test consisted of 34 numbers and 5 answer choices (a, b, c, d and 

e). The questions were divided into 4 sections (listening, reading, grammar, and 

vocabulary). The test was given at students in the first year at SMAN 3 Palopo. 

The test was held on June 4th, 2018 with the total time given to the students for 

answering the whole items was 90 minutes. 

Table 2: The Score Rubric 

In scoring rubric the researcher used the following formula: 

𝑆𝑐𝑜𝑟𝑒 =
𝑛𝑢𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟 𝑜𝑓 𝑐𝑜𝑟𝑟𝑒𝑐𝑡 𝑎𝑛𝑠𝑤𝑒𝑟

𝑛𝑢𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟 𝑜𝑓 𝑞𝑢𝑒𝑠𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑠
 × 100 

Number of 

correct answer 
Score 

1 3 

2 6 

3 9 

4 12 

5 15 

6 18 

7 21 

8 24 

9 27 
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10 30 

11 33 

12 36 

13 39 

14 42 

15 45 

16 48 

17 51 

18 54 

19 57 

20 60 

21 63 

22 66 

23 69 

24 72 

25 75 

26 78 

27 81 

28 84 

29 87 

30 90 

31 93 

32 96 

33 99 

34 100 

 

2. Analysis 

In this part of research findings, the researcher presented the imaginary 

scores of a class of 31 students on a test consisting of 34 items on the following 

table. The table contained a frequency distribution showed the number of students 

who obtained each mark awarded; tallies that was representing the number of 

students obtaining the same scores; the frequency and the percentage of each 

score on the multiple-choice test. 
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Table 3: The Frequency Distribution of Scores 

No. 
Raw 

Score 

Final 

Score 
Tally Frequency 

Percentage 

(%) 

1. 28 84 ///// / 6 19.35 

2. 27 81 /// 3 9.67 

3. 26 78 ///// /// 8 25.80 

4. 25 75 // 2 6.45 

5. 24 72 ///// 5 16.12 

6. 23 69 // 2 6.45 

7. 22 66 // 2 6.45 

8. 21 63 / 1 3.22 

9. 18 54 / 1 3.22 

10. 12 36 / 1 3.22 

 Total 31 31 100% 

 

To make the percentage, the researcher used the formula: 

𝑷 =
𝒇

𝒏
𝒙𝟏𝟎𝟎% 

P = Percentage of Content Validity 

f = Frequency of item appearance 

n = Number of sample 

The distribution of the scores illustrated above can be presented in another 

way as in the following frequency polygon: 

 

 

0

5

10

56 54 52 50 48 46 44 42 36 24

The Distribution of the Score

Frequency
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A. Mean Score & Standard Deviation 

1). Measures of Central Tendency 

There are three ways of measuring central tendency, mode, 

median, and mean, of which the mean is the most efficient measure. 

Table 4: The Frequency Distribution of Scores 

 

 

 

 

 

𝑋 =  
fX

N
=

230.4

31
= 7.4 

From the table above, could see that in this particular case there is a 

fairly close correspondence among the mode (7.8), median (7.0), and mean 

(7.4). 

2). Measures of Dispersion 

The measure of dispersion is related to the range or spread of 

scores. The mean by itself enable us to describe an individual students’ 

score by comparing it with average set of scores obtained by a group. 

 

No. X F Fx 

1 8.4 6 50.4 

2 8.1 3 24.3 

3 7.8 8 62.4 

4 7.5 2 15 

5 7.2 5 36 

6 6.9 2 13.8 

7 6.6 2 13.2 

8 6.3 1 6.3 

9 5.4 1 5.4 

10 3.6 1 3.6 

Total 67.8 31 FX= 230.4 
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Table 5: Standard Deviation 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

a). Range = 84 – 36 = 48 

b). Standard deviation 

N

d
ds


=

2

..   

𝑠𝑑 =  
√𝟑𝟎.𝟒

31
 = √0.9806451 

No. X D d2 

1 8.4 1 1 

2 8.4 1 1 

3 8.4 1 1 

4 8.4 1 1 

5 8.4 1 1 

6 8.4 1 1 

7 8.1 0.7 0.49 

8 8.1 0.7 0.49 

9 8.1 0.7 0.49 

10 7.8 0.4 0.16 

11 7.8 0.4 0.16 

12 7.8 0.4 0.16 

13 7.8 0.4 0.16 

14 7.8 0.4 0.16 

15 7.8 0.4 0.16 

16 7.8 0.4 0.16 

17 7.8 0.4 0.16 

18 7.5 0.1 0.01 

19 7.5 0.1 0.01 

20 7.2 -0.2 0.04 

21 7.2 -0.2 0.04 

22 7.2 -0.2 0.04 

23 7.2 -0.2 0.04 

24 7.2 -0.2 0.04 

25 6.9 -0.5 0.25 

26 6.9 -0.5 0.25 

27 6.6 -0.8 0.64 

28 6.6 -0.8 0.64 

29 6.3 -1.1 1.21 

30 5.4 -2 4 

31 3.6 -3.8 14.44 

Total 230.4 1 30.4 
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𝑠𝑑 =  0.99 

The standard deviation of the data above is 0.99 

3). Reliability 

To calculate the reliability the researcher used the Pearson product 

moment correlation formula as follows: 

( )( )

( ) ( ) ]][[
2222   

 
−−

−
=

yyNxxN

yxxyN
rxy

    

But, before the researcher used the Pearson product moment 

colleration, the researcher divided the items into two groups X (Odd 

Items) and Y (Even Items).   

Table 6: Split-Half Method 

No. Students 
Odd Items (1,3,5-17) 

(X) 

Even Items (2,4,6-34) 

(Y) 

1. SS1 14 13 

2. SS2 13 10 

3. SS3 13 12 

4. SS4 11 15 

5 SS5 12 14 

6. SS6 15 12 

7. SS7 14 13 

8. SS8 13 13 

9. SS9 13 13 
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10. SS10 12 12 

11. SS11 13 13 

12. SS12 12 12 

13. SS13 12 11 

14. SS14 12 10 

15. SS15 12 15 

16. SS16 12 12 

17. SS17 14 14 

18. SS18 14 14 

19. SS19 14 14 

20. SS20 9 11 

21. SS21 5 7 

22. SS22 9 9 

23. SS23 12 12 

24. SS24 12 14 

25. SS25 13 12 

26. SS26 14 12 

27. SS27 13 13 

28. SS28 14 14 

29. SS29 13 13 

30. SS30 13 13 

31. SS31 14 14 

 𝐗 = 386 𝐘 =386 

 

𝐗 = 386 

𝐗𝟐 = 148.996 
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𝐘 = 386 

𝐘𝟐 = 148.996 

𝐗𝐘 = 148.996 

𝑟𝑥𝑦 =
31 x 148.996 − (386)(386)

√(31 x 148.996 − (386)2)(31 x 148.996 − (386)2)
 

𝑟𝑥𝑦 =
4.618.876 − 148.996

√(4.618.876 − 148.996)(4.618.876 − 148.996)
 

𝑟𝑥𝑦 =
4.618727

√(4.469.880)(4.469.880)
 

𝑟𝑥𝑦 =
4.618727

√1.9997981
 

𝑟𝑥𝑦 =
4.618727

4.471910
 

𝑟𝑥𝑦 = 1.03 

From the result of coefficient correlation, the items may be said as valid 

items if rhitung >  rtabel, because the students in the first year consisted of 31 

students, so the rtabel is 0.3 with the coefficient correlation criteria as follow: 

Table 7: The Criteria of the Reliability Coefficient Correlation58 

Coefficient Correlation (rxy) Level 

0.800 – 1.000 Very High 

0.600 – 0.800 High 

 
58 Guilford J.P, Fundamental Statistics in Psychology and Education, (New York : 

McGraw-Hill Book, 1956), p. 145 
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0.400 – 0.600 Enough 

0.200 – 0.400 Low 

 

After using the Pearson product moment correlation formula, the 

researcher found that rxy = 1.03. This score showed half of the reliability of the 

test. So the r𝑟𝑥𝑦 is called 𝑟1

2

1

2
 𝑜𝑟  𝑟𝑜𝑑𝑑−𝑒𝑣𝑒𝑛  to find out the reliability of the test. 

The next step is analyzed using Spearman-Brown odd even model correlation to 

see the reliability of the test. 

 

 

𝑟11 =
2 𝑥 1.03

(1 +  1.03)
 

𝑟11 =
2.06

2.03
 

𝑟11 = 1.01 

From the result above, the researcher conclude that the calculation (𝒓𝟏

𝟐

𝟏

𝟐
) is 

1.01. build upon the criteria coefficient correlation above, can be said that the 

coefficient of the test is very high because 1.01 > 0.3 and belong to very high 

category. It showed the evaluated test is highly reliable. 

𝑟11 =
2𝑟1

2
1
2

(1 +  𝑟1
2

1
2
)
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4). Validity  

q

p

SD

MM
r

t

tp

pbi

−
=      

Table 8: The Criteria of the Validity by Guilford59 

Coefficient Correlation (𝐫𝐱𝐲) Criteria 

0.800 – 1.000 Very High 

0.600 – 0.800 High 

0.400 – 0.600 Enough 

0.200 – 0.400 Low 

0.000 – 0.200 Very Low  

  

The 𝑟𝑝𝑏𝑖 of the item number 1 is 0. It implied the item number 1 is not 

valid. Found on the 𝑟𝑝𝑏𝑖, the researcher found the validity of the test in the first 

year SMAN 3 Palopo had 18 items were valid and 16 items were not valid. It 

signified only 18 items could measure the expected competency of the teacher and 

there were 16 items could not measure the expected competency. 

 
59 Guilford J.P, Fundamental Statistics in Psychology and Education, (New York : 

McGraw-Hill Book, 1956), p. 145 
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5). Difficulty Level 

The level of difficulty is an opportunity to answer correctly for each item 

in ability level which can be showed in index form. The following below is the 

classification of difficulty level according to Suharsimi Arikunto in Suwarto: 

Table 9: The Category and Criteria of the Difficulty Level60 

Coefficient Category Criteria 

0.00 – 0.30 
(Difficult) Accepted 

0.31 – 0.70 
(Middle) Revised 

0.71 – 1.00 
(Easy) Rejected 

 

Table 10: Item Difficulty 

Item UG LG IF Category Criteria 

1. 15 15 0.96 Easy Rejected 

2 15 15 0.96 Easy Rejected 

3. 15 14 0.93 Easy Rejected 

4. 0 1 0.03 Difficult Accepted 

5. 12 7 0.61 Middle Revised 

6. 12 11 0.74 Easy Rejected 

7. 14 12 0.83 Easy Rejected 

8. 12 10 0.70 Middle Revised 

9. 15 14 0.83 Easy Rejected 

10. 14 11 0.80 Easy Rejected 

11. 0 0 0 Difficult Accepted 

12. 7 5 0.38 Middle Revised 

13. 15 13 0.90 Easy Rejected 

14. 4 5 0.29 Difficult Accepted 

 
60 Suwarto, Tingkat Kesulitan, Daya Beda, dan Reliabilitas Tes Menurut Teori Tes 

Klasik, Program Studi Pendidikan Biologi –FKIP Universitas Veteran Bangun Nusantara 

Sukoharjo, (Jurnal Pendidikan, Jilid 16, Nomor 2, 2007), p.168 
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15. 0 0 0 Difficult Accepted 

16. 12 12 0.77 Easy Rejected 

17. 15 14 0.93 Easy Rejected 

18. 7 11 0.58 Middle Revised 

19. 10 8 0.58 Middle Revised 

20. 14 11 0.80 Easy Rejected 

21. 14 15 0.93 Easy Rejected 

22. 14 14 0.90 Easy Rejected 

23. 13 13 0.83 Easy Rejected 

24. 15 14 0.93 Easy Rejected 

25. 15 14 0.93 Easy Rejected 

26. 15 13 0.90 Easy Rejected 

27. 15 12 0.87 Easy Rejected 

28. 15 13 0.90 Easy Rejected 

29. 12 11 0.74 Easy Revised 

30. 13 15 0.90 Easy Rejected 

31. 12 13 0.80 Easy Rejected 

32. 13 14 0.87 Easy Rejected 

33. 6 4 0.32 Middle Revised 

34. 7 4 0.35 Middle Revised 

 

The table above explained about the difficulty level of each number of the 

multiple-choice test. On the table above, the level divided to three kinds, are easy, 

middle, and difficult level. And the criteria divided into three criteria, are 

accepted, revised and rejected criteria.  

The table showed that there were 23 items were in easy level with the 

rejected criteria, 7 items were in middle level needed to revise and there 4 items 

were in difficult level are accepted. 
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6). Discrimination Power  

Discrimination power is the test ability to discriminate between the high 

students’ ability and the students’ low ability. To find out the index of facility and 

index of discrimination, the researcher used the formula as follow: 

N

LGUG
IF

+
=  

n

LGUG
ID

−
=  

IF = index of facility; 

ID  = index of discrimination;  

n  = number of students in one group (½N);  

UG = frequency of score by upper group 

LG = frequency of score by lower group 

In this case, the criteria of discrimination power can be showed on the 

table as follow: 

Table 11: The Criteria of the Discrimination Power 

Coefficient Category 

> 0.3 Accepted 
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0.01 – 0.29 Revised 

< 0.01 Rejected 

 

Table 12: The Indices of Facility and Discrimination 

Item UG LG IF ID REMARK 

1. 15 15 0.96 0 Low DP Rejected 

2 15 15 0.96 0 Low DP Rejected 

3. 15 14 0.93 0.06 Low DP Revised 

4. 0 1 0.03 -0.06 Negative DP Rejected 

5. 12 7 0.61 0.33 Low DP Accepted 

6. 12 11 0.74 0.06 Low DP Revised 

7. 14 12 0.83 0.13 Low DP Revised 

8. 12 10 0.70 0.13 Low DP Revised 

9. 15 14 0.83 0.06 Low DP Revised 

10. 14 11 0.80 0.06 Low DP Revised 

11. 0 0 0 0 Low DP Rejected 

12. 7 5 0.38 0.13 Low DP Revised 

13. 15 13 0.90 0.13 Low DP Revised 

14. 4 5 0.29 -0.06 Negative DP Rejected 

15. 0 0 0 0.13 Low DP Revised 

16. 12 12 0.77 0 Low DP Rejected 

17. 15 14 0.93 0.06 Low DP Revised 

18. 7 11 0.58 -0.26 Negative DP Rejected 

19. 10 8 0.58 0.13 Low DP Revised 

20. 14 11 0.80 0.2 Low DP Revised 

21. 14 15 0.93 -0.06 Negative DP Rejected 

22. 14 14 0.90 0 Low DP Rejected 

23. 13 13 0.83 0 Low DP Rejected 

24. 15 14 0.93 0.06 Low DP Revised 

25. 15 14 0.93 0.06 Low DP Revised 

26. 15 13 0.90 0.13 Low DP Revised 

27. 15 12 0.87 0.2 Low DP Revised 
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28. 15 13 0.90 0.13 Low DP Revised 

29. 12 11 0.74 0.06 Low DP Revised 

30. 13 15 0.90 -0.13 Negative DP Rejected 

31. 12 13 0.80 -0.06 Negative DP Rejected 

32. 13 14 0.87 -0.06 Negative DP Rejected 

33. 6 4 0.32 0.13 Low DP Revised 

34. 7 4 0.35 0.2 Low DP Revised 

 

From the table above the researcher found that there were 27 items had 

low discrimination power. 20 items needed to revise and 6 items are rejected, 

there were 7 items had negative discrimination power are rejected. It showed the 

13 items are rejected totally, and 1 item had low discrimination power is accepted. 
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7. Full Item Analysis 

The following are Full Item Analysis 

from no.1 until no.50 

ITEM No.1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

=IF
𝑈𝐺−𝐿𝐺

𝑁
=

30

31
= 0,96 

ID = 
𝑈𝐺−𝐿𝐺

𝑛
=

0

15
= 0 

 

ITEM No.3 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

=IF
𝑈𝐺+𝐿𝐺

𝑁
=

30

31
= 0,93 

ID = 
𝑈𝐺−𝐿𝐺

𝑛
=

1

15
= 0.06 

 

 

 

ITEM No.2 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

=IF
𝑈𝐺−𝐿𝐺

𝑁
=

30

31
= 0.96 

ID = 
 𝑈𝐺−𝐿𝐺

𝑛
=

0

15
= 0 

 

ITEM No.4 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

=IF
𝑈𝐺+𝐿𝐺

𝑁
=

1

31
= 0.03 

ID = 
𝑈𝐺−𝐿𝐺

𝑛
=

1

15
= −0.06 

 UG LG UG+LG 

A 0 0 0 

B 0 0 0 

C* 15 15 30 

D 0 0 0 

 15 15 30 

 UG LG UG+LG 

A 0 1 1 

B 0 0 0 

C 0 0 0 

D* 15 14 29 

 15 15 30 

 UG LG UG+LG 

A 0 0 0 

B* 15 15 30 

C 0 0 0 

D 0 0 0 

 15 15 30 

 UG LG UG+LG 

A 2 3 5 

B* 0 1 1 

C 12 9 22 

D 0 0 1 

E 1 1 2 

 15 15 30 
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ITEM No.5  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

=IF
𝑈𝐺+𝐿𝐺

𝑁
=

19

31
= 0.61 

ID = 
𝑈𝐺−𝐿𝐺

𝑛
=

5

15
= 0.33 

ITEM No.7 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

=IF
𝑈𝐺+𝐿𝐺

𝑁
=

26

31
= 0.83 

ID = 
𝑈𝐺−𝐿𝐺

𝑛
=

2

15
= 0.13 

 

 

 

 

ITEM No.6 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

=IF
𝑈𝐺+𝐿𝐺

𝑁
=

23

31
= 0.74 

ID = 
𝑈𝐺−𝐿𝐺

𝑛
=

1

15
= 0.06 

ITEM No.8 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

=IF
𝑈𝐺+𝐿𝐺

𝑁
=

22

31
= 0.70 

ID = 
𝑈𝐺−𝐿𝐺

𝑛
=

2

15
= 0.13 

 

 

 

 

 UG LG UG+LG 

A 0 1 1 

B 0 1 1 

C 2 5 7 

D* 12 7 19 

E 1 1 2 

 15 15 30 

 UG LG UG+LG 

A 1 1 2 

B* 14 12 26 

C 0 1 1 

D 0 1 1 

E 0 0 0 

 15 15 30 

 UG LG UG+LG 

A 3 4 7 

B 0 0 0 

C 0 0 0 

D 0 0 0 

E* 12 11 23 

 15 15 30 

 UG LG UG+LG 

A 0 1 1 

B 2 1 3 

C* 12 10 22 

D 1 1 2 

E 0 2 2 

 15 15 30 
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ITEM No.9 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

=IF
𝑈𝐺+𝐿𝐺

𝑁
=

26

31
= 0.83 

ID = 
𝑈𝐺−𝐿𝐺

𝑛
=

1

15
= 0.06 

ITEM No.11 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

=IF
𝑈𝐺+𝐿𝐺

𝑁
=

0

31
= 0 

ID = 
𝑈𝐺−𝐿𝐺

𝑛
=

0

15
= 0 

 

 

 

 

ITEM No.10  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

=IF
𝑈𝐺+𝐿𝐺

𝑁
=

25

31
= 0.80 

ID = 
𝑈𝐺−𝐿𝐺

𝑛
=

1

15
= 0.06 

ITEM No.12  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

=IF
𝑈𝐺+𝐿𝐺

𝑁
=

12

31
=0.38 

ID = 
𝑈𝐺−𝐿𝐺

𝑛
=

2

15
= 0.13 

 

 

 

 

 UG LG UG+LG 

A 0 2 2 

B 0 0 1 

C 0 0 0 

D* 15 14 26 

E 0 1 1 

 15 15 30 

 UG LG UG+LG 

A* 0 0 0 

B 0 0 0 

C 1 3 4 

D 14 10 24 

E 0 2 2 

 15 15 30 

 UG LG UG+LG 

A* 14 11 25 

B 1 2 3 

C 0 2 2 

D 0 0 0 

E 0 0 0 

 15 15 30 

 UG LG UG+LG 

A 0 0 0 

B 0 0 0 

C 8 10 18 

D* 7 5 12 

E 0 0 0 

 15 15 30 
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ITEM No.13  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

=IF
𝑈𝐺+𝐿𝐺

𝑁
=

28

31
= 0.90 

ID = 
𝑈𝐺−𝐿𝐺

𝑛
=

2

15
= 0.13 

 

ITEM No.15 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

=IF
𝑈𝐺+𝐿𝐺

𝑁
=

0

31
= 0 

ID = 
𝑈𝐺−𝐿𝐺

𝑛
=

0

15
= 0 

 

 

 

ITEM No.14  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

=IF
𝑈𝐺+𝐿𝐺

𝑁
=

9

31
= 0.29 

ID = 
𝑈𝐺−𝐿𝐺

𝑛
=

−1

15
= −0.06 

 

ITEM No.16 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

=IF
𝑈𝐺+𝐿𝐺

𝑁
=

24

31
= 0.77 

ID = 
𝑈𝐺−𝐿𝐺

𝑛
=

0

15
= 0 

 

 

 

 UG LG UG+LG 

A* 15 13 28 

B 0 1 1 

C 0 0 0 

D 0 1 1 

E 0 0 0 

 15 15 30 

 UG LG UG+LG 

A 0 2 2 

B 14 10 24 

C 1 2 3 

D 0 1 1 

E* 0 0 0 

 15 15 30 

 UG LG UG+LG 

A 0 0 0 

B 0 1 1 

C 5 7 12 

D 6 2 8 

E* 4 5 9 

 15 15 30 

 UG LG UG+LG 

A* 12 12 24 

B 0 1 1 

C 0 0 0 

D 0 1 1 

E 3 1 4 

 15 15 30 
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ITEM No.17 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

=IF
𝑈𝐺+𝐿𝐺

𝑁
=

29

31
= 0.93 

ID = 
𝑈𝐺−𝐿𝐺

𝑛
=

1

15
= 0.06 

ITEM No.19 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

=IF
𝑈𝐺+𝐿𝐺

𝑁
=

18

31
= 0.58 

ID = 
𝑈𝐺−𝐿𝐺

𝑛
=

2

15
= 0.13 

 

 

 

 

ITEM No.18 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

=IF
𝑈𝐺+𝐿𝐺

𝑁
=

18

31
= 0.58 

ID = 
𝑈𝐺−𝐿𝐺

𝑛
=

−4

15
= −0.26 

ITEM No.20 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

=IF
𝑈𝐺+𝐿𝐺

𝑁
=

25

31
= 0.80 

ID = 
𝑈𝐺−𝐿𝐺

𝑛
=

3

15
= 0.2 

 

 

 

 

 

 UG LG UG+LG 

A 0 0 0 

B 0 0 0 

C* 15 14 29 

D 0 0 0 

E 0 1 1 

 15 15 30 

 UG LG UG+LG 

A* 10 8 18 

B 0 1 1 

C 0 1 1 

D 5 4 9 

E 0 1 1 

 15 15 30 

 UG LG UG+LG 

A* 7 11 18 

B 0 0 0 

C 8 3 11 

D 0 1 1 

E 0 0 0 

 15 15 30 

 UG LG UG+LG 

A 0 1 1 

B 1 1 2 

C* 14 11 25 

D 0 1 1 

E 0 1 1 

 15 15 30 
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ITEM No.21 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

=IF
𝑈𝐺+𝐿𝐺

𝑁
=

29

31
= 0.93 

ID = 
𝑈𝐺−𝐿𝐺

𝑛
=

−1

15
= −0.06 

ITEM No.23 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

=IF
𝑈𝐺+𝐿𝐺

𝑁
=

26

31
= 0.83 

ID = 
𝑈𝐺−𝐿𝐺

𝑛
=

0

15
= 0 

 

 

 

 

ITEM No.22 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

=IF
𝑈𝐺+𝐿𝐺

𝑁
=

28

31
= 0.90 

ID = =
+

N

LGUG 0

15
= 0 

ITEM No.24 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

=IF
𝑈𝐺+𝐿𝐺

𝑁
=

29

31
= 0.93 

ID = 
𝑈𝐺−𝐿𝐺

𝑛
=

1

15
= 0.06 

 

 

 

 

 UG LG UG+LG 

A 0 0 0 

B 0 0 0 

C* 14 15 29 

D 1 0 1 

E 0 0 0 

 15 15 30 

 UG LG UG+LG 

A 0 2 2 

B 0 0 0 

C 2 0 2 

D* 13 13 26 

E 0 0 0 

 15 15 30 

 UG LG UG+LG 

A 0 1 1 

B 0 0 0 

C 1 0 1 

D 0 0 0 

E* 14 14 28 

 15 15 30 

 UG LG UG+LG 

A 0 1 1 

B* 15 14 29 

C 0 0 0 

D 0 0 0 

E 0 0 0 

 15 15 30 
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ITEM No.25 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

=IF
𝑈𝐺+𝐿𝐺

𝑁
=

29

31
= 0.93 

ID = 
𝑈𝐺−𝐿𝐺

𝑛
=

1

15
= 0.06 

ITEM No.27 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

=IF
𝑈𝐺+𝐿𝐺

𝑁
=

27

31
= 0.87 

ID = 
𝑈𝐺−𝐿𝐺

𝑛
=

3

15
= 0.2 

 

 

 

 

ITEM No.26 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

=IF
𝑈𝐺+𝐿𝐺

𝑁
=

28

31
= 0.90 

ID = 
𝑈𝐺−𝐿𝐺

𝑛
=

2

15
= 0.13 

ITEM No.28 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

=IF
𝑈𝐺+𝐿𝐺

𝑁
=

28

31
= 0.90 

ID = 
𝑈𝐺−𝐿𝐺

𝑛
=

2

15
= 0.13 

 

 

 

 

 UG LG UG+LG 

A 0 0 0 

B 0 0 0 

C 0 0 0 

D* 15 14 29 

E 0 1 1 

 15 15 30 

 UG LG UG+LG 

A 0 1 1 

B 0 1 1 

C 0 0 0 

D* 15 12 27 

E 0 1 1 

 15 15 30 

 UG LG UG+LG 

A 0 0 0 

B* 15 13 28 

C 0 0 0 

D 0 1 1 

E 0 1 1 

 15 15 30 

 UG LG UG+LG 

A 0 0 0 

B* 15 13 28 

C 0 1 1 

D 0 1 1 

E 0 0 0 

 15 15 30 
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ITEM No.29 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

=IF
𝑈𝐺+𝐿𝐺

𝑁
=

23

31
= 0.74 

ID = 
𝑈𝐺−𝐿𝐺

𝑛
=

1

15
= 0.06 

ITEM No.31 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

=IF
𝑈𝐺+𝐿𝐺

𝑁
=

25

31
= 0.80 

ID = 
𝑈𝐺−𝐿𝐺

𝑛
= 

−1

15
= −0.06 

 

 

 

 

 

ITEM No.30 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

=IF
𝑈𝐺+𝐿𝐺

𝑁
=

28

31
= 0.90 

ID = 
𝑈𝐺−𝐿𝐺

𝑛
=

−2

15
= −0.13 

ITEM No.32 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

=IF
𝑈𝐺+𝐿𝐺

𝑁
=

27

31
= 0.87

 

ID = 
 𝑈𝐺−𝐿𝐺

𝑛
=

−1

15
= −0.06 

 

 

 

 

 UG LG UG+LG 

A 2 2 4 

B 0 0 0 

C 0 1 1 

D 1 1 2 

E* 12 11 23 

 15 15 30 

 UG LG UG+LG 

A 2 1 3 

B* 12 13 25 

C 0 0 0 

D 0 1 1 

E 0 0 0 

 14 15 29 

 UG LG UG+LG 

A* 13 15 28 

B 0 2 2 

C 0 0 0 

D 0 0 0 

E 2 3 5 

 15 15 30 

 UG LG UG+LG 

A 1 0 1 

B 0 0 0 

C* 13 14 27 

D 0 1 1 

E 0 0 0 

 14 15 29 
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ITEM No.33 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

=IF
𝑈𝐺+𝐿𝐺

𝑁
=

10

31
= 0.32 

ID = 
𝑈𝐺−𝐿𝐺

𝑛
=

2

15
= 0.13 

ITEM No.34 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

=IF
𝑈𝐺+𝐿𝐺

𝑁
=

11

31
= 0.35 

ID = 
𝑈𝐺−𝐿𝐺

𝑛
=

3

15
= 0.2 

 UG LG UG+LG 

A 6 5 11 

B 1 0 1 

C 0 4 4 

D* 6 4 10 

E 1 2 3 

 14 15 29 

 UG LG UG+LG 

A 3 5 8 

B* 7 4 11 

C 3 5 8 

D 1 1 2 

E 0 0 0 

 14 15 29 
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NO. Testees 

NUMBER OF TEST ITEM AWAL SCORE 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 AWAL 

1 SS1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 11 

2 SS2 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 10 

3 SS3 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 12 

4 SS4 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 11 

5 SS5 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 13 

6 SS6 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 11 

7 SS7 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 11 

8 SS8 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 11 

9 SS9 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 11 

10 SS10 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 10 

11 SS11 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 11 

12 SS12 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 12 

13 SS13 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 11 

14 SS14 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 11 

15 SS15 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 13 

16 SS16 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 12 

17 SS17 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 13 

18 SS18 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 13 

19 SS19 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 13 

20 SS20 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 8 

21 SS21 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 6 

22 SS22 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 9 

23 SS23 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 12 

24 SS24 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 12 

25 SS25 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 10 

26 SS26 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 11 

27 SS27 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 11 

28 SS28 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 12 

29 SS29 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 11 

30 SS30 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 11 

31 SS31 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 13 
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NO. Testees 

NUMBER OF TEST ITEM AKHIR SCORE 

18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 AKHIR 

1 SS1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 16 

2 SS2 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 13 

3 SS3 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 13 

4 SS4 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 11 

5 SS5 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 12 

6 SS6 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 16 

7 SS7 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 16 

8 SS8 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 15 

9 SS9 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 15 

10 SS10 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 14 

11 SS11 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 14 

12 SS12 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 12 

13 SS13 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 12 

14 SS14 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 11 

15 SS15 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 15 

16 SS16 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 12 

17 SS17 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 15 

18 SS18 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 15 

19 SS19 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 15 

20 SS20 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 13 

21 SS21 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 6 

22 SS22 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 9 

23 SS23 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 12 

24 SS24 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 14 

25 SS25 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 14 

26 SS26 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 15 

27 SS27 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 15 

28 SS28 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 16 

29 SS29 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 15 

30 SS30 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 15 

31 SS31 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 15 
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NO. Testees ODD – EVEN ITEM  

1,3-

17 

2,4-34 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 X Odd Even 

1 SS1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 27 14 13 

2 SS2 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 23 13 10 

3 SS3 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 25 13 12 

4 SS4 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 22 11 15 

5 SS5 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 25 12 14 

6 SS6 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 27 15 12 

7 SS7 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 27 14 13 

8 SS8 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 26 13 13 

9 SS9 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 26 13 13 

10 SS10 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 24 12 12 

11 SS11 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 25 13 13 

12 SS12 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 24 12 12 

13 SS13 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 23 12 11 

14 SS14 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 22 12 10 

15 SS15 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 28 12 15 

16 SS16 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 24 12 12 

17 SS17 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 28 14 14 

18 SS18 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 28 14 14 

19 SS19 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 28 14 14 

20 SS20 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 21 9 11 

21 SS21 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 12 5 7 

22 SS22 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 18 9 9 

23 SS23 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 24 12 12 

24 SS24 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 26 12 14 
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25 SS25 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 24 13 12 

26 SS26 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 26 14 12 

27 SS27 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 26 13 13 

28 SS28 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 28 14 14 

29 SS29 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 26 13 13 

30 SS30 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 26 13 13 

31 SS31 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 28 14 14 

 TOTAL ITEM 31 31 30 1 20 24 27 23 28 26 0 12 29 9 0 25 30 19 19 24 30 29 27 30 30 29 28 29 23 28 26 28 10 12   386 386 
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NO. Testees 

UPPER – LOWER GROUP 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 X 

1 SS31 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 28 

2 SS18 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 28 

3 SS19 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 28 

4 SS17 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 28 

5 SS28 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 28 

6 SS15 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 28 

7 SS7 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 27 

8 SS6 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 27 

12 SS1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 27 

10 SS29 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 26 

11 SS5 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 25 

9 SS26 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 26 

13 SS27 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 26 

14 SS8 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 26 

15 SS30 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 26 

16 SS9 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 26 

17 SS24 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 26 

18 SS11 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 25 

19 SS3 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 25 

20 SS25 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 24 
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21 SS12 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 24 

22 SS23 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 24 

23 SS16 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 24 

24 SS10 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 24 

25 SS13 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 23 

26 SS2 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 23 

27 SS14 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 22 

28 SS4 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 22 

29 SS20 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 21 

30 SS22 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 18 

31 SS21 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 12 

UG 15 15 15 0 12 12 14 12 15 14 0 7 15 4 0 12 15 7 10 14 14 14 13 15 15 15 15 15 12 13 12 13 6 7 767 

LG 15 15 14 1 7 11 12 10 14 11 0 5 13 5 0 12 14 11 8 11 15 14 13 14 14 13 12 13 11 15 13 14 4 4   

Total 30 30 29 1 19 23 26 22 29 25 0 12 28 9 0 24 29 18 18 25 29 28 26 29 29 28 27 28 23 28 25 27 10 11  
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Discussion Table of the First Year 

Item UG LG IF Category Criteria ID REMARK r tabel r hitung Criteria 

1. 15 15 0.96 Easy Rejected 0 Low DP Rejected 0.3550 0 Invalid 

2 15 15 0.96 Easy Rejected 0 Low DP Rejected 0.3550 0 Invalid 

3. 15 14 0.93 Easy Rejected 0.06 Low DP Revised 0.3550 0.20 Invalid 

4. 0 1 0.03 Difficult Accepted -0.06 Negative DP Rejected 0.3550 -0,7 Invalid 

5. 12 7 0.61 Middle Revised 0.33 Low DP Accepted 0.3550 0.20 Invalid 

6. 12 11 0.74 Easy Rejected 0.06 Low DP Revised 0.3550 0.44 Valid 

7. 14 12 0.83 Easy Rejected 0.13 Low DP Revised 0.3550 0.55 Valid 

8. 12 10 0.70 Middle Revised 0.13 Low DP Revised 0.3550 0.04 Invalid 

9. 15 14 0.83 Easy Rejected 0.06 Low DP Revised 0.3550 0.50  Valid 

10. 14 11 0.80 Easy Rejected 0.06 Low DP Revised 0.3550 0.52 Valid 

11. 0 0 0 Difficult Accepted 0 Low DP Rejected 0.3550 0 Invalid 

12. 7 5 0.38 Middle Revised 0.13 Low DP Revised 0.3550 0.14 Invalid 

13. 15 13 0.90 Easy Rejected 0.13 Low DP Revised 0.3550 0.65 Valid 

14. 4 5 0.29 Difficult Accepted -0.06 Negative DP Rejected 0.3550 0.05 Invalid 

15. 0 0 0 Difficult Accepted 0.13 Low DP Revised 0.3550 0 Invalid 

16. 12 12 0.77 Easy Rejected 0 Low DP Rejected 0.3550 0.53 Valid 

17. 15 14 0.93 Easy Rejected 0.06 Low DP Revised 0.3550 0.20 Invalid 

18. 7 11 0.58 Middle Revised -0.26 Negative DP Rejected 0.3550 -0,16 Invalid 

19. 10 8 0.58 Middle Revised 0.13 Low DP Revised 0.3550 0.50 Valid 

20. 14 11 0.80 Easy Rejected 0.2 Low DP Revised 0.3550 0.52 Valid 
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21. 14 15 0.93 Easy Rejected -0.06 Negative DP Rejected 0.3550 0,15 Valid 

22. 14 14 0.90 Easy Rejected 0 Low DP Rejected 0.3550 0.37 Valid 

23. 13 13 0.83 Easy Rejected 0 Low DP Rejected 0.3550 0.58 Valid 

24. 15 14 0.93 Easy Rejected 0.06 Low DP Revised 0.3550 0.7 Valid 

25. 15 14 0.93 Easy Rejected 0.06 Low DP Revised 0.3550 0.7 Valid 

26. 15 13 0.90 Easy Rejected 0.13 Low DP Revised 0.3550 0.77 Valid 

27. 15 12 0.87 Easy Rejected 0.2 Low DP Revised 0.3550 0.57 Valid 

28. 15 13 0.90 Easy Rejected 0.13 Low DP Revised 0.3550 0.65 Valid 

29. 12 11 0.74 Easy Revised 0.06 Low DP Revised 0.3550 0.28 Invalid 

30. 13 15 0.90 Easy Rejected -0.13 Negative DP Rejected 0.3550 -0.05 Invalid 

31. 12 13 0.80 Easy Rejected -0.06 Negative DP Rejected 0.3550 0.39 Valid 

32. 13 14 0.87 Easy Rejected -0.06 Negative DP Rejected 0.3550 0.07 Invalid 

33. 6 4 0.32 Middle Revised 0.13 Low DP Revised 0.3550 0.22 Invalid 

34. 7 4 0.35 Middle Revised 0.2 Low DP Revised 0.3550 0.40 Valid 

 

7 Middle 7 Revised 

 

  

7 Negative DP 7 Rejected 

  

  

  

18 items Valid 
4 Difficult 4 Accepted 

27 Low DP 

6 Rejected 

23 Rejected 23 Rejected 
20 Revised 

16 Invalid  
1 Accepted 
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b. Test Description of Second Year Students 

The students in the second year of SMAN 3 Palopo would be described in 

this section. There were 33 students in the class and the multiple-choice test 

consisted of 30 numbers and 5 answer choices (a, b, c. d and e). The questions 

were divided into 4 sections (listening, reading, grammar, and vocabulary 

section). The test was given at students in the first year at SMAN 3 Palopo. The 

test was held on June 4th, 2018 with the total time given to the students for 

answering the whole items was 90 minutes. 

Table 13: The Scoring Rubric 

In scoring rubric the researcher used the following formula: 

𝑆𝑐𝑜𝑟𝑒 =
𝑛𝑢𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟 𝑜𝑓 𝑐𝑜𝑟𝑟𝑒𝑐𝑡 𝑎𝑛𝑠𝑤𝑒𝑟

𝑛𝑢𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟 𝑜𝑓 𝑞𝑢𝑒𝑠𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑠
 × 100 

Number of 

correct answer 
Score 

1 3 

2 7 

3 10 

4 13 

5 17 

6 20 

7 23 

8 27 

9 30 

10 33 

11 37 

12 40 

13 43 

14 47 

15 50 

16 53 

17 57 

18 60 
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19 63 

20 67 

21 70 

22 73 

23 77 

24 80 

25 83 

26 87 

27 90 

28 93 

29 97 

30 100 

 

3. Analysis 

In this part, scores of a class were 33 students on a test consisting of 30 

items on the following table. The table contained a frequency distribution showed 

the number of students who obtained each mark awarded; tallies that was 

representing the number of students obtaining the same scores; the frequency and 

the percentage of each score on the multiple-choice test. 

Table 14: The Frequency Distribution of Scores 

No. 
Raw 

Score 

Final 

Score 
Tally Frequency 

Percentage 

(%) 

1. 27 90 /// 3 9.09 

2. 26 87 ///// // 7 21.22 

3. 25 83 //// 4 12.12 

4. 24 80 ///// /// 8 24.24 

5. 23 77 //// 4 12.12 

6. 22 73 / 1 3.03 

7. 21. 70 / 1 3.03 

8. 18 60 // 2 6.06 

9. 17 57 / 1 3.03 

10. 11 37 / 1 3.03 

11. 9 30 / 1 3.03 

 Total 33 33 100% 
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The distribution of the scores illustrated above can be presented in another 

way as in the following frequency polygon: 

 

A. Mean Score & Standard Deviation 

1). Measures of Central Tendency 

There are three ways of measuring central tendency, mode, 

median, and mean, of which the mean is the most efficient measure. 

Table 15: The Frequency Distribution of Scores 

 

 

 

 

 

𝑋 =  
fX

N
=

254.6

33
= 7.7 

0

5

10

90 86.6 83.3 80 76.6 73.3 70 60 56.6 36.6 30

The Distribution of the Score

Frequency

No. X F Fx 

1 9.0 3 27 

2 8.7 7 60.9 

3 8.3 4 33.2 

4 8.0 8 64 

5 7.7 4 30.8 

6 7.3 1 7.3 

7 7.0 1 7.0 

8 6.0 2 12 

9 5.7 1 5.7 

10 3.7 1 3.7 

11 3.0 1 3.0 

Total 74.4 33 FX= 254.6 
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From the table above, we could see that in this particular case there 

was a fairly close correspondence among the mode (8.0), median (7.8), 

and mean (7.7). 

2). Measures of Dispersion 

The measure of dispersion is related to the range or spread of 

scores. The mean by itself enable to describe an individual students’ score 

by comparing it with average set of scores obtained by a group. 

Table 16: Standard Deviation 

No. X D d2 

1 9.0 1.3 1.69 

2 9.0 1.3 1.69 

3 9.0 1.3 1.69 

4 8.7 1 1 

5 8.7 1 1 

6 8.7 1 1 

7 8.7 1 1 

8 8.7 1 1 

9 8.7 1 1 

10 8.7 1 1 

11 8.3 0.6 0.36 

12 8.3 0.6 0.36 

13 8.3 0.6 0.36 

14 8.3 0.6 0.36 

15 8.0 0.3 0.09 

16 8.0 0.3 0.09 

17 8.0 0.3 0.09 

18 8.0 0.3 0.09 

19 8.0 0.3 0.09 

20 8.0 0.3 0.09 

21 8.0 0.3 0.09 

22 8.0 0.3 0.09 

23 7.7 0 0 

24 7.7 0 0 

25 7.7 0 0 
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a) Range = 84 – 36 = 48 

b) Standard deviation 

N

d
ds


=

2

..   

𝑠. 𝑑 =  
√63.65

33
= √1.9287878 

𝑠. 𝑑 =  1.38 

The standard deviation of the data above is 1.38 

3). Reliability 

 To calculate the reliability the researcher used the Pearson product 

moment correlation formula as follows: 

( )( )

( ) ( ) ]][[
2222   

 
−−

−
=

yyNxxN

yxxyN
rxy

      

Table 17: Split-Half Method 

No. Students 
Odd Items (1,3,5-17) 

(X) 

Even Items (2,4,6-34) 

(Y) 

1. SS1 13 11 

2. SS2 11 9 

3. SS3 7 4 

4. SS4 9 8 

26 7.7 0 0 

27 7.3 -0.4 0.16 

28 7.0 -0.7 0.49 

29 6.0 -1.7 2.89 

30 6.0 -1.7 2.89 

31 5.7 -2 4 

32 3.7 -4 16 

33 3.0 -4.7 22.09 

Total 254.6 0.5 63.65 
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5 SS5 14 12 

6. SS6 15 12 

7. SS7 12 13 

8. SS8 12 12 

9. SS9 13 13 

10. SS10 13 13 

11. SS11 11 13 

12. SS12 11 13 

13. SS13 11 12 

14. SS14 11 13 

15. SS15 11 12 

16. SS16 12 13 

17. SS17 11 10 

18. SS18 13 13 

19. SS19 12 12 

20. SS20 14 12 

21. SS21 15 12 

22. SS22 11 12 

23. SS23 13 13 

24. SS24 13 12 

25. SS25 13 13 

26. SS26 12 13 

27. SS27 11 7 

28. SS28 14 13 

29. SS29 12 10 

30. SS30 10 13 

31. SS31 5 4 

32. SS32 12 12 

33. SS32 12 12 

 𝐗 = 𝟑𝟖𝟗 𝐘 = 376 

 

𝐗 = 389 

𝐗𝟐 = 151.321 

𝐘 = 376 

𝐘𝟐 = 141.376 

𝐗𝐘 = 146.246 

𝑟𝑥𝑦 =
33 x  146.246 − (389)(376)

√(33 x 151.321 − (389)2)(33 x 141.376 − (376)2)
 

𝑟𝑥𝑦 =
4.826.712 − 146.246

√(4.993.593 − 151.321)(4.66.5.408 − 141.376)
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𝑟𝑥𝑦 =
4.680.466

√(4.842.272)(4.524.032)
 

𝑟𝑥𝑦 =
4.680.466

√2.190659
 

𝑟𝑥𝑦 =
4.680.466

1.480087
 

𝑟𝑥𝑦 = 3.16 

The researcher found that 𝑟𝑥𝑦 = 3.16. It showed half of the reliability of the 

test. So the r𝑟𝑥𝑦 is called 𝑟1

2

1

2
 𝑜𝑟  𝑟𝑜𝑑𝑑−𝑒𝑣𝑒𝑛  to find out the reliability of the test. 

The next step is analyzed using Spearman-Brown odd even model correlation to 

see the reliability of the test. 

 

 

𝑟11 =
2 𝑥 3.16

(1 +  3.16)
 

𝑟11 =
6.32

4.16
 

𝑟11 = 1.51 

From the result above, the researcher conclude that the resulted calculation 

(𝒓𝟏

𝟐

𝟏

𝟐
) =1.51. It showed that the evaluated test is highly reliable because 1.51 > 0.3 

and belong to very high category. 

 

 

𝑟11 =
2𝑟1

2
1
2

(1 +  𝑟1
2

1
2
)
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4). Validity    

The rpbi of the item number 1 is 0.43. It means the item number 1 is valid. 

Based on the rpbi formula by using Microsoft Excel Application, the researcher 

found the validity of the test in the second year SMAN 3 Palopo had 22 items 

were valid and 8 items invalid. It implied 22 items could measure the expected 

competency of the teacher and there were 8 items could not measure the expected 

competency.  

5). Difficulty Level 

The level of difficulty is an opportunity to answer correctly for each item 

in ability level that could be showed in index form. The following below is the 

classification of difficulty level. 

Table 18: Item Difficulty Table 

Item UG LG IF Category Criteria 

1. 16 12 0.87 Easy Rejected 

2 1 3 0.59 Middle Revised 

3. 15 14 0.90 Easy Rejected 

4. 16 14 0.93 Easy Rejected 

5. 16 11 0.84 Easy Rejected 

6. 16 13 0.71 Easy Rejected 

7. 10 15 0.95 Easy Rejected 

8. 10 5 0.46 Middle Revised 

9. 16 5 0.46 Middle Revised 

10. 15 14 0.93 Easy Rejected 

11. 12 13 0.90 Easy Rejected 

12. 16 14 0.90 Easy Rejected 

13. 11 10 0.68 Middle Revised 

14. 16 14 0.93 Easy Rejected 
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15. 4 10 0.65 Middle Revised 

16. 16 10 0.81 Easy Rejected 

17. 16 7 0.34 Middle Revised 

18. 16 14 0.93 Easy Rejected 

19. 16 12 0.87 Easy Rejected 

20. 16 13 0.90 Easy Rejected 

21. 16 11 0.82 Easy Rejected 

22. 16 11 0.82 Easy Rejected 

23. 15 14 0.93 Easy Rejected 

24. 14 9 0.87 Easy Rejected 

25. 16 12 0.84 Easy Rejected 

26. 16 14 0.87 Easy Rejected 

27. 14 10 0.78 Easy Rejected 

28. 2 14 0.93 Easy Rejected 

29. 16 8 0.68 Middle Revised 

30. 2 1 0.09 Difficult Accepted 

 

The table above explained about the level difficulty of each number of the 

multiple-choice test. The table described that there were 22 items in easy level 

with the rejected category, 7 items in middle level needed to revise and 1 item in 

difficult level and accepted category (valid). 

6). Discrimination Power 

To find out the index of facility and index of discrimination, the researcher 

used the formula as follow: 

N

LGUG
IF

+
=  

n

LGUG
ID

−
=  
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Table 19: The Indices of Facility and Discrimination 

Item UG LG IF ID REMARK 

1. 16 12 0.87 0.36 Low DP Accepted 

2 1 3 0.59 -0.18 Negative DP Rejected 

3. 15 14 0.90 0.09 Low DP Revised 

4. 16 14 0.93 0.18 Low DP Revised 

5. 16 11 0.84 0.45 Low DP Accepted 

6. 16 13 0.71 0.27 Low DP Revised 

7. 10 15 0.95 0.09 Low DP Revised 

8. 10 5 0.46 0.45 Low DP Accepted 

9. 16 5 0.46 0.45 Low DP Accepted 

10. 15 14 0.93 0.18 Low DP Revised 

11. 12 13 0.90 0.27 Low DP Revised 

12. 16 14 0.90 0.09 Low DP Revised 

13. 11 10 0.68 0.18 Low DP Revised 

14. 16 14 0.93 0.18 Low DP Revised 

15. 4 10 0.65 0.09 Low DP Revised 

16. 16 10 0.81 0.84 Low DP Accepted 

17. 16 7 0.34 -0.27 Negative DP Rejected 

18. 16 14 0.93 0.18 Low DP Revised 

19. 16 12 0.87 0.36 Low DP Accepted 

20. 16 13 0.90 0.27 Low DP Revised 

21. 16 11 0.82 0.45 Low DP Accepted 

22. 16 11 0.82 0.45 Low DP Accepted 

23. 15 14 0.93 0.18 Low DP Revised 

24. 14 9 0.87 0.83 Low DP Accepted 

25. 16 12 0.84 0.27 Low DP Revised 

26. 16 14 0.87 0 Low DP Rejected 

27. 14 10 0.78 0.63 Low DP Accepted 

28. 2 14 0.93 0.18 Low DP Revised 

29. 16 8 0.68 0.54 Low DP Accepted 

30. 2 1 0.09 0.09 Negative DP Revised 
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From the table above the researcher found that there were 11 items had 

low discrimination power with accepted category. 15 items had low 

Discrimination Power needed to revise and 1 item is rejected, 2 items in negative 

discrimination power (rejected) and 1 item in negative Discrimination Power 

needed to revise. 
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c. Qualitative Analysis 

In this section investigated the researcher qualitative analysis. According 

to the interview June 24th, 2018, the teacher at first year has been a teacher at 

SMAN Palopo for 12 years. While the teacher in the second year has been a 

teacher at SMAN 3 Palopo for 4 years.  

However, the teacher in the first and second year said that the syllabus and 

English multiple-choice test in SMAN 3 Palopo is sometimes arranged by the 

English teacher team or by the English teacher itself. The books and internet 

become the references to arrange the syllabus and students’ test. When the 

researcher asked them about the importance of the test, the teachers said that the 

test was very important for the students and it must be held. Without the test we 

could not know how far the students have mastered the learning materials and to 

give score for the students we need test. The test must valid because the test must 

be congruent with the syllabus. If it were not congruent, it means the test were not 

valid. 

The teachers in the first and second year explained that they were not 

undergoing the hardship in designing or constructing the test, because all of the 

test items have been given to the students and appropriate with the syllabus. If the 

tests were not appropriate with syllabus, the students would not be able to answer 

the test questions. So, test must in line with the syllabus. The researcher asked the 

teachers about “do their test were able to measure the students ability?” then the 
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teachers said: “yes, the test were able to measure the students ability, because the 

test drawed clearly how the students mastered the test has been learned.” 

Furthermore, when the researcher wanted to analyze the blueprint, the 

researcher found that teacher in the first year and the second year at SMAN 3 

Palopo did not make the blueprint before designing the test items. Even though in 

the interview section they said that the blueprint is very important in designing 

and constructing the test, in fact the teachers did not make the blueprint. 

Meanwhile, in this research the researcher only analyzed the standardization the 

test items by using some formula and specific method. It supposed to get the 

attainment of the standardization of English multiple-choice test item for English 

subject at SMAN 3 Palopo. 
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7. Full Item Analysis 

The following are Full Item Analysis 

from no.1 until no.50 

ITEM No.1 
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 UG LG UG+LG 

A 0 0 0 

B 0 0 0 

C 0 1 1 

D* 16 12 28 

E 0 3 3 

 16 16 32 

 UG LG UG+LG 

A 0 0 0 

B* 15 14 29 

C 1 1 2 

D 0 1 1 

E 0 0 0 
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 UG LG UG+LG 

A* 1 3 19 

B 0 5 5 

C 15 7 7 

D 0 1 1 

E 0 0 0 
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 UG LG UG+LG 

A 0 0 0 

B* 16 14 30 
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E 0 2 2 

 16 16 32 
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ITEM No.5  
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ITEM No.9 
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ITEM No.13  
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ITEM No.17 
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ITEM No.21 
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ITEM No.25 
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ID = 
𝑈𝐺−𝐿𝐺

𝑛
=

2

11
= 0.18 

 UG LG UG+LG 

A 0 0 0 

B 0 0 0 

C 0 2 2 

D* 15 12 27 

E 1 2 3 

 16 16 32 

 UG LG UG+LG 

A* 16 9 25 

B 0 1 1 

C 0 0 0 

D 0 6 6 

E 0 0 0 

 16 16 32 

 UG LG UG+LG 

A 0 1 1 

B 0 0 0 

C* 14 14 28 

D 2 1 3 

E 0 0 0 

 16 16 32 

 UG LG UG+LG 

A 0 1 1 

B 0 1 1 

C 0 0 0 

D* 16 14 30 

E 0 0 0 

 16 16 32 
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ITEM No.29 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

=IF =
+

N

LGUG 22

32
=  0.68 

ID = 
𝑈𝐺−𝐿𝐺

𝑛
=

6

11
= 0.54 

ITEM No.30 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

=IF =
+

N

LGUG 3

32
= 0.09  

ID = 
𝑈𝐺−𝐿𝐺

𝑛
=

1

11
= 0.09 

 

 UG LG UG+LG 

A 1 5 6 

B* 14 8 22 

C 1 1 2 

D 0 1 1 

E 0 1 1 

 16 16 32 

 UG LG UG+LG 

A 0 0 0 

B 0 0 0 

C 0 0 0 

D 0 0 0 

E* 2 1 3 

 16 16 32 
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NO. Testees 

SCORE AWAL-AKHIR 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 AWAL Testees 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 AKHIR 

1 SS1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 12 SS1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 11 

2 SS2 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 10 SS2 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 8 

3 SS3 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 6 SS3 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 5 

4 SS4 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 11 SS4 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 6 

5 SS5 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 14 SS5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 12 

6 SS6 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 15 SS6 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 12 

7 SS7 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 13 SS7 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 12 

8 SS8 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 12 SS8 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 12 

9 SS9 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 14 SS9 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 12 

10 SS10 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 14 SS10 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 12 

11 SS11 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 13 SS11 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 11 

12 SS12 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 13 SS12 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 11 

13 SS13 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 13 SS13 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 10 

14 SS14 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 13 SS14 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 11 

15 SS15 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 12 SS15 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 11 

16 SS16 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 13 SS16 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 12 

17 SS17 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 14 SS17 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 7 

18 SS18 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 14 SS18 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 12 

19 SS19 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 14 SS19 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 10 

20 SS20 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 15 SS20 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 11 

21 SS21 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 15 SS21 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 12 

22 SS22 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 13 SS22 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 10 

23 SS23 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 14 SS23 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 12 

24 SS24 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 13 SS24 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 12 

25 SS25 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 14 SS25 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 12 
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NO. Testees 
SCORE AWAL-AKHIR 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 AWAL Testees 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 AKHIR 

26 SS26 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 14 SS26 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 11 

27 SS27 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 12 SS27 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 6 

28 SS28 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 15 SS28 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 12 

29 SS29 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 10 SS29 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 12 

30 SS30 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 12 SS30 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 11 

31 SS31 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 2 SS31 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 7 

32 SS32 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 15 SS32 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 9 

33 SS33 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 15 SS33 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 9 
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NO. Testees 

ODD- EVEN ITEM 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 X 

gjl 

1,3-

17 

gnp 

2,4-

30 

1 SS1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 23 13 11 

2 SS2 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 18 11 9 

3 SS3 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 11 7 4 

4 SS4 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 17 9 8 

5 SS5 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 26 14 12 

6 SS6 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 27 15 12 

7 SS7 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 25 12 13 

8 SS8 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 24 12 12 

9 SS9 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 26 13 13 

10 SS10 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 26 13 13 

11 SS11 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 24 11 13 

12 SS12 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 24 11 13 

13 SS13 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 23 11 12 

14 SS14 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 24 11 13 

15 SS15 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 23 11 12 

16 SS16 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 25 12 13 

17 SS17 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 21 11 10 

18 SS18 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 26 13 13 

19 SS19 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 24 12 12 

20 SS20 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 26 14 12 
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NO. Testees 

ODD- EVEN ITEM 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 X 

gjl 

1,3-

17 

gnp 

2,4-

30 

21 SS21 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 27 15 12 

22 SS22 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 23 11 12 

23 SS23 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 26 13 13 

24 SS24 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 25 13 12 

25 SS25 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 26 13 13 

26 SS26 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 25 12 13 

27 SS27 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 18 11 7 

28 SS28 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 27 14 13 

29 SS29 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 22 12 10 

30 SS30 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 23 10 13 

31 SS31 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 9 5 4 

32 SS32 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 24 12 12 

33 SS33 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 24 12 12 

 TOTAL 29 5 30 31 28 30 32 15 15 31 30 30 23 31 21 27 11 31 29 30 28 28 31 26 28 29 26 31 23 3 762 389 376 
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NO. Testees 
TEST ITEM 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 X 

U
P

P
E

R
 G

R
O

U
P

 

1 SS6 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 27 

2 SS21 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 27 

3 SS28 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 27 

4 SS5 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 26 

5 SS9 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 26 

6 SS10 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 26 

7 SS20 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 26 

8 SS23 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 26 

9 SS25 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 26 

10 SS18 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 26 

11 SS7 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 25 

12 SS16 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 25 

13 SS26 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 25 

14 SS24 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 25 

15 SS8 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 24 

16 SS11 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 24 

17 SS12 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 24  
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NO. Testees 
TEST ITEM 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 X 

L
O

W
E

R
 G

R
O

U
P

 

18 SS14 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 24 

19 SS19 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 24 

20 SS32 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 24 

21 SS33 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 24 

22 SS1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 23 

23 SS13 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 23 

24 SS15 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 23 

25 SS22 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 23 

26 SS30 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 23 

27 SS29 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 22 

28 SS17 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 21 

29 SS2 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 18 

30 SS27 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 18 

31 SS4 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 17 

32 SS3 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 11 

33 SS31 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 9 

UG 16 1 15 16 16 16 16 10 10 16 16 15 12 16 11 16 4 16 16 16 16 16 16 16 15 14 16 16 14 2 

762 LG 12 3 14 14 11 13 15 5 5 14 13 14 10 14 10 10 7 14 12 13 11 11 14 9 12 14 10 14 8 1 

TOTAL 
28 4 29 30 27 29 31 15 15 30 29 29 22 30 21 26 11 30 28 29 27 27 30 25 27 28 26 30 22 3 
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Item UG LG IF Category Criteria ID REMARK r tabel r hitung Criteria 

1. 16 12 0.87 Easy Rejected 0.36 Low DP Accepted 0.3440 0.43 Valid 

2 1 3 0.59 Middle Revised 
-

0.18 
Negative DP Rejected 0.3440 0 Invalid 

3. 15 14 0.90 Easy Rejected 0.09 Low DP Revised 0.3440 0.44 Valid 

4. 16 14 0.93 Easy Rejected 0.18 Low DP Revised 0.3440 0.80 Valid 

5. 16 11 0.84 Easy Rejected 0.45 Low DP Accepted 0.3440 0.52 Valid 

6. 16 13 0.71 Easy Rejected 0.27 Low DP Revised 0.3440 0.79 Valid 

7. 10 15 0.95 Easy Rejected 0.09 Low DP Revised 0.3440 0.60 Valid 

8. 10 5 0.46 Middle Revised 0.45 Low DP Accepted 0.3440 0.45 Valid 

9. 16 5 0.46 Middle Revised 0.45 Low DP Accepted 0.3440 0.37 Valid 

10. 15 14 0.93 Easy Rejected 0.18 Low DP Revised 0.3440 0.80 Valid 

11. 12 13 0.90 Easy Rejected 0.27 Low DP Revised 0.3440 0.79 Valid 

12. 16 14 0.90 Easy Rejected 0.09 Low DP Revised 0.3440 0.41 Valid 

13. 11 10 0.68 Middle Revised 0.18 Low DP Revised 0.3440 0.38 Valid 

14. 16 14 0.93 Easy Rejected 0.18 Low DP Revised 0.3440 0.40 Valid 

15. 4 10 0.65 Middle Revised 0.09 Low DP Revised 0.3440 -10 Invalid 

16. 16 10 0.81 Easy Rejected 0.84 Low DP Accepted 0.3440 0.82 Valid 

17. 16 7 0.34 Middle Revised 
-

0.27 
Negative DP Rejected 0.3440 -17 Invalid 

18. 16 14 0.93 Easy Rejected 0.18 Low DP Revised 0.3440 0.22 Invalid 

19. 16 12 0.87 Easy Rejected 0.36 Low DP Accepted 0.3440 0.36 Valid 

20. 16 13 0.90 Easy Rejected 0.27 Low DP Revised 0.3440 0.21 Invalid 

21. 16 11 0.82 Easy Rejected 0.45 Low DP Accepted 0.3440 0.66 Valid 

SECOND YEAR’S DISCUSSION TABLE 
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22. 16 11 0.82 Easy Rejected 0.45 Low DP Accepted 0.3440 0.86 Valid 

23. 15 14 0.93 Easy Rejected 0.18 Low DP Revised 0.3440 0.43 Valid 

24. 14 9 0.87 Easy Rejected 0.83 Low DP Accepted 0.3440 0.67 Valid 

25. 16 12 0.84 Easy Rejected 0.27 Low DP Revised 0.3440 0.41 Valid 

26. 16 14 0.87 Easy Rejected 0 Low DP Rejected 0.3440 0.25 Invalid 

27. 14 10 0.78 Easy Rejected 0.63 Low DP Accepted 0.3440 0.15 Invalid 

28. 2 14 0.93 Easy Rejected 0.18 Low DP Revised 0.3440 0.40 Valid 

29. 16 8 0.68 Middle Revised 0.54 Low DP Accepted 0.3440 0.41 Valid 

30. 2 1 0.09 Difficult Accepted 0.09 Negative DP Revised 0.3440 0.01 Invalid 

  

22 Easy 22 Rejected 

  

3 Negative 

DP 

2 Rejected 

  
22 valid 

7 Middle 7 Revised 1 Revised 

1 Difficult 1 Accepted 11 Low DP 11 Accepted 8 Invalid 
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B. Discussion 

In this research, the researcher wanted to know how the standardization of 

the English multiple-choice test in the even semester of first and second year at 

SMAN 3 Palopo observed from researcher analysed the criterion validity, internal 

reliability, items difficulty and discrimination power. 

An evaluation techniques is said has a high validity (called valid) if the 

test could be completely measure certain capabilities expected. In analyzing the 

test items, the researcher found the test of the first year SMAN 3 Palopo had 18 

items were valid (6, 7, 9, 10, 13, 16, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 31, 34)  

and 16 items were not valid (1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 8, 11, 12, 14, 15, 17, 18, 29, 30, 32, 33). 

It implied only 18 items could measure the expected competency of the teacher 

and there were 16 items could not measure the expected competency. Next, the 

validity of the test in the second year SMAN 3 Palopo had 22 items were valid (1, 

3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 16, 19, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 29, 30) and 8 items 

were invalid (2, 15, 17, 18, 20, 26, 27, 30). It counted only 22 items could 

measure the expected competency of the teacher and there were 8 items could not 

measure the expected competency. That was the validity of the test based on the 

rpbis formula by using Microsoft Excel Application. 
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Based on the finding, the multiple choice test of first year had a minimum 

of items validity same with the Arif Purnomo’s finding showed that 23 test items 

were invalid and only 12 items were valid.61  

The researcher found that the test reliability of the first year SMAN 3 

Palopo was 1.01, it showed the evaluated test was highly reliable because 1.01 > 

0.3 and belong to very high category. The second year test reliability was 1.51 > 

0.3 and belong to very high category. 0.3 was the number of 𝑟𝑡𝑎𝑏𝑒𝑙.  𝑟𝑡𝑎𝑏𝑒𝑙  was the 

coefficient table of product relation “r” moment. One of the table functions was 

basically for instrument validation. It used to compare the  𝑟𝑡𝑎𝑏𝑒𝑙  

and 𝑟ℎ𝑖𝑡𝑢𝑛𝑔 scores. The score of  𝑟𝑡𝑎𝑏𝑒𝑙 could be seen on the appendix 9. 

Weiresma and Jurs said that, if the coefficient colleration in every single 

test was high, the test item would more valid. So if the rhitung > rtable  , the test 

item could be mentioned as a valid and reliable test.62 

The next was item difficulty level. Test is better if the level of the test is 

balanced. According to Sudjana, preferably a package of questions given to 

students has a delicate balance between difficult, medium, and easy with the ratio 

3: 4: 3 or 2: 5: 3.63 

Regarding on the findings, the difficult test of first year there were 23 

items were in easy level with the rejected criteria (1, 2, 3, 6, 7, 9, 10, 13, 16, 17, 

 
61 Arif Purnomo, p. 7 
62  Wiersma and Jurs, Educational Measurment And Testing, (Massachusetts: Allyn and 

Bacon, 1990), p. 288 
63 Nana Sudjana, Penilaian Hasil Proses Belajar Mengajar, (Bandung: Remaja 

Rosdakarya, 2004), p.136 
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20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32), 7 items were in middle level 

needed to revise (5, 8, 12, 18, 19, 33, 34) and there 4 items were in difficult level 

are accepted (4, 11, 14, 15).  

In the test of second year SMAN 3 Palopo showed that there were 22 

items in easy level with the rejected category (1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 10, 11, 12, 14, 16, 

18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28), 7 items in middle level needed to revise 

(2, 8, 9, 13, 15, 17, 29) and 1 item (item number 30) in difficult level and accepted 

category. These items difficulty result were showing that the test items had 

unbalanced proportion as the Sudjana explanation. The previous study from 

Rahmani in Endah thesis stated showed unbalanced proportion item difficulty 

there were 40% difficult, 55% middle and 5% were easy.64 

After finding the item difficulty of the test, the researcher moved to the 

discrimination power of the test. Regarding the research findings, there were 27 

items (1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 15, 16, 17, 19, 20, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 

28, 29, 33, and 34) had low discrimination power. 20 items (3, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 12, 

13, 15, 17, 19, 20, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 33, and 34) needed to revise, and 1 item 

is accepted (item number 5) and 6 items (1, 2, 11, 16, 22, 23) are rejected. There 

were 7 items had negative discrimination power (4, 14, 18, 21, 30, 31, 32) are 

rejected. It showed the 13 items are rejected totally.  

 
64 Endah Putri Noviarti, p. 8 
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In the test of second year of SMAN 3 Palopo found there were 27 Low 

Discrimination Power. 11 items are accepted (1, 5, 8, 9, 16, 19, 20, 21, 23, 27, and 

29). 15 needed to revise (3, 4, 6, 7, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 18, 20, 23, 25, 28) and 1 

item is rejected (item number 26), 2 items in negative discrimination power (2, 

17) are rejected and 1 item in negative Discrimination Power needed to revise 

(item number 30).  

By referring to the sources which has been described before, good tests are 

matters that fulfill the requirements of validity, reliability, good discrimination 

power and item difficulty. Before the teachers give the test items to students, it is 

strongly important to identify which items are answered correctly by the more 

able testees and badly by the less able testees. Not only the validity and reliability 

but all of the test items should be examined from the point of view of their 

difficulty level and their level of discrimination as well as the distracters for 

multiple-choice test items.  

Madsen stated that well-made tests of English could help students in at 

least two ways. First of all, such tests could help create positive attitudes toward 

your class. In the interest of motivation and efficient instruction, teachers almost 

universally aim at providing positive classroom experiences for their students. A 

second way that English tests could benefit students is by helping them master the 

language.65 

 
65  Madsen, Techniques in Testing, (New York: Oxford University Press, 1983), p. 4 
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The good English tests could help the positive attitudes toward instruction 

by giving students a sense of accomplishment and a feeling that the teacher’s 

evaluation of them matches what teacher has taught them. Good English test 

would help students learn the language by requiring them to try studying hard, 

emphasizing course objectives, and showing the lacks of their knowledge where 

they needed to improve. Test on teaching and learning could give the advantages 

for the students and the teachers. Furwana said that if a test is regarded as 

important, if the stakes are high, preparation for it could come to dominate all 

teaching and learning activities. And if the test content and testing techniques are 

at variance with the objectives of the course, there is likely to be harmful 

backwash.66 

 
66 Dewi Furwana, Language Testing and Evaluation, English Education Graduate 

Program Makassar State University Makassar, Unpublished, 2011, p.1 
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CHAPTER V 

CONCLUSION AND SUGGESTION 

A. Conclusion 

Regarding the research findings after analyzing the multiple choice tests 

that has been tested on Tuesday, 4th June 2018 at SMAN 3 Palopo, the researcher 

concludes; 

The multiple choice tests of the first and second year at SMAN 3 Palopo 

have low standardization of multiple choice test and need improvement. Some 

items number of the multiple choice test are rejected and need to revise. Based on 

interview section, the English teachers at SMAN 3 Palopo did not make blueprint 

as a lattice in designing and constructing the test items. The researcher also 

concludes the quantitative analysis with the percentage as follows: 

a. First Year 

The reliability coefficient of the first year test is 1.01 it showed the 

evaluated test is highly reliable. According to the Microsoft Excel findings, the 

validity of the test in the first year SMAN 3 Palopo have 18 items are valid 

(52.94%) and 16 items are invalid (47.05%). The result showed that there are 23 

items are in easy level with the rejected criteria (67.64%), 7 items are in middle 

level need to revise (20.58%) and there 4 items are in difficult level are accepted 

(11.76%). In item discrimination of the test, there are 27 items have low 
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discrimination power (79.41%) and 7 items have negative discrimination power 

(20.58%).

 

a. Second Year 

The multiple choice test of the second year SMAN 3 Palopo have very 

high category of reliability is 1.51. Regarding the Excel calculation, in the second 

year found 22 items are valid (73.33%) and 8 items invalid (26.66%). Next, the 

item difficulty level of each number of the multiple-choice test. The finding’s 

table described that there are 22 items in easy level with the rejected (73.33%), 7 

items in middle level need to revise (23.33%) and 1 item in difficult level and 

accepted category (3.33%). The researcher found that there are 11 items have low 

discrimination power with accepted category (36.66%), 15 items have low 

Discrimination Power need to revise (50%) and 1 item is rejected (3.33%), 2 

items in negative discrimination power are rejected (6.66%) and 1 item is negative 

Discrimination Power need to revise (3.33%). 

B. Suggestion 

From the conclusion above, the researcher would like to give some 

suggestions. These are some suggestion: 

1. The teachers should make the blueprint before designing the multiple 

choice test for the students, because it could help the teacher construct the test 

without afraid the test is not appropriate with the syllabi and the target 

expected competency can be reached by the students. It strongly important to 
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improve the teacher competency in designing qualified test based on the 

principles of language testing assessment, so the chairman of the school should 

support them through the teacher training activity related to design and 

construct the test in order to the teachers competency in designing test 

increased. 

2. For the students, the students should aware how important the test for 

themselves in the future. If the school test is not done seriously, it will make 

the teachers give the wrong assessment because the teachers can not see the 

real competency that students have after teaching-learning process. 

3. For the school, please pay attention to the place and time of the test 

because it affects the students in working on the test given by the teachers. 

4. For other researcher, please do more research in this field by doing further 

research. 
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APPENDIX 7 

A. The Teacher of First Year SMAN 3 Palopo 

Researcher : Sebelumnya ustadz perkenalkan saya Nurul Ainun Islamia. 

Teacher : Nurul Ainun? 

Researcher  : Iya ustadz, terima kasih atas kesempatannya ustadz, telah mengizinkan saya 

untuk mengajukan beberapa pertanyaan mengenai UAS yang dilaksanakan 

beberapa minggu yang lalu. Tapi sebelumnya ustadz, saya mau tahu sudah 

berapa lama ustadz menjadi guru di SMAN 3 Palopo? 

Teacher  : Di SMA 3 itu sudah 12 tahun  

Researcher  : Sudah 12 tahun, terus untuk pengembangan silabus itu sendiri ustadz, 

apakah silabus itu dirancang oleh guru atau guru mengambil silabus dari 

beberapa sumber seperti internet atau semacamnya? 

Teacher  :  kita itu di.. ehem (guru batuk) sekarangkan ada juga dari buku yang kita 

pake terkadang juga kita ambil dari internet kan kita punya GMP Palopo ada 

juga di SMA 3 kadang di diskusikan bersama kadang sendiri-sendiri kalau 

beda kelas. 

Researcher  : Kemudian selanjutnya mengenai kegunaan sebuah tes. Menurut ustadz 

seberapa penting tes dalam proses belajar mengajar?  

Teacher  :  Itu sangat penting sekali karena tanpa tes kita tidak bisa mengetahui sampai 

dimana dia punya kemampuan untuk menguasai pelajaran jadi harus kita tes 

untuk mengetahui sekalian kita menilai mereka. Ya karna siswa-siswa itukan 

punya perbedaan di dalam suatu pelajaran atau IQ-nya ada yang agak pintar, 

ada yang pintar sekali dan ada yang kurang, ada juga yang tidak bisa sama 

sekali. 

Researcher  : Kemudian boleh tau ustadz, siapa yang merancang atau menyusun soal 

ulangan itu sendiri? 

Teacher  : Kita sendiri, guru sendiri yang menyusun. 

Researcher  : Apa kesulitan-kesulitan yang ustadz hadapi saat menyusun soal-soal untuk 

adik-adik di SMA? 

Teacher  :  kesulitan, tidak terlalu ada kesulitan. Karena kan apa yang kita ajarkan itu 

yang kita teskan. 

Researcher  : Apakah setiap ulangan itu sendiri ustadz bersama guru-guru yang lain 

menbuat kisi-kisi sebelum mendesain soal? 

Teacher  : Jelas itu kisi-kisi sesuai dengan materi yang kita ujikan berdasarkan silabus 

kita. 

Researcher  : Baik selanjutnya ustadz, apakah validitas dari sebuah tes itu penting dalam 

pembuatan soal? 

Teacher  : Oh ya sangat-sangat penting. kita harus bisa bagaimana menuntaskan itu 

materi kalo perlu di ulangi ya kita ulangi pada bagian-bagian yang perlu 

diulangi. 

Researcher  : Lalu menurut ustadz sendiri seberapa penting kesesuaian soal terhadap 

silabus? 
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Teacher  : Sangat penting banget, silabus harus ssuai dengan soal, soal dengan silabus 

harus sesuai. Kemudian soal juga harus relevan dengan yang ada di silabus 

dan di materi. 

Researcher  : Yang terakhir ustadz, apakah mnurut ustad soal yang ustadz berikan untuk 

adik-adik sudah mampu mengukur kemampuan mereka selama pross belajar 

mereka? 

Teacher  : Oh ya bisa sekali. maka dalam tes terakhir itu (soal semester) kita sudah 

bisa tentukan nilainya siapa yang dapat sekian penambahan ulangan harian, 

tugas ada juga kan kalo bahasa inggris ada dua macam itu penilaian, ada 

penilaian kognitif dan penilaian psikomotor atau praktek sudah kita lakukan 

semua itu. Jadi penilaian keterampilan khusus, nilai kognotif khusus. 

Researcher  : Oh iya terimakasih banyak ustadz atas waktu dan kesempatannya. 

Teacher  : Sudah tidak ada lagi? 

Researcher  : Sudah cukup ustadz terimakasih. 
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B. The Teacher of Second Year SMAN 3 Palopo 

Researcher : Sebelumnya sir perkenalkan saya Nurul Ainun Islamia. Terima kasih atas 

kesempatannya sir, telah mengizinkan saya untuk mengajukan beberapa 

pertanyaan mengenai UAS yang dilaksanakan beberapa minggu yang lalu. 

Tapi sebelumnya sir, saya mau tahu sudah berapa lama sir menjadi guru di 

SMAN 3 Palopo? 

Teacher  : Saya telah mengajar di SMA 3 Palopo selama 4 tahun. 

Researcher  : Lalu untuk pengembangan silabus itu sendiri sir, apakah silabus itu 

dirancang oleh guru atau guru mengambil silabus dari beberapa sumber 

seperti internet atau semacamnya? 

Teacher  : Pengembangan silabus di SMAN 3 Palopo sudah berjalan dengan sangat 

baik dan yang membuat silabus itu adalah guru mata pelajaran yang terdiri 

atas tim di bidang studi. 

Researcher  : Kemudian selanjutnya mengenai kegunaan sebuah tes. Menurut sir seberapa 

penting tes dalam proses belajar mengajar?  

Teacher  : Tes sangat penting dilakukan untuk mengukur kemampuan siswa dan 

mengukur sejauh mana pencapaian kompetensi dasar siswa. 

Researcher  : Kemudian boleh tau sir, siapa yang merancang atau menyusun soal ulangan 

itu sendiri? 

Teacher  : Soal UAS dibuat oleh tim dan bisa juga dibuat oleh individu guru itu sendiri 

tergantung dari kesepakatan para guru bidang studi bahasa Inggris. 

Researcher  : Apa kesulitan-kesulitan yang sir hadapi saat menyusun soal-soal untuk 

adik-adik di SMA? 

Teacher  : Pada dasarnya tidak ada kesulitan dalam membuat soal pada pelaksanaan 

UAS maupun tes-tes lain, semisal ulangan harian karena semua soal yang 

diujikan tentunya telah dipahami dan sesuai dengan kompetensi dasar yang 

diajarkan. 

Researcher  : Apakah setiap ulangan itu sendiri sir bersama guru-guru yang lain menbuat 

kisi-kisi sebelum mendesain soal? 

Teacher  : Kisi-kisi soal merupakan sebuah subitem dari perangkat pembelajaran 

sehingga saya tidak mungkin sebelum menyusun soal maka sebagai guru 

yang baik berkewajiban membuat kisi-kisi soal. 

Researcher  : Baik selanjutnya sir, apakah validitas dari sebuah tes itu penting dalam 

pembuatan soal? 

Teacher  : Validating itu merupakan sesuatu yang sangat penting untuk mengukur 

apakah soal itu sudah cocok untuk jenis kelas dan kemampuan siswa sesuai 

dengan kompetensi dasar yang telah diajarkan. 

Researcher  : Lalu menurut sir sendiri seberapa penting kesesuaian soal terhadap silabus? 

Teacher  : Sangat penting untuk menyesuaikan soal yang dibuat dengan silabus yang 

kita miliki. Sehingga tidak terjadi distorsi dalam penilaian individu siswa. 
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Researcher  : Yang terakhir sir, apakah menurut sir soal yang sir berikan untuk adik-adik 

sudah mampu mengukur kemampuan mereka selama pross belajar mereka? 

Teacher  : Soal yang saya desain dan saya susun tentunya sudah sangat mampu 

mengukur kemampuan siswa karena dari soal itu tergambar jelas bagaimana 

seorang siswa menguasai materi yang telah diajarkan. 

Researcher  : Oh iya terimakasih banyak sir atas waktu dan kesempatannya. 

Teacher  : Sama-sama. 
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APPENDIX 8 

A. The teacher the first year of SMAN 3 Palopo. 
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B. The teacher of the second year of SMAN 3 Palopo. 
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APPENDIX 9 

Table 22: r for df = 1 – 35 Table67 

(N-2) 
Tingkat significouldces 

untuk uji satu arah 

0.05 0.025 0.01 0.005 0.0005 

Tingkat signifikansi untuk uji dua arah 

0.1 0.05 0.02 0.01 0.001 

1 0.9877 0.9969 0.9995 0.9999 1.0000 

2 0.9000 0.9500 0.9800 0.9900 0.9990 

3 0.8054 0.8783 0.9343 0.9587 0.9911 

4 0.7293 0.8114 0.8822 0.9172 0.9741 

5 0.6694 0.7545 0.8329 0.8745 0.9509 

6 0.6215 0.7067 0.7887 0.8343 0.9249 

7 0.5822 0.6664 0.7498 0.7977 0.8983 

8 0.5494 0.6319 0.7155 0.7646 0.8721 

9 0.5214 0.6021 0.6851 0.7348 0.8470 

10 0.4973 0.5760 0.6581 0.7079 0.8233 

11 0.4762 0.5529 0.6339 0.6835 0.8010 

12 0.4575 0.5324 0.6120 0.6614 0.7800 

13 0.4409 0.5140 0.5923 0.6411 0.7604 

14 0.4259 0.4973 0.5742 0.6226 0.7419 

15 0.4124 0.4821 0.5577 0.6055 0.7247 

16 0.4000 0.4683 0.5425 0.5897 0.7084 

17 0.3887 0.4555 0.5285 0.5751 0.6932 

18 0.3783 0.4438 0.5155 0.5614 0.6788 

19 0.3687 0.4329 0.5034 0.5487 0.6652 

20 0.3598 0.4227 0.4921 0.5368 0.6524 

21 0.3515 0.4132 0.4815 0.5256 0.6402 

22 0.3438 0.4044 0.4716 0.5151 0.6287 

23 0.3365 0.3961 0.4622 0.5052 0.6178 

24 0.3297 0.3882 0.4534 0.4958 0.6074 

25 0.3233 0.3809 0.4451 0.4869 0.5974 

26 0.3172 0.3739 0.4372 0.4785 0.5880 

27 0.3115 0.3673 0.4297 0.4705 0.5790 

28 0.3061 0.3610 0.4226 0.4629 0.5703 

29 0.3009 0.3550 0.4158 0.4556 0.5620 

30 0.2960 0.3494 0.4093 0.4487 0.5541 

31 0.2913 0.3440 0.4032 0.4421 0.5465 

32 0.2869 0.3388 0.3972 0.4357 0.5392 

33 0.2826 0.3338 0.3916 0.4296 0.5322 
 

 
67 Product by: Junaidi (http://junaidichaniago.wordpress.com), 2010, p 1 
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