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Abstrac: This research concerns on item analysis, including level of difficulty, 

discriminating power, and distractor analysis of the English Summative Test 

Items at the Eighth Grade Junior High School in Pontianak in Academic Year 

2014/2015. The purpose is to provide current information about the quality of the 

English summative test and to compare the quality of the test items at X, Y and Z 

Junior High School. Some qualitative evidence and quantitative data from the test 

scores are collected, analysed, and interpreted. For the sample of participants as 

examinees, 3 junior high schools are selected through stratified purposive sampling based 

on the similar school accreditation ranks. The item analysis findings show 98% test 

items at X Junior High School, 94% test items at Y Junior High School, and 100% 

test items at Z Junior High School that are in need of improvement. The test 

developers need to consider revising items with very low or very high item 

difficulty and very low discrimination ability. Furthermore, an action needs to be 

taken to revise distractors that are not plausible. 
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Abstrak: Penelitian ini mengacu pada analisis soal ulangan umum yang meliputi 

tingkat kesukaran, daya pembedaan, dan analisis pengecoh kelas 8 SMP di 

Pontianak tahun ajaran 2014/2015. Penelitian ini bertujuan untuk menyajikan 

informasi tentang kualitas soal dan perbandingan kualitas soal di SMP X, Y, and 

Z. Beberapa data kualitatif dan kuantitatif, seperti nilai telah terkumpul, dianalisis, 

dan diinterpretasikan. Sampel peserta tes dipilih dari 3 sekolah berdasarkan 

tingkat akreditasi yang sama. Penemuan dari analisis soal ini menunjukkan bahwa 

sebanyak 98% soal di SMP X, 94% soal di SMP Y, dan 100% soal di SMP X 

memerlukan peningkatan kualitas. Pembuat soal harus mengubah soal yang 

terbukti kurang berkualitas. Terakhir, soal-soal yang diubah harus segera ditindak 

lanjuti. 

 

Kata kunci: analisis soal, soal ulangan umum, kualitas soal 

 

 

 high quality of a test is needed for teachers to measure students’ 

achievement. A high quality test should consist of a range of various item 

types and levels of objectives (Hill, 2006). So in this case, doing item analysis is 

important because it can be useful to know the quality of the test. Alberta & 

Krishnan (2013, p. 7) state “the purpose of item analysis is to evaluate the quality 

of individual items by using specific qualitative and quantitative methods”. In 
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other hands, item analysis is also important for the teachers who create the test. 

By doing item analysis, the teachers will know how the quality of the test is, 

whether it must be omitted if it provides low quality or must be used if it provides 

high quality. 

 It is quite vital for students in the eighth grades to have the low quality of 

summative test because students in the eighth grade are the preparation stage of 

junior high school before they have to face the national examination in the ninth 

grade. Fiktorius (2010) in his research titled “An Analysis on the English Test 

Items of The National Examination of Junior High School in the Academic Year 

2008/2009” found that most of the testees get a high score in their national 

examination because the test items are very easy in general. It means that some of 

teachers’ perspective about the good score from the students in doing summative 

test reflects to the high quality of the test. In this case doing item analysis is 

important to know whether the test items have low or high quality. Shih (2010) in 

her research found that in the beginning level of English class in a university in 

Taiwan, 32 native Chinese Freshmen got some problems with their summative 

test. The cause is that the summative test is lack of authenticity. It just provides 

reading comprehension and grammar in multiple-choice format. She found that 

the summative test consists of 39% problematic items that made the students 

failed. The similar situation happens at these three junior high schools where all 

the students are non-native in learning English, even that the university students 

can fail, how about junior high school students. The test must include all aspects 

that students learn in the classroom, such as listening, speaking, writing, and 

reading. It should be based on students’ needs and interests, also the test must be 

viewed as ongoing, students-participatory activity, not just as something the 

teachers do to students. 

 The purpose of summative test is to assess what students have been able to 

learn from the materials (Butler & Mcmunn, 2006). In the scope of the eighth 

grade at X, Y, and Z Junior High School, the teachers use summative test in 

English subject to measure the learning process whether it is successful or not in 

the certain period which is per semester in this context. The summative test is 

made by the teachers based on the materials what they have taught to the students. 

In the interview with the English teachers at X, Y, and Z Junior High School, the 

writer gets an information that the English teachers at X, Y, and, Z Junior High 

School have similar qualification. All of the English teachers are graduated from 

Language Education Department, especially Teacher Training and Education 

Faculty. The contents of the summative test consist of reading comprehension and 

grammar in multiple-choice format which are given in the mid and the end of the 

first and second semester. The schools do not pay much attention with the format 

of test. The summative test consists of 50 numbers multiple-choice test. In fact, 

before teachers give the test, they must know whether it is based on students’ need 

or not. The English summative test at X, Y, and Z Junior High School the test is 

provided by the school itself after doing a discussion by the teachers. As Ross 

(2005, p. 37) states “summative test is usually created by teachers who were not 

part of the team working on the materials, and is often undertaken for the benefit 

of an external audience or decision-maker”. It means the test makers do not know 
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students’ ability because they are not in the process of learning in the classroom.  

Students who will do the summative test which is given by others absolutely will 

find some problems whether the test is not relate to their previous learning with 

their teachers.  

 Because the validation study must be done continuously to set up a 

strength evidence (braun, 2002), so the writer is motivated to do this research and 

carry out this item analysis because he wants to know how the quality of the test is 

at X, Y, and Z Junior High School which have the same accreditation. The writer 

also wants to know the comparison of the test item quality from X, Y, and Z 

Junior High Schools. 

 

METHOD 

 In this research, the writer applies evaluation analysis method to the 

problems of the research. Specifically, the analysis of this research is 

documentation-based analysis. Documentation-based analysis is an analysis of the 

documents that we get from some sources. To gather the information, the writer 

collects all suitable documents that are available. The analysis is needed because 

it is important to know how the documents are created and used. The evaluation 

analysis method is divided into three points, analysis of level of difficulty, 

analysis of discriminating power, and analysis of distractor. 

 By observing the characteristic of population, the writer uses the 

population of the English summative test items as the population of things of 

interest. The test items consist of 50 multiple-choice with four alternatives 

supplied each item. For the population of people of interest in this research, the 

writer uses the eighth grade students at X, Y, and Z Junior High School in 

academic year 2014/ 2015. 

 X, Y, and Z Junior High School are the junior high schools located in 

Pontianak, West Kalimantan. They are chosen by the writer to represent the 

research based on the Rank of A accreditation. Cohen, et al. (2007) add that 

purposive sampling is applied based on the assumption that the researcher is able 

to select particular informative elements from the population that will be 

representative about the topic. The writer takes the sample of schools purposely 

because those three junior high schools use KTSP as the curriculum. In other 

hands, the writer has an access to do the research in those three schools, also for 

for time efficiency. 

 As explained by Educational Development Centre in Carleton University 

in Ottawa, Ontario, Canada, the process of item analysis works best generally 

when class sizes minimum 50 students because it can help in identifying potential 

mistakes in scoring, ambiguous items, and alternatives (distractors) that don’t 

work. The sample of things are students’ answer sheets and the sample of 

participants as testees of this research are chosen randomly 50 students of the 

eighth grade from X Junior High School, 50 students of the eighth grade from Y 

Junior High School, and 50 students of eighth grade from Z Junior High School. 
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 The variable of this research is the English summative test items for the 

first semester of the eighth grade at X, Y, and Z Junior High School in academic 

year 2014/2015 which covers the item analysis, including the level of difficulty, 

the discriminating power, and the distractor analysis. The writer uses the 

documentary study technique by finding and collecting students’ answer sheets of 

English summative test of the eighth grade students at X, Y, and Z Junior High 

School in academic year 2014/2015. By finding and collecting students’ answer 

sheets, the writer will analyze the data using quantitative data analysis technique. 

Kothari (2004, p. 3) points “quantitative analysis is based on the measurement of 

quantity or amount, it is different with qualitative analysis which is concerned 

with qualitative phenomenon which is applicable to phenomena that can be 

expressed in terms of quantity. 

 The data in this research is the students’ answer. The students answer the 

question in multiple-choice format in a piece of paper called answer sheet. The 

answer sheet consists of four alternative answer columns A, B, C, and, D which 

have to be crossed by the students as their answer. The answer sheet will be the 

instrument of data collecting. In this research, the writer collects 50 answer sheets 

each schools, so the amount is 150 students’ answer sheets. 

FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION 

Findings 

1. Level of Difficulty 

  The level of difficulty of the 50 multiple-choice items at X Junior 

High School shows that there are 42 items (items no. 1-2, 4, 6-11, 13, 15-19, 

21-29, 31-33, 35-36, and 38-50) which are classified too easy. Concerning to 

the test items, the writer finds that there are many items which have learned 

before. The items have appeared in students’ enrichment test before they do 

the final summative test. Students reflect that they do not need to think hard in 

doing the summative test because there are many items that are similar in their 

enrichment test. In addition, there are 8 items (items no. 3, 5, 12, 14, 20, 30, 

34, and 37) which are classified moderate by which means that those items are 

neither too easy nor too difficult. The summative test not only consists of 

similar items, but also consists of new items that can make students have to 

think twice and have to read the question carefully. In fact, the moderate items 

only give eight contributions for the test. 

  Next, at Y Junior High School, the item difficulty of the 50 

multiple-choice items has almost similar result with X Junior High School. At 

Y Junior High School, there are 41 items (items no. 1-5, 7-15, 17-19, 22-26, 

27-29, 31-33, 35-36, 38-41, and 43-49) which are classified too easy, 9 items 

(items no. 6, 16, 20-21, 30, 34, 37, 42, and 50) which are classified moderate, 

and no items which is classified too difficult. 

  The last is at Z Junior High School, from 50 test items, there are 29 

items (items no. 1-5, 7, 9-13, 15, 18-19, 22-24, 26, 29-33, 36-39, 41, 43, and 

45-49) which are classified too easy, 15 items (items no. 8, 14, 17, 21, 28-35, 
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40, 42, and 44) which are classified moderate, and 6 items (items no. 6, 16, 20, 

25, 27, and 50) which are classified too difficult. 

 

2. Discriminating Power 

  At X Junior High School, the discrimination value for 31 items 

(items no. 1-4, 9, 11-13, 15, 18-20, 22-24, 26, 28, 33-36, 38-40, 42-47, and 

49) of the total 50 items is below or equal .15 (62%) and should either be 

rejected or revised. The discrimination ability of 9 items (items no. 5, 7-8, 21, 

25, 29-30, 32, and 41) is satisfactory with value between .23 and .38 (18%) 

and are in need of some improvement. There are 10 items (items no, 6, 10, 14, 

16, 17, 27, 31, 37, 48, and 50) remaining, which seem to be very bad items 

with negative discrimination values (20%). None of items has the 

discrimination ability categorized good (value between .41 and .70) and 

excellent (value between .71 and 1.00). 

  At Y Junior High School, the discrimination indices for 24 out of 

50 items are below or equal .15 with 48.00%. It should be considered for 

revision are items no. 2, 3, 5, 7-9, 11, 13, 18, 21, 23-25, 27, 32-33, 36, 38-39, 

41, 43, and 45-47. Next, the discrimination ability of 7 items (14%) is 

satisfactory with the item discrimination values ranging from .23 to .31. This 

implies that these items discriminate sufficiently between proficiency levels 

but should be reviewed for revision as well, suggesting that they are in need of 

some improvement. The items that fall into this category are items no. 16, 19-

20, 34, 40, 44, and 48. Then, 1 item (item no. 6) discriminate reasonably well 

with the item discrimination values .46 with 2%, but can possibly be 

improved. At Y Junior High School items no. 1, 4, 10, 12, 14-15, 17, 22, 26, 

28-31, 35, 37, 42, and 49-50 (18 items) have negative item discrimination 

values with 36% indicating that these items fail to discriminate between 

stronger and weaker examinees as these items are answered correctly mostly 

by the examinees in the lowest scoring group. 

  At Z Junior High School, the discrimination indices for 27 out of 

50 items are below or equal .00 – .15 with 54%. Items no. 1, 3-5, 7-9, 13, 15-

16, 19, 22-23, 25, 27-29, 36-38, and 42-48 are included into those poor 

classification and it needs revision. There are 12 items (items no. 2, 6, 10, 14, 

18, 26, 30, 32, 34-35, and 39-40) which are categorized satisfactory with 24%. 

The range is between .23 and .38, it means revision and improvement are also 

needed. Next, only item no. 50 discriminate reasonably well with the item 

discrimination values .46 with 2%, but can possibly be improved too. Then, 

there are 10 items have negative sign, it implies that those items (items no. 11-

12, 17, 20-21, 24, 31, 33, 41, and 49) have very bad discriminating power. 

 

3. Distractor Analysis 

  It is categorized poor if the percentage below 5%, while it is good 

if the percentage equal or above 5% (Zimmaro, 2004). There is a note below 

the analysis table which informs that the poor distractors that have below 5% 

do not function well. It means the distractors can be revised, replaced, or taken 

out. The distractors which have equal or above 5% mean they have already 



6 

 

functioned well. In short, those test items can be kept and reused for the future 

test. 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

1. The level of difficulty on English Summative test of the Eighth Grade at X, Y, 

and Z Junior High School in academic year 2014/2015 

  The item difficultyat X Junior High School  indices range from .58 

to .98 indicates a negative result of difficulty range with the majority of the 

items (84%) are classified too easy , 16% of the items is classified moderate, 

and 0% is too difficult. 

  At Y Junior High School, the item difficulty of the 50 multiple-

choice items, majority the difficulty indices are classified too easy (82%), 

while 18% are classified moderate, and 0% is too difficult. The situation at Y 

Junior High School surprises the writer when he did a short conversation with 

one of the student. The student’s statement indicates that there is a help from 

the teacher itself. In doing the summative test, the students are given an 

opportunity to ask to the teacher related to the question. They can ask about 

the vocabulary and the meaning. It shows that the scores that the students get 

are not their pure scores, it is helped by the teachers. 

  At Z Junior High School , the percentage of 29 items which have 

too easy classification is 58%, while 30% for 15 items which have moderate 

classification, and 12% for 6 items which have difficult classification. As 

explained in literature review, Z Junior High School do not prepare their 

students by giving enrichment test. The students at Z Junior High School have 

to work harder because they do not know what the summative test about is. 

They just asked by their teachers to learned all of the materials that have been 

learned in the classroom. So in doing the test, the students who classified into 

smart students can probably do well in their test. 

  At Y Junior High School, the difficulty level in too easy and 

moderate classification only has 2% difference from X Junior High School, 

while X Junior High School has more differences from the range. Also at Z 

Junior High School has 6 items which are classified too difficult, therefore 

neither at X and Y Junior High School do not have. Although the majority of 

the difficulty indices of the test items at X and Y Junior High School are 

classified too easy, they imply that the majority of the examinees answer the 

items correctly. The situation logically might happen when the examinees 

have good preparation. As the interview that has been explained before, X and 

Y Junior High School do a good preparation before the examinees take the 

test. The teachers make table of specification and give enrichment test. In 

other hands, the examinees can answer easily because these questions are 

easily guessed and not reflective of the stated outcome. This is where 

combining the item difficulty indices along with the item discrimination 

indices can be useful. At Z Junior High School, the result shows that there are 

6 items that classified too difficult, while for too easy and moderate items 

almost have the same percentage. When X and Y Junior High School prepare 
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the examinees by giving enrichment test, X Junior High School does not do 

the same action. 

  In reading dialogue section at X Junior High School, for the 

example items number 28, the question is not appropriate if it just ask how 

many person that are involved in the conversation. Without reading  the text, 

the students can answer it correctly. The question should consist of imply 

answer that need harder for thinking. 

  The dialogue in items number 22, 23, 24, 31 at Z Junior High 

School are too short. The items will be very easy if the conversations just 

consist of two dialogues with two persons. The question is too simple, so that 

students can easily answer it. The items that classified into easy, they should 

be omitted. It means there aren’t any possibilities to reuse them.  An 

investigation is needed for developers to investigate why these items can be 

easily answered correctly by the examinees.  

  There are also test items that have problem that are classified too 

difficult, such as  the alternative answers in item number 21 at X Junior High 

School do not have the relationship with the picture. In the picture, it does not 

provide the information related to the alternative answer. It will be a trouble 

for students to choose the answer because they get difficulty for finding the 

information. At Y Junior High School, for answer items number 46 to 50 need 

more focus to reading the text. The text is too long for answering those five 

questions. The test maker should make it simpler and bigger for the font. Also 

it should not be placed for the last questions because students will lose their 

focus to read a complicated text in the end of the test. Item number 25 at Z 

Junior High School does not have the picture. The students do not have idea 

for finding the information in the picture. 

 

2. The discriminating power on English Summative test of the Eighth Grade at 

X, Y, and Z Junior High School in academic year 2014/2015 

  At X Junior High School from the total 50 items have below or 

equal .15 (62%). The discrimination ability of 9 items are satisfactory with 

value between .23 and .38 (18%). There are 10 items  remaining, which seem 

to be very bad items with negative discrimination values (20%). None of items 

has the discrimination ability categorized good and excellent. 

  At Y Junior High School, the discrimination indices for 24 out of 

50 items are below or equal .15 with 48.00%. The discrimination ability of 7 

items (14%) is satisfactory with the item discrimination values ranging from 

.23 to .31. Then, only 1 item discriminate reasonably well with the item 

discrimination values .46 with 2%. It has negative item discrimination values 

with 36%. Finally, none of the test items has the discrimination ability that is 

categorized excellent. 

  At Z Junior High School, the discrimination indices for 27 out of 

50 items are below or equal .00 – .15 with 54%. There are 12 items which are 

categorized satisfactory with 24%. The range is between .23 and .38. Next, 

only 1 item no. 50 discriminate reasonably well with the item discrimination 
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values .46 with 2%. Then, there are 10 items have negative sign. Finally, there 

is no item that categorized excellent with the value ranging from .71 to 1.00. 

  The reading test purely reading skills, such as monologue or 

dialogue can be tested for actually testing reading ability in different section. 

One of the serious problem can we find for grammar section at X Junior High 

School, the repetitions appear more than twice. For the example itmes number 

34, 35, and 36 are the same questions with the grammar focus to “to 

infinitive”. Also items  numbers 45, 46, and 47 which cover “modal + verb 

1”. Those questions should not appear more than once or twice because the 

discriminating power will very discriminate between strong and weak 

students. 

  The items with good discriminating power are strongly 

recommended to store in an item bank. These items can be possibly reused in 

the future test administration with the same materials. Items with satisfactory 

discriminating power can be possibly improved. Items with low discriminating 

power, there are two actions that can be possibly take, first is it needs a further 

analysis for modification or revision before the test items are reused in the 

future test administration. Second, such items are simply eliminated because 

they will  not be reused in any future test administration. The items with 

negative (very bad) discriminating power can be directly omitted without any 

further considerations of revising them because these items fail to discriminate 

between weak and strong examinees. 

 

3. The distractor analysis on English Summative test of the Eighth Grade at X, 

Y, and Z Junior High School in academic year 2014/2015 

  At X Junior High School, there are only 4 items (8%) that contain 

all good distractors. These items include items no. 20, 30, 33, and 34. Next, 

Items no. 3, 5, 12, 14, 29, 37, 42, and 50 (16%) contain one of the distractors 

in each item that does not function well. In addition, 36% of the test items (18 

items) are items with two of the distractors in each item that do not obtain the 

minimum effectiveness index and are therefore not contributive to the item 

quality. Items that fall into this category are items no. 6-10, 15-17, 21-22, 25, 

27-28, 32, 35, 39-40, and 47. Furthermore, poor distractors are noticed in 

items no. 1-2, 4, 11, 13, 18-19, 23-24, 26, 31, 36, 38, 41, 43-46, 48, and 49 

with 40%. It means all of the distractors in each of these items do not function 

well. 

  Different condition happens at Y Junior High School, items no. 16, 

20, 30, 34, 40, and 50 with 12% contain distractors of incorrect answers that 

function as expected. Then, there are 12 items or 24% contain one of the 

distractors in each item have the percentage below or equal 5%. The items 

number are 11, 17, 21, 24, 25-26, 33, 35, 41, 43, 45, and 47. Next, there are 

more items that contain with two of the distractors in each item that do not 

function well. There are 60% or 30 items, including items no. 2-10, 12-15, 19, 

22-23, 27-29, 31-32, 36, 37-39, 42, 44, 46, 48, and 49. The last, only two 

items (items no. 1 and 18) with 4% contain all poor distractors in items no. 1 

and 18. 
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  The distractors in item number 17 at at X Junior High School does 

not function well actually because the distractors consist of ridiculous 

meaning. The meanings are reasonable, between distractor A, C, and, D do not 

have a similar relationship. At Y Junior High School also  has in item 

number 27. Although they are the wrong answesr, the distractors can not be 

very easy to be not choose by the students. 

  Almost similar result with Y Junior High School happens at Z 

Junior High School when there are 7 items with 14% contain good distractors. 

They are items no. 8, 16, 20, 21, 33, 49, and 50 that have function well 

distractors. Next, items no. 4-5, 14, 23-25, 29-32, 34, 36, 40, 42, 44- 46, and 

47 have one distractor in each item. Then, there are more items that contain 

with two of the distractors in each item that do not obtain the minimum 

effectiveness index and are therefore not contributive to the item quality. The 

items number are 1-3, 6, 9, 10-13, 15, 17-19, 22, 26-27, 28, 35, 38-39, 41, 43, 

and 48. The last, similar with Y Junior High School, there are two items 

(items no. 7 and 37) with 4% that contain all poor distractors. At Y Junior 

High School, item number 1 consists of poor distractors. Those distractors 

have unreasonable to be choosen by students and also the meanings are out of 

context. It should consist of meaning  with good relation with the answer, 

so that the distractor can function well. 

 

CONCLUSION AND SUGGESTION 

 

Conclusion 

 The result of the analysis shows that almost of the English summative test 

items at X, Y, and Z Junior High School need of improvement. There are 98% test 

items at X Junior High School, 94% test items at Y Junior High School, and 100% 

test items at Z Junior High School that should be revised or removed. It indicates 

that a test item is probably failed from one of the qualified criteria in the level of 

difficulty, discrimination power, and the distractor analysis. 

 

Suggestion 

 It should be considered that a variety of methods or types of questions 

should be used for assessing English language proficiency, so that different 

language functions can be effectively tested. An English test should cover the 

issue of authenticity that is related to the content of the curriculum. The English 

curriculum is aimed to develop all the four language skills, namely listening, 

speaking, reading, and writing skills. Therefore, those four skills should be 

covered in the English test. 
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