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Abstract 

This study aims to: (1) describe the item difficulty, (2) describe the item discrimination, (3) describe 

an alternative, and (4) know the reliability of the test. The population is 126 answer sheets. The 60 

samples are taken randomly. Data collection used is interviews and documentary. Data is analyzed by 

using the Iteman version 3.00 program. The study’s result showed: (1) The item difficulty ranges from 

0.150 to 1.000. (2) The item discrimination ranges from -9.000 to 1.000. (3) The answer key is well. 

The test has 38.33% effective distractor s and 61.67% ineffective distractors, and (4) The test’s 

reliability is 0.531. 

Keywords: Item difficulty, item discrimination, test reliability. 

 

Endonezya İkinci Yarıyıl Sekizinci Sınıf Öğrencileri İçin Final Sınavının 

Özellikleri 

Öz 

Bu amaç: (1) madde ayrımcılığını, (3) bir alternatifi kaynak ve (4) testin güvenilirliğini bilmek. Nüfus 126 cevap kağıdıdır. 

60 numune alınır. Tarihi veri toplama, röportajlar ve belgeseldir. İteman sürüm 3.00 programlanabilir analiz edilir. 

Çalışmanın sonucu gösterdi: (1) Maddenin zorluğu 0.150 ile 1.000 arasında değişiyor. (2) Ürün ayrımı -9.000 ile 1.000 

arasında değişmektedir. (3) Cevap anahtarı iyi. Testte% 38,33 etkili çeldiriciler ve% 61,67 etkisiz çeldiriciler vardır ve (4) 

Testin güvenilirliği 0,531'dir. 

Anahtar Kelimeler: Madde zorluğu, madde ayırt etme, test güvenirliği 

 

Introduction 

The final exam of the semester is one of the requirements that must be done by students to get a higher 

level. The Florida Standards Assessment (FSA) and End of Course Exams (EOCs), Florida’s current 

version of mandated testing, are being administered each year (Furgione, Evans, Russell, & Jahani, 

2018). Quantitative research methods like surveys, interviews, questionnaires, tests, tutor observation 

check-lists, students’ and learners’ performance records experiments were utilized (Seitenov, 

Aubakirova, Fominykh, & Вelenko, 2020).  (Jandaghi, 2010) states that the test is the most important 

part for teachers to be able to evaluate their students. Thus, the teacher can obtain information on how 

far students understand the subject matter and improve the teaching and learning process. (Shomami, 
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2014) states that the purpose of the test is to provide information on student progress to ensure the 

extent to which learning objectives have been achieved and to review the effectiveness of the teaching 

and learning process. According to (H. D. Brown, 2003); (Crocker & Algina, 2008), a test is a series 

of procedures to measure a person's ability, knowledge, or performance. Roszkowski & Spreat (2011) 

also argue that the test is a systematic procedure to collect students' information. Teachers can also use 

tests to motivate and help academic students (Jandaghi, 2010; Lai, 2011). By testing students, they are 

indirectly motivated to study hard. According to (H. D. Brown, 2003), there are several components 

of the test: (1). The test method must be explicit and structured to qualify as a test. (2). The test must 

measure students' abilities. (3). The test must measure student performance. 

The test results can be used as feedback for teachers to improve and evaluate the teaching and learning 

process, while, students can represent all their performance in the teaching and learning process. A 

good test must consist of good test items that meet the requirements based on the characteristics of the 

test, and it must provide real information that contains the smallest possible error (Mulianah & Hidayat, 

2013). According to Surapranata (2004) and Nugiyantoro, Gunawan, & Marzuki (2002), each student 

will obtain a score consisting of three parts, the observed test score, the actual score, and measurement 

error, therefore, measurement error should be minimized to improve measurement quality. End-of-

semester tests often use multiple-choice tests and each item must be good. Tests that have the smallest 

possible error will be able to measure student achievement accurately (Sireci, Thissen, & Wainer, 

1991). The measurement results must be reliable, thus, the characteristics of the test must be analyzed 

accurately (Ackerman, 1992). States that the characteristics of the test must have an adequate level of 

item difficulty, item discrimination, and the function of the distractor. Also, the reliability of the test 

is important because it will provide reliable measurement results (Kane, 1986). According to 

Nugiyantoro, Gunawan, & Marzuki (2002), if the reliability of the test is high, the test will be able to 

measure it by minimizing the error score as small as possible so that the test can measure student 

achievement accurately. High test reliability, good test items, the test measurement results will be 

accounted for (Kane, 1986). This is supported by Surapranata (2004). He states that quantitative 

analysis is an analysis of the internal characteristics of a test through empirical data. The analysis of 

the quantitative internal characteristics is item difficulty, item discrimination, and reliability. Also, 

there are an alternative option and the correct answer as an answer key, and the effectiveness of the 

distractor. Therefore, making a multiple-choice test must be considered: item difficulty, item 

discrimination, alternative option, and reliability. Surapranata (2004) states that one of the objectives 

in analyzing test items is to improve tests that meet the requirements: namely (1) it can be used because 

it is proven to be good items supported by numerical data that are analyzed statistically, (2) it can be 

revised for bad test items, and (3) it can be deleted because the test items do not function empirically. 

According to (Masruroh, 2014), the teacher who analyzes the test items will be able to find out which 

items are good or bad. Therefore, by analyzing tests, the teacher can determine which items can be 

used and which items should be revised or deleted. 

In this study, the researcher interviewed one of the Indonesian language teachers at SMP IT MTA 

Karanganyar, Central Java, Indonesia. Based on the interview, the teacher himself made the final 

semester test in a Covid-19 pandemic situation. According to his admission, the test was also not tested. 

The teacher made a test grid then made test items and distributed them directly to students. Since the 

test was not tested, no empirical analysis was carried out. Therefore, the researcher was interested in 
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analyzing the eighth-grade student's second-semester final test. Based on the above background, the 

researcher formulated the following research questions: (1). What is the item difficulty of the second-

semester final exam test items in Indonesian for eighth-grade students? (2). How is the item 

discrimination of the second semester final exam test items in Indonesian for eighth-grade students? 

(3). What are the alternative answers (distractor and answer key) in the second-semester final test of 

Indonesian for eighth-grade students? (4). How is the reliability of the second-semester final 

examination test in Indonesian for eighth-grade students? 

Literature Review 

Researchers found that teachers made tests without making grids first (Bijsterbosch, Béneker, Kuiper, 

& van der Schee, 2018; Coniam, 2014; Mohajan, 2017). They made tests based solely on their abilities. 

They didn't see the material and the syllabus. This was because they were not given direction from the 

test team leader in making a good test. There had been many studies conducted in the past to analyze 

the characteristics of the test, namely, item difficulty, item discrimination, alternative answers, and 

reliability. 

First, the investigators analyzed the item difficulty or proportion correct (p). Researchers analyzed the 

quality of multiple-choice questions through item analysis (Singh, Kariwal, Gupta, & Shrotriya, 2014). 

They found 11 (55%) items that were in the medium category with a range of 30% - 70%, 9 (45%) 

items that were included in the easy category with a range of p> 70%, and no items that were included 

in the difficult category with a range of p <30 %. Chauhan calculated the item difficulty in a multiple-

choice test on anatomy subjects (Chauhan, Ratrhod, Chauhan, & Rameshbhai, 2013). They found 35 

out of 65 items included in the acceptable range (30-50% or 60-70%), 3 out of 65 items included in 

the difficult category (p <30%), 12 items out of 65 items included in the easy category (p> 70%), and 

15 of the 65 items included in the ideal quality (50-60%). Most of the items are at an acceptable level 

of item difficulty. Suruchi & Rana analyzed the items on the Biology achievement test (Suruchi & 

Rana, 2012). They found 1 out of 120 items in the difficult category with p <0.20, 18 out of 120 items 

that were included in the good category with a range of 0.20 <p <0.50, 94 out of 120 items being the 

best category with the range of 0.50 <p <0.80, and 7 items out of 120 which are included in the very 

easy category with p> 0.80. Thus, they determined that one difficult item and seven easy items should 

be rejected for the final achievement test draft. Kolte found 4 difficult items with a range of p <30%, 

26 acceptable items with a range of 30-70%, and 10 easy items with a range of p> 70% (Kolte, 2015). 

Sa'adah (2017) analyzed the quality of the test items for the mid-semester test of English. She found 

18 items (72%) as ideal category with a range of about 0.62, 2 items (8%) as easy category with a 

range of p> 0.90, and 5 items (20%) as the difficult category with a range of p <0.20 (Sa’adah, 2017). 

Saputra compared the quality of tests for the second-semester test of English between SMP N 1 

Semarang and SMP Kesatrian 2 Semarang (Saputra, 2015). He found 31 easy items, 15 medium items, 

and 4 difficult items from SMP N 1 Semarang, while at SMP Kesatrian 2 Semarang there were 36 easy 

items and 14 medium items. These researchers analyzed the item difficulty through certain formulas 

such as item difficulty (p), including that they analyzed manually, however, some researchers used a 

computer program to analyze it, for example, Mulianah & Hidayat used the Iteman program version 

3.00 to analyze computer-based test items including item difficulty (Mulianah & Hidayat, 2013). Also, 

each researcher chooses a specific category theory to determine grain quality. 
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Second, the researchers analyzed item discrimination (D). It is usually calculated using a correlation 

index (Lababa, 2018). According to Crocker & Algina, there are four correlation indices used to 

calculate item discrimination: point biserial correlation coefficient, biserial correlation coefficient, phi 

coefficient, and tetrachoric correlation coefficient (Crocker & Algina, 2008). This is an item analysis 

that can be calculated manually or through computer software such as SPSS, Microsoft Excel, States 

program, and Iteman, version 3.00. For example, Chellamani & Boopathiraj have analyzed item 

discrimination using a separation method between the upper and lower groups whose scores are 

entered in Microsoft Excel (Boopathiraj & Chellamani, 2013). Zubairi & Kassim used SPSS and 

Bigsteps to analyze the characteristics of the items which were the item difficulty and the item 

discrimination (Ainol Madziah Zubairi, 2006). Another example, Raharja analyzed item 

discrimination with Anates V4. In his study, there was no very good category of item discrimination 

(Raharja, 2014). There were only 8 items in the good category, 13 items in the sufficient category, and 

28 items in the bad category. Therefore, bad items should be removed, and sufficient items should be 

revised. 

Third, the researchers analyzed the distractors. Distractors are wrong answer choices. The function of 

the distractor is to divert attention so that students are confused in choosing the correct answer. 

Distractors are said to be effective if selected at least 5% (0.050) of the respondents. Distractors are 

said to be ineffective if less than 5% of respondents are chosen. Distractors that are ineffective must 

be revised (Lababa, 2018; Mutaqi, 2007). Putri & Ujang analyzed the Iteman version 3.00 program, 

however, for reliability, item difficulty, and item discrimination, she analyzed manually (Putri, 2015). 

That shows that she didn't know that the Iteman program version 3.00 could analyze everything. This 

was also done by Rusmiana (Rusmiana, 2015). 

A test is said to be reliable if the test is consistent over time to produce the same score. Reliability 

shows that the measurement results can be trusted. It means that a test must produce a reliable score. 

The use of measuring instruments repeatedly will give consistent results. This is supported by Harrys 

& Valette (2003) which states that reliability means the stability of the test scores. Crocker & Algina 

states that the consistency of test results is called reliability (Crocker & Algina, 2008). Suhr also states 

that the reliability of assessing is the accuracy and precision of the instrument (Suhr, 2003). Many 

studies conducted in the past found reliability using the Kuder-Richardson 20/21 formula (KR-20 / 

KR-21) (Bernasela, 2014; Haryudin, 2015; Pascual & North, 2016; Sugianto, 2017). Pascual & North 

illustrated that the English achievement tests for ESL students in the Northern Philippines are reliable 

(Pascual & North, 2016). However, there is a researcher, Hidayati who found moderate reliability in 

the mid-semester test of English for eighth-grade students of SMPN 33 Semarang (Hidayati, 2009). 

The difference between these studies and this research is the data analysis technique used by the Iteman 

program version 3.00 to analyze and reveal the item difficulty, item discrimination, distractors and 

even answer keys. However, it can also be a similarity because Rusmiana (Rusmiana, 2015) also uses 

the Iteman, version 3.00 program to analyze the test characteristics. The difference between 

Rusmiana's research and this research is the object of research. Rusmiana's study analyzes the field of 

accounting for vocational education, while, the object of this research is the final test of the second 

semester of Indonesian for eighth-grade students. 
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Methodology 

Research Design 

In this study, the researcher revealed the characteristics of Indonesia's second-semester final test by 

analyzing the test item and reliability of the test, so the researcher used a descriptive quantitative 

approach. This research employed descriptive analysis because it was intended to reveal the 

characteristics of the test on the Indonesia second semester final test of the eighth-grade students of 

SMP IT MTA Karanganyar Central Java Indonesia. The researcher used quantitative research because 

numerical data analyzed statistically with the program Item and Test Program Analysis (Iteman) 

version 3.00 program.  

Population and Sample 

The population in this study were all 126 answer sheets of the second-semester Indonesia final test. 

This answer sheet was obtained from 4 classes, namely: Class 8A = 32 students, 8B = 32 students, 8C 

= 31 students, and 8D = 31 students. The sample of 60 sheets was taken randomly from the 126 sheets. 

Data Collection 

This study used two data collecting techniques, they were: interview and documents. The interview 

was conducted by the researcher to collect data. Firstly, the researcher asked permission to research 

the school to the school principal and administration. Secondly, the researcher asked one of the 

Indonesian teachers to get information about the curriculum of the school program and the data of 

whole eighth-grade students, then, ensure time for the researcher to take the data (Indonesia second 

final test paper, students’ answer sheets). The documents were the Indonesia second final test papers, 

answer key, and students’ answer sheets. From these answer sheets, they would be analyzed of each 

item test about the item difficulty, the item discrimination, the alternatives, and reliability. The test 

was also be analyzed to obtain a reliability index.  

The technique of Data Analysis 

The multiple-choice test and its answer of Indonesia's second final test at SMP IT MTA Karanganyar 

central Java Indonesia were analyzed to find out whether each item is easy, moderate, or difficult for 

the students to do, it is for item difficulty. For item discrimination, whether the quality of each item is 

bad, sufficient, good, and very good. Whether each item has good distractors or not and a good answer 

key. It was not only that but also to find out whether the multiple-choice test was reliabel. They would 

be analyzed by using Iteman version 3.00 program. 

Item Difficulty 

To find the  item difficulty of each test item, the following formula: 

= N
Bp

 ..........................................................(1)
 

Where: 

P = proportion of correct 
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                  ∑ B= the number of correct answers 

N= the number of respondents.  (Lababa, 2018).  

The item difficulty can be classified into three that are easy, moderate, and difficult. According to 

Mutaqi (2007), the category of item difficulty  is as follows: 

Table 1.  

The Category of  the Item Difficulty 

P = The item difficulty Category 

P > 0.700 Easy 

0.300 < p < 0.700 Moderate 

P < 0.300 Difficult 

 

Based on the Iteman version 3.00 program, the item difficulty can be described through column Prop. 

Correct which could be seen from the output file of Iteman version 3.00 program. Prop. Correct is the 

proportion of students who answered correctly. The item difficulty index close to 0 or 1 showed the 

item is too easy or too difficult for students (Hayat, Pranata, and Suprananto, 1997).  

Item Discrimination 

Item discrimination is calculated with biserial correlation and point biserial correlation. Biserial 

correlation formula. To find out the item discrimination of each test item with biserial correlation 

formula. The formula that can be used to calculate the item discrimination index as follows:  

Y

P

s

MM
r

T

TP
bis .

−
=

………………………………………….(2)

 

 

Where: 

rbis = biserial correlation coefficient 

Mp  =  the criterion score mean of those who answered the item correctly 

TM = the criterion score means of all examiners  

TS   = standard deviation 

P   = the proportion of examiners who answered the item correctly 

Y    = ordinate of the standard normal curve at the z-score associated with the P-value for this 

item. (Crocker, L., and Algina, 1986; Mutaqi, 2007). 

Point biserial correlation formula. To find out the item discrimination of each test item point biserial 

correlation formula. The formula that can be used to calculate the item discrimination index as follows:  
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=

..............................................................(3)

 

Where:  

rpbi = point biserial correlation coefficient  

Mp = the mean criterion score for those who answer the item correctly 

Mt = the mean criterion of total score 

TS  = standard deviation of total score  

p   = proportion of correct  

q   = proportion of false (q = 1 – p) (Crocker, L., and Algina, 1986).  

In Iteman version 3.00 program, biser correlation and point biser correlation can identify item 

discrimination (Hayat, Pranata, and Suprananto, 1997). For statistically, the researcher used point 

biserial correlation formula to calculate the item discrimination because many teachers used the 

formula (Rudyatmi & Rusllowati, 2017).  

Also, Suwarto (2018) stated that the point-biserial correlation is a bivariate correlation technique. To 

use the technique, variable 1 is discreet data (dichotomous data), and variable 2 is continuous data 

(interval data). This technique is usually used to calculate item discrimination by correlating between 

item score and total score. The point biserial correlation coefficient (rpbi) is a statistical measurement 

used to estimate the degree of relationship between a dichotomous nominal scale and an interval scale 

(J. D. Brown, 2001).  

The item discrimination can be classified into four that are bad, sufficient, good, and very good. The 

bad item is eliminated. The sufficient item should be revised, however, good and very good items are 

accepted and saved in the test bank (Mulianah & Hidayat, 2013). 

Table 2.  

The Category of the Item Discrimination 

rbis = Item Discrimination Category 

rbis < 0.200 Bad 

0.200 < rbis < 0.400 Sufficient 

0.400 < rbis < 0.700 Good 

rbiss > 0.700 Very Good 

                                                             

Alternatives Analysis 
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Alternatives analysis have two kind options, namely, answer key and distractors. An answer key is 

said good key if the biser and the point biser index of answer key are greater than biser and the point 

biser index of other options. Key needs to be checked if the biser and point biser keys are smaller than 

biser and the point biser index of other options. It can point out that the key is a problem. Based on the 

key column which is the star sign of the output of Iteman version 3.00, there are some indicators to 

point a key problem out (Hayat, Pranata, and Suprananto, 1997). Firstly, there is the question mark (?) 

of the column. Secondly, an item that has a key problem will appear imperative and declarative 

sentence that is “Check the key A was specified, D works better”. It indicated that it needed to cross-

check its answer key. Option A was the original answer key, but many students chose option D as the 

true answer. Thirdly, the index of biser and point biser column can analyze whether the answer key is 

good or not. The index of those two columns must have the highest index than other indexes of each 

column. Nevertheless, if one of the indexes in each column is not the highest index than other indexes, 

so it indicates that the answer key must have a problem (Hayat, Pranata, and Suprananto, 1997). Thus, 

if there is one of the indicators above, the answer key must be a problem, and it must be checked cross 

what is wrong with the answer key. It might be related to other options, its question, the right answer 

itself, and why many respondents tended to be interested in choosing the option. Distractor analysis. 

The distractor is said to be effective if it is selected a minimal 5% (0.050) of the respondents. 

Distractors are said to be ineffective if it is selected by less than 5% of respondents. The ineffective 

distractors should be revised. Lababa (2018) stated that distractors that do not fulfill the criteria should 

be replaced or revised with other distractors that may be more interesting and confusing for students 

to choose. 

 Reliability Tests 

The researcher found reliability index with Alpha Crobanch ( ) formula because Iteman version 3.00 

program which could be seen on the last page of the output of Iteman version 3.00 program used alpha 

to point the reliability index out. Not only Iteman version 3.00 program used the formula, but also the 

Indonesia second semester final test is an instrument which has its answer is scala (dichotomous). The 

answer just has two answers that are a true answer (score 1) and a false answer (score 0). This formula 

can be used to calculate the scala dichotomous (Nugiyantoro, Gunawan, & Marzuki, 2002). As for the 

Alpha Cronbach ( ) reliability coefficient formula:  

𝛼 =
n

n−1
(1 − 

∑𝑉𝑠𝑢𝑏𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡𝑠

𝑉𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡
) ....................................(4)  

Where: 

CronbachAlpha−=

 
k = the number of subtests (Cronbach, 1951). 

The reliability index ranges from 0-1. A test is said reliable if the reliability index upper 0.700. 

The highest reliability coefficient of a test is close to index 1. It indicates that a test has perfect 

reliability (Roszkowski & Spreat, 2011; Rudyatmi & Rusllowati, 2017). 

Table 3.  

The Summary of the Characteristics Category of Multiple-Choice Test 




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Characteristics Category Criteria 

Item 

Difficulty 

Easy P > 0.700 

Moderate 0.300 < p < 0.700 

Difficult P < 0.300 

 

Item 

Discrimination 

Bad Biser < 0.200 

Sufficient 0.200 < Biser < 0.400 

Good 0.410 < Biser < 0.700 

Very Good 0.710 < Biser < 1.000 

Distractors Ineffective Elected < 5% teste 

Effective Elected > 5% teste 

Answer Key Recheck Biser & point biser key < biser & point biser 

distractor  

Good Biser & point biser key > biser & point biser 

distractor 

Reliability Unreliable < 0.700 

Reliable > 0.700 

 

Findings 

The lowest item difficulty (Prop. Correct) was 0.150 (item 2) and the highest item difficulty was 1.000 

(item 1 and item 11). From these data, it can be concluded that the most difficult item is item 2, while, 

the easiest item was item 1 and item 11. The complete data are summarized in Table 4. 

Table 4.  

Category of Item Difficulty 

Category Items Total 

Easy 

(Prop. Correct > 0.700) 

1, 4, 5, 6, 7, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 

14, 17, and 18 

13 

Moderate 

(0.300 < Prop. Correct < 0.700) 

3, 15, 16, 19, and 20 5 

Difficult  

(Prop. Correct < 0.300) 

2 and 8 2 

 Total 20 

 

From Table 4 it can be seen that the item difficulty included in the easy category is 13 items. The item 

difficulty that was classified as easy was 13/20 x 100% = 65%. There were 5 items in the difficult 

category. The item difficulty that was classified as moderate was 5/20 x 100% = 25%. There were 2 

items in the difficult category. The item difficulty that was classified as difficult is 2/20 x 100% = 

10%. From the percentage of item difficulty for each category, it can be seen that most of the item 

difficulty was an easy category, while, the least item difficulty level is the difficult category with 10%.  
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The lowest of the item discrimination (Biser) was -9.000 (item 11) and the highest of the item 

discrimination were 1.000 (item 1, and item 13). Items that have negative discrimination must be 

dropped, namely item 11. The complete data are summarized in Table 5. 

Table 5.  

Item Discrimination Category 

Category Items Total 

Bad 

(Biser < 0.200) 

11 and 14 2 

Sufficient  

(0.200 < Biser < 0.400) 

3, 5, 8, 9, 12, 16, 

and 18 

7 

Good  

(0.400 < Biser < 0.700) 

2, 6, 10, 15, 17, 

and 20 

6 

Very Good 

(0.700 < Biser < 1.000) 

1, 4, 7, 13, and 19 5 

 Total 20 

 

From Table 5 it can be seen that there were 2 items in the bad category of item discrimination. The 

item discrimination that was classified as bad is 2/20 x 100% = 10%. The items classified as bad should 

not be used (Biser <0,200 must be dropped). 7 items were categorized as enough. The item 

discrimination that was classified as sufficient was 7/20 x 100% = 35%. The discrepancy of the items 

which was classified as sufficient still needs to be revised. 6 items are categorized as good. The item 

discrimination that was classified as good is 6/20 x 100% = 30%. 5 items were categorized as very 

good. The item discrimination that was classified as very good was 5/20 x 100% = 25%. From the 

percentage of item discrimination in each category, it can be seen that most of the item discrimination 

is sufficient. 

Distractors are answers to multiple-choice questions which are wrong answers. Distractors should be 

the answers of students who have misconceptions, formula errors, or calculation errors. Thus, when 

students choose alternative answers, they will be confused. This happens to students who have low 

competence. Distractors can be effective distractors or ineffective distractors. Effective distractors will 

be selected by more than 5% of respondents (0.050 of respondents). It shows that in the Iteman version 

3.00 output, Prop. Endorsing is ≥0.050. While, the distractor that is ineffective must be less than 0.050 

(Prop. Endorsing <0.050). The output of the Iteman, version 3.00, a distractor that effectively functions 

and a distractor that doesn't work effectively on the second semester of the Indonesian test has been 

summarized as in Table 6. In Table 6, we can understand that there were 37 ineffective distractors. 

They need to be revised. There were 23  effective distractors. The percentage of ineffective distractors 

was 37/60 X 100% = 61.67%. The percentage of effective distractors was 23/60 X 100% = 38.33%. 

Table 6.  List of Distractors 

Item 
Ineffective 

Distractors 

Effective 

Distractors 

Answer 

Key 

1 A, B, C - D 



The Characteristics of Indonesia Second-semester Final Test for Eighth-grade Students 

 

366 

2 C, D B A 

3 - B, C, D A 

4 B A, D C 

5 C, D B A 

6 C, D B A 

7 B, C D A 

8 B C, D A 

9 B, C, D - A 

10 A, C, D - B 

11 B, C, D - A 

12 C, D A B 

13 A, C, D - B 

14 A, C, D - B 

15 C B, D A 

16 - A, B, C D 

17 A C, D B 

18 B, D A C 

19 A B, D C 

20 C, D A B 

Total of 

distractor 
37 23 

 

Total of item 18 2 

 

All answer keys had functioned properly because from the analysis results did not appear Check the 

key. The reliability of the Indonesia second semester final examination for eighth-grade students was 

0.531. This reliability was classified as unreliable because Alpha was less than 0.700. 

Discussion and Conclusion 

Percentage of item difficulty easy: moderate: difficult was 65%: 25%: 10%. The results were almost 

the same as Pranania Safira's research, the quality of the items was based on the item difficulty aspect, 

namely, the analysis results showed that the item difficulty was the easy category (Safira, 2016). 

Likewise, the research results of Haryudin found 16 easy items (53.33%) of English summative tests 

(Haryudin, 2015). It was the category of item difficulty with the most questions in his study. 

Masruroh's study (2014) also found 70% of easy items were dominated in the analysis of summative 

English tests for second-grade students. 

Item discrimination that can be used as a good test is item discrimination> 0.400. Meanwhile, from 

the results of the analysis, it turns out that there were 2 items of bad item discrimination, 7 items of 

sufficient item discrimination, 6 good item discrimination, and 5 very good item discrimination. Thus, 

there were only 11 items that have met the minimum requirements from the point of item 

discrimination's view. 9 items did not meet the requirements from the point of Item discrimination's 

view. Rudyatmi & Rusilowati (2017) state that bad items must be dropped, sufficient items must be 

revised, good items and the very good item can be stored in the question bank. Therefore, 2 bad items 

had to be dropped and 7 sufficient items should be revised. There were 11 out of 20 items that meet 
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the minimum requirements to be deposited in the question bank. The 11 items consist of 6 good items 

and 5 very good items. These 5 excellent points were the same as Rusmiana's research. He found 5 

items included in the very good category. Then, the items that have not met the requirements were 18 

out of 40 items. The 18 items were 9 bad items and 9 sufficient items (Rusmiana, 2015). Putri & Ujang 

also found 10 test items that had the bad distinction (Putri, 2015). Her findings were almost the same 

as the results of this study. 

An effective distractor was a distractor chosen by the respondents at least 5% or 0.050 (Lababa, 2018; 

Mutaqi, 2007). The results of the distractor analysis showed that 23 distractors were effective (38.33%) 

and 37 distractors were ineffective (61.67%). 37 ineffective distractors should be revised. The 

ineffective distractors of this study were almost the same as Shomami's research, it was found that 34 

(17%) of the distractors were effective and 166 (83%) were ineffective (Shomami, 2014). It means 

that he found more distractors that were ineffective than effective distractors. 

The reliability of the test is not reliable with 0.531. It was still less than 0.700. It was the same as the 

findings of research conducted by Pranania Safira (2016), that the reliability coefficient of the final 

semester examination was less than 0.600 (Acun, Dem, & Nur, 2010). The reliability test should be at 

least 0.700 (Aslan & Aktaş, 2020; Sokip, 2019; Widoyoko, 2010; Yeşilçınar & Çakır, 2020). 

The conclusions of this study are: (1). The item difficulty of the test ranges from 0.150 to 1,000. The 

level of hardness of the most difficult item was item 2 and the level of the easiest item was item 11. 

The ratio of the percentage of easy items: medium: difficult items was 65%: 25%: 10%. (2). The item 

discrimination of the test from -9.000 to 1.000. The lowest of item discrimination was item 11 and the 

highest of item discrimination was item 1 and item 13. 2 items have bad item discrimination. There 

were only 7 items that have item discrimination. 6 items have good item discrimination. 5 items have 

very good item discrimination. (3). Distractors were effective by 38.33%, while, distractors were 

ineffective by 61.67%. The answer key was all good, and (4). The reliability of the Indonesian second-

semester test was 0.531. 

Suggestions 

Suggestions for this research: (1). The formulation of tests needs to be improved regarding the 

percentage of easy: medium: difficult, namely: 25%: 50%: 25%. (2). It is also necessary to improve 

the item discrimination that designs the test, namely items that have item discrimination above 0.400. 

(3). It needs to increase the reliability of the test above 0.700. 
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