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Abstract 

Teaching practicum is crucial for pre-service EFL teachers' professional 

development.  Many studies have investigated student-teachers' performance in 

teaching practicum in various aspects.  However, research on their performance in 

constructing test items in teaching practicum has not been found. Test construction 

is an essential pedagogical competence that student-teachers must 

master.  Investigating their performance in test construction may give valuable 

feedback to student-teachers and for teacher education. To fill the research gap, this 

study conducted an item analysis of a formative test constructed by two student-

teachers in a teaching practicum. It revealed that the DP of the items have good 

quality but the FV analysis showed there is no difficult item suggesting that they 

cannot make difficult questions.   The test reliability is high (0.900625) but there 

are 6 invalid items. Three items contain grammatical errors creating students' 

confusion influencing the FV, DP, and the validity.  It revealed that the test makers' 

grammar mastery may determine item quality. It suggests student-teachers improve 

their grammar mastery, and teacher education improves the quality of English 

grammar teaching and refine their curriculum of evaluation and language testing 

subjects and include the evaluation of student-teachers' performance in language 

assessment in teaching practicum program as a focus. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Teaching practicum is essential for pre-service EFL teachers' professional development. It is an 

invaluable opportunity for student-teachers to implement the theoretical knowledge of teaching they 

have learned and put it into real practice in authentic classrooms. Wallace (1991) stated that teaching 

practicum provides student-teachers the opportunity to enhance their teaching professionalism which 

can only be attained through real practice in real classroom situations. In this program, the student-

teachers are given an invaluable opportunity to apply the pedagogical content knowledge they have 

learned into real practice by teaching real students (Kosar, 2021). Thus, this program gives authentic 

hands-on experience of teaching English in real classrooms (Kim, 2020).  

Teaching practicum is a mandatory subject in which student-teachers are sent to a certain 

school to take responsibility for teaching in classrooms. They are not only responsible for preparing 

the lesson plans and teaching the class but also for conducting an evaluation in which they have to 

construct a test to evaluate how much the teaching-learning activities and the students’ learning 

outcomes have achieved the learning objectives. Conducting evaluation is an integral part of 

education that student-teachers must learn to be professional EFL teachers. Evaluation is a systematic 

process of collecting and analyzing information or data to make a judgment about a specific program 
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(EDC, 2013). By conducting an evaluation, they can make a judgement of the teaching-learning 

activities they are doing in the teaching practicum program, and get feedback on how far their 

teaching-learning activities and their students' learning outcomes have reached the learning 

objectives.  By doing so they get information on what needs to be done in the next or future learning 

activities and what needs to be fixed and improved.    

English Teachers' competencies in conducting evaluation and assessment in teaching-

learning process are called Language Assessment Literacy (LAL) which is defined as a "basic 

understanding of sound assessment practice and the ability to apply that knowledge to measure 

language learning in different contexts” (Yan, et al., 2018, p. 158).  It is the ability to determine what 

method of assessment to implement, how to assess, and when to assess to get information on students' 

learning performance (Jeong, 2013; Stiggins, 1999).  Anam & Putri (2021), accommodating various 

literature on assessment literacy, summarized that LAL comprises five dimensions which are; 

designing test/assessment instruments, administering and scoring assessments, using alternative 

assessments, checking the validity and reliability of test instruments, and using assessment results to 

make decisions. Designing test instruments, thus, is one of the LAL that teachers must have to 

evaluate their teaching-learning process.    

At schools, teachers commonly construct achievement tests to evaluate the teaching-learning 

process to measure students’ learning outcomes that will enable them to measure students’ 

knowledge, skills, ability, attitudes and performance (Brown, 2003), and also to inform teachers of 

the success of the teaching-learning activities that have been done in reaching the learning objectives. 

In a language classroom, an achievement test is usually designed to measure students' language and 

skill progress in relation to the syllabus being used to measure how well students have learnt what 

they have been studying and to determine what still needs to be done for further learning (Harmer, 

2015).   

There are two kinds of achievement tests that are usually administered by teachers at schools 

which are formative and summative tests.  Ismail et al. (2022) explained that a summative test 

measures learning while a formative test allows for feedback which may improve learning.  A 

summative test is a test that is usually administered at the end of a course (Liu et al., 2021; Rezai et 

al., 2022).  It is done in order to make judgments about learning achievement, to measure how much 

students have learned from a learning course in a semester, and how much they have achieved the 

learning objectives (Brown, 2003; Houston & Thompson, 2017).  

A formative test measures learners' abilities as part of a process and is part of the learning 

process itself.  It looks to the future of what needs to be done to help students progress to the next 

level.  Due to this reason, formative assessment is also called an assessment for learning or a progress 

test (Nicol & Macfarlane-Dick, 2006).  Houston & Thompson (2017, p. 2) explained that "formative 

assessment was attached to improvement of learning in progress." It serves a feedback purpose to 

guide subsequent or future learning for students.  Based on the pupils' performance in the formative 

test, teachers can make a decision on what needs to be done in future learning (Harmer,  2015).   

William (2011) explained that by conducting a formative test, teachers may get information about 

the teaching-learning process to make instructional decisions, as feedback for students to improve 

their performance that may motivate students to improve their learning activities.  Formative tests 

are usually done frequently and interactively to assess students' understanding and development to 

detect their needs and to adjust teaching appropriately (Alahmadi, et al., 2019).  It is an ongoing 

process that provides students constructive timely feedback to help them achieve the learning goals 

and enhance their achievements (Vogt et al., 2020). Thus, formative tests may be considered as the 

blending of assessment and teaching (Ozan & Kincal, 2018; Chan, 2021; Masita & Fitri, 2020).   The 

essence of formative tests is to get information on students' advancement and to detect their major 

areas of weaknesses (Vadivel, et al., 2021).     

Ismail, et al. (2022) found that formative tests are more effective than summative tests in 

improving students' academic motivation, test anxiety, and self-regulation skills.  Further, they found 

that formative test is effective in helping students to "detect their own weaknesses and target areas 

that need more effort and work" (Ismail, et al., 2022, p. 1).   Therefore, the practice of administering 
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summative and formative tests in real classrooms in teaching practicum is an invaluable part of pre-

service EFL teachers' professional development, especially in Language Assessment Literacy (LAL).  

Considering the pivotal role of teaching practicum in EFL teacher training and education, a 

large amount of research has investigated this program in order to gain insights.    Various studies 

have investigated pre-service English teachers’ performance in their teaching practicum program. 

Just to name a few, Lestari & Lestari (2022) investigated pre-service EFL teachers’ abilities in 

designing and implementing lesson plans.   Astuti & Drajati (2022), Hendriwanto (2021), and Riyanti 

(2020) investigated pre-service English teachers’ self-reflections of their professional growth in 

teaching practicum.  Hussein & Razeq (2022) and Nurjannah & Lestari (2021) investigated pre-

service EFL teachers' experience conducting synchronous learning in teaching practicum during the 

coronavirus pandemic. Rachmawati, et al. (2017) examined pre-service EFL teachers’ self-concept 

from their reflection conducting their teaching practicum. Mahmoudi & Ozkan (2016) investigated 

various sources of stress faced by pre-service EFL teachers in teaching practicum and what kinds of 

strategies they used to cope with the stress.  Eksi & Yakisik (2016) examined the reasons why pre-

service EFL teachers experience or do not experience anxiety in reference to culture-specific reasons 

for conducting teaching practicum in Turkey.  Rahayuningsih (2016) investigated challenges in 

developing teaching materials faced by pre-service EFL teachers in teaching practicum.  Pasaka, et 

al. (2014) and Saricoban (2010) investigated challenges faced by pre-service EFL teachers in 

teaching practicum.  

However, based on the writer’s literature review, research investigating pre-service EFL 

teachers’ performance in constructing an achievement test in their teaching practicum is still scarce.  

The writer could not find any research article investigating the quality of test items constructed by 

pre-service EFL teachers, let alone in their teaching practicum.  In contrast, there is a large amount 

of research investigating the quality of test items, specifically on multiple-choice items, constructed 

by experienced EFL teachers in the Indonesian context such as by Hartati & Yogi (2019), Karim, et 

al. (2021), Darmawan et al., (2022), and also abroad such as by Kissi, et al. (2023), Lin (2018), and 

Toksoz & Ertunc (2017).  This is in line with Anam & Putri’s (2021) literature finding that research 

investigating Language Assessment Literacy (LAL), including language construction ability, 

dominantly focused on in-service teachers’ performance both in Indonesian and abroad contexts.  

Due to this research gap, empirical evidence of pre-service EFL teachers’ competence in test 

construction is very limited (Anam & Putri, 2021), let alone in teaching practicum. Further, research 

investigating test items other than multiple-choice items, such as essay or short essay questions, 

constructed by both pre-service and in-service teachers is very limited.   

To fill the research gap, therefore, this study intends to analyse the quality of formative test 

items in a short essay form, specifically in ‘completion’ or ‘fill-in-the-blank’ test items, constructed 

by pre-service EFL teachers in their teaching practicum program. Investigating pre-service EFL 

teachers’ performance in constructing a test in teaching practicum may give valuable insights into 

their competencies not only in test construction but also their teaching skills as well as their mastery 

of English in general which can give information and feedback for student-teachers, teaching 

practicum program and for teacher training and education institutions in general.  This study intends 

to analyze the quality of a formative test constructed by two pre-service EFL teachers in their 

teaching practicum in terms of Facility Value (FV), Discriminating Power (DP), test reliability, and 

item validity as feedback for student-teachers and teacher training and education institutions.  The 

researcher formulated the following two research questions as the research guidance:  

1. How is the quality of the pre-service EFL teachers’ formative test items in terms of FV, 

DP, test reliability and item validity? 

2. What can be learned from the quality of their formative test items for the student-

teachers, teaching practicum program, and teacher training and education?  

 

RESEARCH METHOD 

This study used a qualitative and quantitative approach to analyze the data to answer the two research 

questions.  To answer the first research question which is to analyze the quality of the test items, a 

quantitative item analysis was conducted to examine the Facility Value (FV) or the difficulty level, 
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the Discriminating Power (DP), the test reliability and the item validity.  Item analysis is a kind of 

document analysis that investigates the quality of test items by using the Item-response theory 

through the analysis of students' responses or answers to the test items.  Item analysis is a process of 

analyzing the quality of a test instrument based on certain steps and procedures to sort out good items 

from bad ones that need to be eliminated or revised for future use (Musial et al., 2009).  It is an 

analysis of the quality of each test item based on students' responses to each item.  The purpose is to 

improve the quality of test items by identifying which items are good or bad and need to be revised 

or rejected for further use.  

A qualitative and a quantitative approaches were utilized to analyze the quality of each test 

item to gain insights into the student-teachers' ability in test construction, the teaching-learning 

performance, and their mastery of English in general. The result of the quantitative and qualitative 

analyses were then triangulated to answer the second research question.   

 

Research site and participants 

This study involved two pre-service EFL teachers who were conducting their teaching practicum 

program in a private junior high school in Jakarta.  As the prerequisites to joining the teaching 

practicum program, they had studied and passed the subjects of TEFL 1 and 2 (Teaching English as 

a Foreign Language) where they learned the development and history of Teaching Methodology, and 

TEFL 3 in which they had microteaching lesson of planning and delivering a lesson, and also 

Evaluation and Language Testing Development subject in which they learned how to construct a 

good test.  They also studied and passed the three grammar subjects namely; Basic English Grammar, 

Intermediate English Grammar, and Advanced English Grammar.  The two student-teachers were 

involved in this study because they were assigned by the supervisor-teachers of the school where 

they conducted their teaching practicum to construct the formative test items investigated in this 

study.  There were five students conducting teaching practicum in this school and all of them were 

guided by two teacher-supervisors at the school who gave them advice, guidance and tasks in their 

teaching practicum.  They were also supervised by a lecturer from the university where they studied.     

Thirty-one students of an eighth-grade class taught by one of the pre-service EFL teachers 

who constructed the test items were involved.   Their answers or responses to the test items of the 

formative test were then analyzed to investigate the quality of the test items.   

 

Data Collection and Analysis   

The formative test analyzed in this study consisted of 10 short essay questions in the form of 

‘completion’ or ‘fill-in-the-blanks’ test items which used a dichotomy scoring system that had 10 

scores for correct answers and 0 for wrong answers, but no score for half right or wrong.  The test 

makers provided a clue of the answer for each question in a basic form and required students to 

answer in its correct form to complete each sentence based on its context. The ten points were only 

given to true answers that correspond to the exact form of answers in the anwer key.  Any answer 

that does not fit the exact form was considered wrong and received 0 points.  For example, if the 

answer key is 'bought' for question number 10, but the student's answer is 'baught', then it is 

considered as wrong with 0 points.  

The questions were constructed based on the syllabus with five (50%) questions aimed to 

test students' mastery of the use of the degree of comparison, and 5 questions for Present Continuous 

tense.   

1. Diego made chocolate … than Adi’s made. (Good) 

2. Danny is the …boy in the class. (Clever) 

3. Kenny is … than Kate. (clever) 

4. The cost of living in Surabaya is … than in Jakarta. (Cheap) 

5. I feel …than I did yesterday. (Happy) 

6. They … lazy today.  Do you see it? (Work) 

7. Brandon and Rudi … football in the yard right now. (play) 
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8. We … in Tarakan City now. (Live) 

9. They … bread in their kitchen right now.  (Make) 

10. Her mom … a vegetable in the market today. (Buy) 

 

The students were given 15 minutes to do the test.  After the test had been administered, the 

31 students' answer sheets were then collected and scored.  The students' responses and scores were 

then analyzed to determine the FV, DP, test reliability and item validity. 

 

FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION 

Findings 

Quality of Pre-Service EFL Teachers’ Formative Test Items: FV, DP, Reliability, and Validity 

Facility Value (FV)  

To determine the Facility Value (FV) or the level of difficulty of the essay question, Sudijono’s 

(2012, p.134) formula was used.  First, the average score of each item was calculated by summing 

up the total score achieved by all students for each question and then divided by the total number of 

students.   To calculate the level of difficulty, the average score of each item was then divided by the 

maximum score of each item which was then determined by its qualification by consulting (Arikunto 

2018) criterion of Facility Value.   

 

Average score for each question = 
The total score of all students for each question

The total number of students
          (1) 

 

 

FV = 
The average score of each item

Maximum score of each item
          (2) 

 

To determine the qualification of the difficulty level, Arikunto’s (2018, p.225) criterion was 

consulted.    

 

0.71 – 1 .00 = Easy    

0.31 – 0.70  = Medium  

0.00 < 0.30  = Difficult  

 

For example, for question number 1, the total score of all students was 260.  To get the 

average score is by dividing 260 by 31 of the total number of students which is 8.39.  The Facility 

Value is 0.839 gained by dividing 8.39 by 10 as the maximum score for each question.  Based on 

Arikunto’s (2018, p.225) classification of the difficulty level, question number 1 with the score of 

FV level 0.839 belongs to an easy question. The result of the analysis of the Facility Value or the 

difficulty level of each question is shown in Table 1.  

 

Table 1. The Result of Facility Value Analysis 

Difficulty 
Category 

Number of 
Items 

Number of 
Questions Percentage 

Easy 1, 4, 5, 9 4 40% 

Medium  2, 3, 6, 7, 8, 10 6 60% 

 

As shown in the table, the difficulty level of the short-essay questions only consisted of easy 

and medium levels with a ratio of 2:3 but there is no difficult question.  According to Sumarsono 

(2000), a good test should contain 25% for both easy and difficult questions, and 50 % for medium 

questions.  However, the pre-service EFL teachers did not construct difficult questions which 

indicates the pre-service EFL teachers’ inability to construct difficult questions or higher-order 

thinking skill questions.   
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Discriminating Power (DP) 

Discriminating Power (DP) is the ability of each item to distinguish the students who have mastered 

the tested material from the students who have not.  The index of the DP ranges from 0.00 to 1.00.  

The higher the index, the better the ability of the test item to differentiate the students who have 

mastered the learning material from those who have not.  

To analyze the Discriminating Power (DP) of each test item, the students were grouped into 

the upper-group level (UG) and the lower-group level (LG) based on their total correct answer to the 

test.  Students who got scores ranging from 0 - 50 were considered in the LG, while the students 

whose scores ranged from 60-100 were put in the UG. There were 9 students in the LG and 21 

students in the UG.  The formula used to analyze the Discriminating Power (DP) was adapted from 

Arikunto (2003, p. 238).   

 

DP = 
Gu

U
 - 

Gl

L
         (3) 

 

Gu = The number of the upper-level students (UG) who answered the item correctly 

U = The total number of students in the upper-level group (UG) 

Gl = The number of the lower-level (LG) students who answered the item correctly 

L = The total number of students in the lower-level group (LG) 

 

Arikunto’s (2003, p. 232) classification of the score of the DP was used.  

 

0.70 – 1.00 = excellent 

0.40 – 0.69 = good 

0.20 – 0.39 = satisfactory 

0.00 – 0.19 = poor 

 

For example, the Gu or the number of students in the UG who answered question number 1 

correctly was 20 of the total 21 UG students, and the Gl or the number of students in the LG who 

answered question number 1 correctly was 5 out of 9 students.  The Discriminating Power (DP) of 

question number 1 is:  

 

DP = 
20

21
 - 

5

9
 = 0.4 

 

Table 2. The Result of Discriminating Power Analysis 

DP Category 
Number 
of Items 

Number of 
Questions 

Percentage 

Excellent 7, 8, 9 3 30% 
Good 1, 2, 5, 6, 10 5 50% 

Satisfactory 3, 4 2 20% 

  

All of the 10 items have excellent, good, and satisfactory levels of Discriminating Power 

(DP) which means that all items can differentiate students' mastery of the learning materials with 

30% of excellent quality, 50% in medium quality, and 20% in satisfactory quality.   

 

Test Reliability  

Reliability of the test refers to the level of consistency of an instrument that is whether it measures 

consistently when being tested and re-tested to the same subjects or test takers.  In other words, a test 

is reliable if it always gives the same result when tested and re-tested in the same group of students 

at a different time (Arifin 2012, p. 258).   
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In this study, to test the reliability of the test, the split-half method of reliability test was 

employed.  The items were divided into two halves which consisted of the odd number items and the 

even number items.  The scores of the first half are considered as variable x and the scores of the 

other half are considered as variable y.  The formula of Pearson Product Moment Correlation was 

employed to get the Coefficient Correlation of the half items (rgg). 

 

rgg or the rxy = 
N∑xy − (∑x) (∑y)

{N ∑x2 − (∑x)} {N ∑y2 − (∑y)2}
          (4) 

 

The score of the rgg was 0.819216.  To calculate the reliability of the whole test, the Brown 

formula was then used: 

 

rtt = 
2 x rgg

1 x rgg
          (5) 

 

Notes:  

rtt  = Coefficient reliability of a test 

rgg = even and odd Correlation Coefficient (half the test with the other half) 

 

Using the formula of Spearman-Brown above, the rtt was then gained with the result of 

0.900625.  According to Sudijono, (2011, p. 209), if the rtt > 0.7, it means the test has a high 

reliability but if rtt < 0.7, the test is unreliable.  This finding indicates that the test has a high 

reliability. 

Item Validity  

Each item of a test is an integral part of the whole test, and the validity of each item 

contributes to the validity of a test as a whole. In other words, the validity of a test as a whole depends 

on the validity of each item (Sudijono 2012).  Therefore, to check the validity of a test can be analyzed 

by analysing the validity of each test item.  Item validity is the accurate measurement of each item 

in measuring what is intended to measure (Sudijono 2012).   

Because this formative test used a dichotomy scoring, which was 0 for a wrong answer and 

10 for a correct answer, to analyze the validity of each item, the Point Biserial Correlation formula 

was used (Sudijono 2012, p. 185). 

 

γpbi = 
Mp− Mt

St
 √

𝑝

𝑞
         (6) 

 

 

γpbi = Biserial Correlation Coefficient 

Mp  = Mean score of the students who responded correctly to the analysed item  

Mt    = Mean of the total score of all students  

St  = Standard Deviation of the total score 

𝑝     = The proportion of students who answered the item correctly 

𝑞      = The proportion of students who answered the item incorrectly (q = 1-p) 

 

The gained Point Biserial Correlation index (γpbi) was then consulted with the r table at the 

level of significance of 5% based on the number of students involved in this study (Sudijono 2012, 

p. 185). 

Table 3 indicates that there were only 4 (40%) valid items, while the rest 6 (60%) are invalid.  

According to Sudijono (2012), the invalidity or the low score of validity of test items is an indicator 

that there is something wrong with the test and that the test makers should be cautious.  It is an 

indicator that the test items failed to measure what are supposed to measure.  Sudijono (2012) further  



LingTera, Vol. 11 No. 2, 2024, pp. 145–158 

 

Copyright © 2024, author, e-ISSN 2477-1961, p-ISSN 2406-9213 
152 

Table 3.  The Result of Each Item Validity Analysis 

          Category 
Number of 

items  
Number of 
questions Percentage  

Valid 1, 2, 4, 6 4 40% 
Invalid 3, 5, 7, 8, 9, 10 6 60% 

 

explained that the low validity or the invalidity of each test item is caused by the number of test 

takers who cannot answer the item correctly.  Sudijono’s (2012) formula to test item validity above 

also indicates that the higher the number of students who can answer each item correctly, the higher 

the score of the validity score.  In other words, the more students who master the learning material 

being tested in the item, the higher the score of the validity of the test item.  This discussion suggests 

that the invalidity of the six items indicates that the students have not mastered the materials being 

tested in those six items.   

 

Insights from Formative Test Item Quality for Student-Teachers, Practicum Programs, and 

Teacher Training 

To gain a deeper understanding of the quality of the test items and gain feedback on the student-

teachers’ ability in test construction, the teaching-learning performance, and their English mastery, 

both the test items and the students’ answers were then analyzed qualitatively and quantitatively.   

This second step of analysis was done to get more insight on the quality of each test item to answer 

the second research question.  

The analysis of the students’ responses to question number 3 on the degree of comparison 

revealed that 15 (48%) students have not mastered the form of the comparative degree of the word 

‘clever’.  Those students used ‘most clever’, ‘cleavernest’, ‘clevernes’, ‘more cleverest’, ‘clever’, 

‘more celeverer’, ‘more cleves’, ‘cleveries’, ‘most cleverer’ rather than ‘more clever’ or ‘cleverer’.  

As stated earlier, these answers are incorrect because they do not match the exact answer key, and 

thus, it received 0 points.  A similar finding was also found for question number 5.  Six (19%) 

students failed to give the correct answer as they used ‘happyer’, ‘more happy’, ‘more happier’, 

‘happying’, rather than ‘happier’.  This finding indicates that there is a need for remedial teaching 

for the comparative degree of the adjective ‘clever’ and for any adjective with -y endings.    

For question number 7 for Present Continuous Tense, 14 (45%) students failed to answer 

this item correctly. Ten (32%) students did not use 'to be', and 4 (12%) used to be 'is' for the subjects 

'Brandon and Rudi'.  This finding indicates that they have not mastered the structure of the Present 

Continuous Tense, specifically on the use of 'To be'.  Further, the use of to be 'is', rather than 'are' 

also indicates that the students have not mastered the use of plural 'to be' for plural collected subject.  

A similar finding for question number 9 revealed that 9 (29%) students failed to give the correct 

answer because they missed the use of 'to be' but used the correct form of the verb 'making', and 1 

student used the word 'maker'.   

A similar finding was also found for question number 8 which was meant to test the use of 

Present Continuous Tense.  Ten (32%) students did get the score for this item.  Eight students did 

not use 'To be' but used the correct verb form of 'living', and two students did not use 'To be' and 

used the incorrect verbs 'leaving' and 'liveaving' which indicates that these 2 students have not known 

the -ing form of the word ‘live’.  This analysis informs teachers that they need to re-teach the formula 

of Present Continuous Tense and the -ing forms of the verbs.     

However, a grammatical analysis of item 8 "We … in Tarakan City now. (Live)" revealed 

its grammatical error.  This item was intended to test the students' mastery of Present Continuous 

Tense.  However, the use of the verb "Live" for temporal action is inappropriate because it is usually 

used to refer to general truth (Simple Present Tense), but not for temporal action.  The word "stay" 

is more appropriate in this context.  Two students used Simple Present Tense to answer this item 

although they used the incorrect verb "lives" for the subject "We".  Thus, this item failed to measure, 

at least, the two students' mastery of the use of Present Continuous Tense.  
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The same finding was also found for question number 10.  Eight (26%) students did not get 

the score.  The reason for this was because 4 (13%) students did not use ‘to be’ and used the incorrect 

-ing form of the word ‘buy’ of which they used ‘buyying’ and ‘buyer’.  One of them also used to be 

‘are’ for the subject ‘Her mom’.  However, the rest 4 (13%) of the students did not get the score 

caused by the grammatical error of this item.  Question number 10. “Her mom … a vegetable in the 

market today. (Buy)” is ambiguous in the use of Tenses caused by the ambiguous time signal ‘today’.  

Although the student-teachers intended to test the students’ knowledge of the use of Present 

Continuous Tense, this sentence may mean that the event of “her mom” bought a vegetable happened 

in the earlier time of ‘today’ (Past Tense).  Therefore, this sentence may be answered in Simple Past 

Tense.  Thus, the time signal ‘today’ should be replaced by the word ‘now’ to avoid confusion. 

Because of this confusion, four students answered it in Simple Past tense.  Thus, this item failed to 

measure what was intended to measure, at least for those 4 students, whether they have mastered the 

use of Present Continuous Tense or not.   

Further, there is another question with grammatical error which is question number 1 "Diego 

made chocolate …than Adi's made. (Good)".  The question is confusing in terms of meaning.  It was 

ambiguous what was being compared whether the quality of chocolate or the way Diego and Adi 

made chocolate.  Because of this, four students used 'to be + the comparative degree of good' ("is 

better").  Meanwhile, the test makers intended to compare the verb or the way Diego and Adi made 

chocolate.  Therefore, the question should be revised into "Diego made chocolate … than Adi did.  

(Good)".  However, the student-teachers seemed to realize the grammatical error so they considered 

those four students' answers correct.  Because of this decision, it did not affect the score validity of 

this item.   

The grammatical errors of those three items, to some extent, influenced the score validity of 

each of those three items, the DP, and the FV which indicates that the test maker’s English grammar 

mastery determines the quality of a test item and a test as a whole.   

 

Discussion  

The formative test gives valuable feedback for the pre-service EFL teachers to measure how much 

their students and the teaching-learning process have reached the learning objectives. The item 

analysis of the 10 short essay questions revealed which part of the learning materials have not been 

mastered by the students and what should be done in future teaching-learning activities.   

The item analysis also revealed the pre-service EFL teachers’ ability in constructing test 

items and their English grammar mastery. The analysis of Discriminating Power (DP) revealed that 

the items have good level which means that the items can discriminate students who have mastered 

the learning materials from those who have not.  The formative test reliability is high which indicates 

its good consistency in measurement.  However, the analysis of the item validity revealed that 60% 

of the items are not valid caused by a small number of students who could answer the items correctly.  

This indicates that the pre-service EFL teachers should give remedial teachings for the aspects that 

have not been mastered by the students.  

Further analysis revealed that three items contain grammatical errors which caused 

ambiguity and confusion for their students in answering the questions which, in turn, influenced the 

Facility Value, the Discriminating Power, and the item validity of those three items.  The grammatical 

errors were due to the pre-service EFL teachers' lack of mastery of English tenses and the 

grammatical aspects being tested.  This suggests the need for the pre-service EFL teachers to improve 

the mastery of English Tenses and English use in general which also informs teacher training and 

education to improve the quality of their education, especially in the teaching of English grammar.  

The analysis of the Facility Value (FV) or the difficulty level revealed that there was no 

difficult question found in the test which indicates that the student-teachers have not been able to 

make difficult test items.  This finding, further, indicates that the pre-service EFL teachers have not 

been able to implement Bloom’s taxonomy and Higher Order Thinking Skills (HOTS).  Of the six 

levels of higher order thinking skills; knowledge and recall, comprehension and understanding, 
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application and context, analysis, synthesis, and evaluation (CETL, 2024), the test items only focused 

on testing students’ first level of higher order thinking skills which was on knowledge and recall of 

adjective forms for degree of comparisons and the verb pattern of Present Continuous Tense.      

Although the writer did not find any research article investigating the same area to compare 

their performance, a numerous item analysis researching experienced or in-service teachers’ 

constructed multiple-choice test items revealed that they also produced a limited number of difficult 

questions compared to easy and moderate questions. For example, Hartati & Yogi’s (2014) research 

on multiple-choice item analysis of a summative test constructed by experienced teachers in a senior 

high school in Indonesia revealed that the proportion of difficult questions was far less in number 

(12% or 6 out of 50 questions).  Karim, et al.’s (2021) item analysis on English multiple-choice test 

items constructed by an in-service teacher in Indonesia also revealed less in the percentage of difficult 

questions that out of 50 questions, there was only 1 (0.5%) difficult question found. Darmawan, et 

al.’s (2022) research investigating the quality of English multiple-choice test items constructed by 

an in-service teacher in Indonesia also revealed a similar finding that the proportion of difficult 

questions is far less in number (4 or 10% out of 40 questions).  The findings indicate that even 

experienced or in-service teachers are still less competent in constructing difficult questions which 

means that even in-service or experienced teachers still have difficulty in applying Bloom’s 

Taxonomy or Higher Order Thinking Skills (HOTS) in test construction.   This finding is in line with 

various research findings that even in-service second or foreign language teachers still lack language 

assessment literacy including in test construction (Darmawan, et al., 2022; Anam & Putri, 2021; 

Karim, et al., 2021; Umam & Indah, 2020; Lam, 2019; Hartati & Yogi, 2019; Tsagari & Vogt, 2017; 

Nemati, et al., 2017; Qian, 2014; Popham, 2001; Brookhart, 2001).  Anam & Putri’s (2021) research 

investigating how pre-service and in-service English language teachers in Indonesia self-rated their 

Language Assessment Literacy (LAL) revealed that they admitted that their test construction ability 

is still at a moderate level and they admitted to not having the knowledge to conduct item analysis to 

check the validity and reliability of their test items.  The reason for this, according to Schafer & 

Lissitz (1987) and Schafer (1993), may be due to inadequate preparation or learning of assessment 

in their previous teacher education program.  This is also supported by Wise, et al.’s (1991) research 

finding in which in-service teachers reported that they felt that they did not receive adequate training 

in assessment.  From the discussion of the previous studies above, it can be concluded that the reason 

for the pre-service EFL teachers’ difficulty in constructing test items, specifically difficult test items, 

may be due to inadequate learning or practice in test construction in evaluation and language testing 

development subject in the teacher education program. Anam & Putri (2021) also shared the same 

opinion in response to their finding that both pre-service and in-service teachers’ low self-rating in 

LAL, especially in test construction and item analysis, may be due to the courses in their teacher 

education have not given ample opportunities for them to develop their LAL.   

The teaching practicum program is a good opportunity for pre-service EFL teachers to learn 

and have an actual practice of conducting evaluation and assessment in real classrooms with 

supervision, guidance, and feedback from their supervisor-teachers at the school of the teaching 

practicum program.  Anam & Putri’s (2021) research found that despite in-service teachers’ 

Language Assessment Literacy (LAL) is still at a moderate level, their self-rating in LAL is higher 

than that of the pre-service EFL teachers in designing test instruments, administering and scoring 

assessments, using alternative assessment, and using the test results to make decisions.  Therefore, 

the curriculum for teaching practicum should also make evaluation and language test development a 

focus and make it one of the components of evaluation and assessment of their performance in 

teaching practicum. By doing so, the supervisor-teachers will pay more attention and give their 

guidance and feedback to the student-teachers in administering evaluation and assessments. This will 

improve student-teachers’ LAL in administering evaluation and assessments for teaching and 

learning. From the writer’s observation of teaching practicum, the supervision still focuses more on 

other aspects of teaching such as lesson planning, classroom management, and teaching material 

development, however, test construction has not been well-paid attention. 
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CONCLUSION 

The analysis of the quality of the test items constructed by pre-service EFL teachers in teaching 

practicum has given invaluable insights and feedback not only for the student-teachers but also for 

teaching practicum program and English teacher education in general. For pre-service EFL teachers, 

it is important to always improve their English grammar mastery as it is one of the prerequisites for 

teaching and their grammar mastery also influences the quality of their test items.  Further, they also 

have to improve their Language Assessment Literacy (LAL) for their professional development.  

The findings and discussion of the study also revealed important feedback for the 

improvement of the curriculum of teaching practicum program and teacher education. For the 

improvement of teaching practicum program, it is crucial to include student-teachers’ performance 

in test administration in teaching practicum as a focus to enable the student-teachers to get guidance 

and feedback from the in-service supervisor-teachers at the school.  This will enable student-teachers 

to learn and improve their professional development in Language Assessment Literacy (LAL) and 

other aspects of teaching as research has shown that in-service teachers’ Language Assessment 

Literacy (LAL) is higher than that of pre-service EFL teachers.  

The findings and discussion above also give invaluable feedback for the improvement of 

English teacher training and education in general.  It informs the teacher training and education how 

much their students are prepared to enter their teaching profession, their pedagogic skills, their 

Language Assessment Literacy (LAL),  and even their mastery of English grammar and use in 

particular.  It gives feedback for teacher education to improve the quality of English grammar 

teaching.  Further, the pre-service EFL teachers’ lack of competencies in test construction, such as 

their difficulty in constructing difficult questions in particular, which literature has shown is also 

experienced by in-service English teachers, suggests English teacher training and education  

institutions pay more attention to the refinement of their curriculum for the evaluation and language 

testing development  subject where the student-teachers should be facilitated to have adequate 

training and practice in test construction.  Further, it is also important to equip the pre-service EFL 

teachers with the skill and knowledge in conducting item analysis to check and analyze the quality 

of their test item for their professional development.   

Furthermore, due to the scarcity of research investigating pre-service English teachers’ 

performance in administering evaluation and assessment, specifically in test construction in teaching 

practicum program, some suggestions are offered for future research.  First, future research should 

also conduct interviews with pre-service EFL teachers on administering tests in their teaching 

practicum to get more insight into the process and their follow-up actions regarding the result of the 

administered formative test.  Second, future research may investigate pre-service EFL teachers' 

ability in constructing multiple-choice items in formative and summative tests, and other test item 

formats to fill the research gap. 
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