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Introduction P rogram for International Student Assessment (PISA) [1], national
Australian standardized tests [2], international standardized tests, and the Post-Soviet
Central Asian educational context where standardized examinations are used are all
examples of standardized testing utilize only established tests [3]. Throughout a specific
term of learning English, students will be subjected to frequent tests of their language
proficiency.

They can find out how proficient they are in English by taking a test [4] demonstrates
that at the conclusion of the teaching-learning process, a teacher can acquire students'
English learning outcomes and progress. Every level of education carries out evaluation
at specific intervals throughout a learning period [5]; teaching and evaluations are
carried out online [6]; and the importance of this English exam [7].

It implies that at specific points during a learning period, teachers should constantly

administer an assessment or a test to gauge pupils' academic progress. Teachers should
constantly review students' academic progress in order to evaluate their learning results.
Testing, measurement [8], classroom evaluation [9], the process of teaching and learning



[10], teaching analytics [11].

At the conclusion of a unit or instructional period, evaluating student development and
accomplishment and informing stakeholders of the results are crucial components of a
teacher's job. Teachers' responsibilities as educators include giving students feedback
on their progress and working to make the learning environment better. One of the best
techniques for measuring students' learning quantity and quality, tests are used by
teachers [12].

Students must respond to questions on standardized tests where there are several
choices. Furthermore, test was defined by [13] as a regular method for gathering
behavioral data from a particular domain. Understanding what a test is and why it's
important to know what it measures are crucial when it comes to test development.

To put it another way, a test is a carefully designed tool that, in its whole, assesses
real-world learning outcomes that reflect desired behavioral qualities [14]. It has been
proposed that a thorough learning goal should include 1) observable behaviors, 2) the
circumstances in which the intended behavior should manifest, and 3) the level of
performance that is deemed sufficient to demonstrate mastery learning outcomes in
evaluating knowledge and concepts that contribute to students' cognitive, affective, and
psychomotor development. The teacher typically administers a test to the class to gauge
the students' proficiency in English.

After discussing each chapter of the topic, teachers can provide tests, or they can give
them at the conclusion of the semester. This kind of test is an achievement test, which is
characterized as a tool for assignment in education and a crucial source of data for
making decisions. It is one of the most popular methods for gauging how well pupils are
acquiring new material during a lesson or over a course.

The extent to which pupils have met the desired learning objectives must be evaluated
by teachers, schools, and educational institutions. In order to show the pupils' best
performance, the researchers considered that accomplishment assessments should be
well organized. Results from accomplishment tests can be used by educators to inform
decisions or offer input on how to enhance the teaching and learning process.

Achievement tests can take the form of formative assessments, summative tests, the
National Final Exam, and college admission exams during formal education activities in
the classroom [15]. Per 309 A summative test is a task that yields grades or scores that
are used to evaluate the performance of the students. When all subjects have been
covered, this test is conducted.



The English Summative Test [16] is one example of a summative test that is used to
categorize awards and grades at the conclusion of a course or program [17]. Formative
tests, on the other hand, are used to monitor pupils' academic development and give
them feedback to help them do better. Student understanding of their strengths and
limitations is improved by formative assessments.

Teachers can use the findings to help pupils become more proficient in their weak areas.
To create an achievement test that is valid and trustworthy, a teacher must be familiar
with the principles of excellent test development. The facets of its application in the
classrooms must also be known by the teachers.

They should also be able to score, and most crucially, analyze, the outcomes of these
assessments. According to [8], test creators and users should consciously work to
improve the validity and reliability of the tests by lowering measurement errors in order
to obtain objective data.

Well-designed test questions should be employed, and test developers should fit the
learning objectives, when assessing what students already know or have learned in their
field of study. For a test score to be considered reliable, learning, teaching, and subject
understanding must all be in balance. Learning outcomes are a useful approach to
maintain high standards and enhance instruction. Li et al.

make the point that a practical exam [18] must be precisely specified [19] in order to
measure the actual score. A valid test should have high-quality items that adhere to test
requirements and provide accurate data with few errors [20]. The excellent test result
may help to explain actual learning outcomes. A good test must satisfy S.

Suwarto's [21] definition of a good test, which includes validity, reliability, item difficulty,
item discrimination, and effective distractors (for multiple choice questions). To ascertain
the degree of validity and reliability of the assessments, it is important to analyze the
test items. As a result, the test's quality will be similar to the quality of each item's test
result, which in turn affects the test's overall quality.

Teachers should concentrate on the test item quality, thus they should perform item
analysis to evaluate each item's quality and determine which questions must be updated
or removed if they fulfill the criteria. Numerous research have been conducted,
particularly in junior high schools in Indonesia, on the characteristics of English
accomplishment assessments created by the English teacher forum/Musyawarah Guru
Mata Pelajaran (MGMP) [22].



However, from December 2019 until the present, all teaching and learning activities,
including exams, are temporarily conducted at home owing to the Corona Virus Disease
2019 (COVID-19) pandemic. It must be done to reduce physical contact that promotes
the spread of the virus. As a result, testing and assessment are done online utilizing
laptops or mobile devices [23].

It is thought that one of the best ways to stop the spread of COVID-19 in the
educational setting is to employ online media to limit engagement [24]. The teacher
offers tests to students or parents via computers or cellphones. The kids then do their
homework or tests at home [25]. The COVID-19 pandemic condition prevented
researchers from doing a study on this subject.

There is a necessity to look into the end product in a pandemic since English success
exams are created individually by teachers due to distance restrictions [26]. Researchers'
interviews indicate that the English subject test utilized in SMPN 2 Semarang was never
administered. According to the syllabus, the English teacher created the test without
using a plan.

The English teacher forum in sub-rayon 01 East Semarang created the English language

use on students. The English teacher forum was the only entity to cross-check the
instrument.

In order to examine the qualities of the English accomplishment tests developed before
and after COVID-19 in terms of validity, reliability, item difficulty, item discrimination,
and distractor efficacy based on Classical Test Theory (CTT) and Item Response Theory
(IRT). The two assessments were compared in part because no researchers had ever
examined tests conducted by the teacher forum under normal circumstances and
independently by English teachers during the coronavirus pandemic.

For English teachers, educators, test makers, and other parties involved in the test's
development, this research is anticipated to offer comments and examples. Additionally,
this research was done to serve as a guide for future studies that will be similar to it. The
English achievement test created prior to COVID-19 included 40 multiple-choice items
and 5 essay questions, according to interviews and supporting evidence.

The test was created by the English forum teachers by first defining the accomplishment
test development based on the area, subject, goal, resources, test type, and amount of



test elements. Second, a strategy that included precise goals and metrics was created.
Third, test objects were built in accordance with a test blueprint. Fourth, test validation
was carried out by cross-checking with other forum participants who spoke English.
Fifth, editing was used to revise the test after cross-checking.

The sixth step was grouping good items into a set of tests. The test equipment was
finally printed and shipped to schools. Only 50 multiple-choice questions were included
on the English proficiency test that was created during the pandemic. The teacher
initially defined the accomplishment exam's subject, objective, source material, test
format, and quantity of test elements.

She then created the test by copying and pasting the questions that had previously
been created by English forum teachers into the google form. Based on the
aforementioned test development procedure, neither test developer examined the
content validity, reliability, item difficulty, item discrimination, or effective distractors of
the English accomplishment test.

They were therefore unaware of whether or not the test items were thought to be valid
indicators of students' true aptitude. It was considered that they were unable to assess
the qualities of a good test because of time restrictions and high prices. Sumadi [27]
asserts that the test region, test subject, objective test, test material, type test, and other
test items should all be included in the specificity of accomplishment test formulation.
Teachers should carefully and appropriately create test items.

They must first create a blueprint achievement test with a clear purpose, a clear value,
and indicators. Second, they should create test objects in accordance with a blueprint
while creating a test. The test must be validated a third time by review, expert opinion,
and validation. Fourth, the exam must be revised in light of the validator's
recommendations.

Fifth, in order to analyze the test characteristics, which include item difficulty, item
discrimination, the role of the distractor, and reliability based on CTT, the test items that
are deemed to be good are placed in the draft before being tried out with a group of
students in accordance with the test subject. Sixth, the test items are chosen depending
on the findings of the IRT study. Finally, the items included in the standardized test are
those that pass the test.

The examination will be printed and provided to pupils or schools. The researchers
narrowed their analysis of multiple-choice exams based on the identification of the
aforementioned issue because the English accomplishment test created during



COVID-19 did not include any essay questions.

It would be simpler to compare the Per 311 traits of the English proficiency tests created
before and during the coronavirus pandemic as a result. Thus, the following study
questions were put forth: (1) What were the features of the English performance test
that was created prior to the pandemic? (2) What features distinguish the English
proficiency exam created during the pandemic? (3) Were the tests created prior to the
epidemic and those created during it different in any way? Methods 1. Research Design
Methods of analysis and comparison were used in this study.

The characteristics of the tests created before and during the epidemic were described
and analyzed using the test analysis study. The test's qualities were divided into Very
Good, Good, and Poor categories. The status of the test item — acceptance, amendment,
or abolition — was then explained. The researchers compared the test's properties using
the comparison approach after they had examined the test. 2.

Research Site The characteristics of English Achievement tests created before and during
the epidemic were compared in the study. The assessments were created at SMPN 2
Semarang, which is located on Brigjend Katamso Street No. 14 in Karangtempel East
Semarang, Semarang City, Central Java, for eighth-grade students in the academic years
2017-2018 and 2020-2021.

The study was conducted between September and December of 2021. 3. Research
Objectives The purpose of this study was to examine the traits of tests created both
before and during the pandemic. Students' replies on the test answer sheets were used
to compile the data.

In the academic year 2017-2018, there were 287 student answer sheets, and in the
academic year 2020-2021, there were 288 student answer sheets online. A teacher of
English and the director of the English teacher forum were both present, and they both
learned more about how the English accomplishment test was created. Data Collection
Through interviews and documentation, data were gathered.

The eighth-grade English curriculum, the English achievement test grid, the English
achievement test papers, the answer keys, and the student answer sheets were all
examined. Validity and reliability of the test were determined by analysis. Distractors,
item discrimination, and item difficulty were also examined. The purpose of the
interview with English teachers and members of the English teacher forum was to learn
more about how English accomplishment assessments are developed.



Exams created prior to the pandemic had 40 items, whereas tests created during the
pandemic had 50 multiple-choice questions. The English teacher at SMPN 2 Semarang
and the head of the English teacher forum in sub rayon 01 of East Semarang Region 01
provided the answer key. The item difficulty, item discrimination, alternatives, and
dependability based on CTT were all examined using the answer sheets.

To assess the validity, the English course syllabus and template were employed.
Unstructured interviews were undertaken by the researchers as one of the methods for
gathering data. This was consistent with the research methodology that was used, which

2 (62) 312 heavily relies on the researchers' comprehension and the data gathered
through observations and interviews. The researchers requested authorization from the
administrative team and the school principal to conduct study at SMPN 2 Semarang.
The English teacher was also contacted by the researchers to obtain data on the
eighth-grade pupils in the academic years 2018 and 2021 as well as information on the
school's curriculum.

They were questioned about how the COVID-19 pandemic affected the creation of the
English accomplishment test and received information on the leader of the English
teacher forum in Sub Rayon 01 East Semarang. Then, in order to learn more about the
process for creating the English achievement test for the 2018 academic year, the head
of the English teacher forum in Sub Rayon 01 East Semarang was interviewed. 4. Data
Analysis Technique Quest was used to analyze the data.

Item Difficulty The total number of right responses divided by the total number of
respondents [28; 29], represents the difficulty of each test item. Three levels of
difficulty—Easy, Moderate, and Difficulty—can be applied to the object. The category of
item difficulty is as listed in [21]. 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 The file
the software item as percentage row based on the Quest.

The proportion of students' accurate answers is expressed as a percentage (%) of the
overall Quest output. When the item difficulty index is near to 0 or 1, it means that the
question is either too simple or too complex for students [30]. ltem Discrimination The
point biserial correlation formula can be used to determine each test item's item
discrimination.

The item discrimination index can be calculated using the Point biserial (Pt-Biserial)
formula, which can detect item discrimination in Quest output [30]. Since many teachers



used the technique, the researchers used a point correlation model to statistically
determine the item discrimination [15]. According to Suwarto [31], a point- biserial
correlation is a bivariate correlation approach.

To apply the approach, variable 1 is discrete data (dichotomy), and variable 2 is
continuous data (interval data). By developing a correlation between item scores and
total value, this method is primarily used to assess item discrimination. The strength of
the relationship between a dichotomous nominal scale and an interval scale is assessed
statistically [12].

The item discrimination in the current study was broken down into four categories: Poor,
Fair, Good, and Very Good. The subpar products have been removed, and the Fair ones
need to be improved too Good or Very Good. They were after that kept in the test bank
[21]. Per 313 Table 2 The Category of Item Discrimination Item Discrimination Category
0.40-1.00 Very good 0.30-0.39 Good 0.20-0.29 Fair 0.00-0.19 Poor Negative rpbis
Low-performing students got the correct answers more than high-performing students

////////////////////////////////

//////////////////////////////////

New distractions that are more appealing and difficult to choose from should take their
place. Quest The Quest application is simple to set up on any laptop or computer.
Inputting commands into the notepad program, entering student responses into the
notepad program, and processing the data on the Quest software are the three basic
components of conducting item analysis using the Quest program. All of those files
must be kept in a single folder.

There are a few steps that must be taken in order to do item analysis using the Quest
application. [33]. With the Itanal command on the syntax, the Quest software can carry
out classical analysis. Information on item statistics and test statistics is included in
classic files.

Item statistics represent the attributes of items, such as their degree of difficulty, their

in each choice, is used to determine the difficulty level. The criteria for the item difficulty
level are based on the percentage of the correct response. The discriminating power of
the questions as determined by biserial correlation points (r ?bis ) is the second statistic.

Item Analysis According to Item Response Theory PROX (normal approximation
estimation) is the method used to estimate items and responses. Accurate measurement
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and false responses are disregarded while performing parameter estimation. Because
they are still unknown, respondent and item parameters are estimated simultaneously.

Up till the respondents and item parameters remain consistent, the estimation is carried
out. The Rasch model appropriateness of the item as well as the item difficulty index
define the quality of the item. The requirements of the item response theory must be
met by a good item. Items in this study were evaluated for appropriateness using the
infit mean- square value.

model Infit Mean square Judgment > 1.33 Mismatch 0.77-1.33 Match < 0.77 Mismatch
The second step is to evaluate the value of the clothing items using the following
standards. Table 4 Criteria for Accepted and Rejected Item Criteria Judgment Outfit t <
2.00 Accepted Outfit t > 2.00 Rejected < 0.77 Mismatch The value of Delta or Threshold
(b) is examined in the third step using the following standards.

Table 5 Threshold Category Threshold Category b > 2 Very Difficult 1 < b < 2 Difficult -1
< b <1 Moderate -1 > b > -2 Easy b < -2 Very Easy Research results The Characteristics
of English Achievement Test before COVID-19 The head of the English teacher forum in
Sub-Rayon 01 revealed during interviews that they first created a blueprint in
accordance with the 2013 Curriculum syllabus.

Following that, the blueprint was given out to participants in the East Semarang
Sub-Rayon 01 English Teacher Forum. All forum participants had access to each
indicator from the blueprint, and they were instructed to create questions based on
each indicator. They were then given a deadline by which to submit their inquiries to the
forum's leader, an English teacher.

Before being cross-checked with other members of the English teacher forum, all items
were assembled into a single test. When something went wrong, they informed the
forum's administrator and worked to repair it collectively. All of the schools in sub-rayon
01 received the test when it was determined that the test items were accurate.

Based on the results of the interview, it was decided not to administer this test to
students first and to analyze each Per 315 item's difficulty, discrimination, and efficacy as
a distraction. Additionally, the test's validity and reliability were not examined as a
whole. The item with the lowest item difficulty index is item number 2, while the item
with the greatest item difficulty index is item number 10.



The English achievement test created by the English teacher forum in sub rayon 01 East
Semarang prior to the pandemic's results indicate that item number two is the most
challenging. Item number 10 is the test's simplest question. Table 6 below displays the
outcomes of the English accomplishment test's item difficulty test based on category.

Table 6 The Item Difficulty Result of the English Achievement Test Category Item Total
Percentage Easy (0.71 - 1.00) 1,4,5,6,7,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,17,18,24,27,28,30,31,33,39,40
22 55 Moderate (0.31- 0.70) 3,16,19,20,21,22,23,25,29,32,34,35,36,37,38 15 37.5 Difficult
(0.00-0.300) 2,8,26 3 7.5 Total 40 100 Based Table it determined 22 or x = fall the Easy
The for 15 in Moderate is x or 37.5%. things then in Difficult y.

categoritem difficulty is (or x ThEasy y the with a dominance of 55%, folly with a
dominance of 7.5% based on the percentage of item difficulty for each category. The
item number 38 has the lowest item discrimination index (0.01), whereas the item
number 19 has the greatest item discrimination index (0.52). Table 7 below displays the
results of the item difficulty test depending on category.

Table 7 The English Achievement Test's Item Discrimination Findings Before the
Pandemic Category Item Total Percentage Poor (Pt. Biser < 0.19) 9,27,31,38 4 10 Fair
(0.20-0.29) 1,2,5,6,8,10,11,15,23,25,30,37 12 30 Good (0.30-0.39)
3,7,13,17,20,33,35,36,39,40 10 25 Very Good (0.40 < Pt. Biser)
4,12,14,16,18,19,21,22,24,26,28,29,32,34 14 35 Total 40 100 Four items fall into the Poor
category in terms of item discrimination, according to Table 7 below.

For items in thisy, the item discrimination percentage is 4/40 x 100%, or The categorhas
to items, a of x = 10 things then Good, a of times equaling Last but not least, there are
14 products in the Very Good category. For items in this category, the discrimination is x
or Based the item ination it be that VerGood y and the Poor categor discrimination
percentages.

distractions on the English achievement test created before COVID-19. There are 12
things with useful distractions. The test's ineffective distractor is times or The effective
percentage 64/120 100%, 53.30 Before epidemic, English Forum conducted an English
accomplishment test in East Semarang's Sub-Rayon 01 with a 0.990 reliability rating.

The COVID-19 Characteristics of English Achievement Test No stages were used in the
development of the COVID-19 English accomplishment test. A instructor of English
created it. She made the test without using a blueprint, according to the researcher's
conversation with her. She created a Google Form to modify the material she taught in



class for a particular time period as a result.

She merely copied and pasted answers from the earlier test that she and other English
teachers on the site had created. She also skipped the opportunity to use it to evaluate
test characteristics including item difficulty, item discrimination, and distractions. Overall,
the validity and reliability of the test were not examined. The lowest item difficulty index
is 0.13 for item number 2 and the highest item difficulty index is 0.96 for item number
10.

Based on the indexes, it is concluded that the most difficult item of the English
achievement test made by an English teacher during COVID-19 is item number 2, while
the easiest item of the test is item number 10. The result of the item difficulty test is
presented in Table 8. Table 8 Result of Item Difficulty Test on the English Achievement
Test Category Item Total Percentage Easy (0.71 - 1.00) 1,12,27,31,35 5 10 Moderate
(0.31-0.70) 2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10,11,13,14,15,16,17,18,19,20,21,22,23,24,25,2
6,28,29,30,32,33,34,36,37,38,40,41,43,44,46,47,48,50 42 84 Difficult (0.00-0.300) 42,45,49
3 6 Total 50 100 According to Table 8, five items fall into the easy category, and their

////////////////////////////////////////////////
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discrimination index (0.14), whereas item 19 has the greatest item discrimination value
(item 20). Table 9 displays the outcomes of the item discrimination test. Based on the
item discrimination of the test, it is demonstrated that there is one item that falls under
the poor group.

/////////////////////////////////

////////////////////////////////////

317 Table 9 The English Achievement Test Developed During the Pandemic: Item
Discrimination Results Category Item Total Percentage Poor Discrimination (Pt. Biser <
0.19) 6 1 2 Fair (0.20-0.29) 42,49 2 4 Good (0.30-0.39) 1,30,33,34,46,47,50 7 14 Very
Good (0.40 < Pt.

Biser) 2,3,4,5,7,8,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17,18,19,20,21,22,23,
24,25,26,27,28,29,31,32,35,36,37,38,40,41,43,44,45,48 40 80 Total 50 100 For in good vy,
item percentage 7/40 100%, 14%. categorof y has items. items the y categorthe item
percentage 40/50 100%, 80%. on aforementioned item percentage, can deduced the y
categor(80%) and categor(2%), are most least categories item discrimination in this
exam.



The English achievement exam created during the pandemic featured 150 useful
distractions compared to one ineffective one. There are 49 items that can be effectively
distracted. The test's ineffective distractor percentage is 1/150x 100%, or 0.70 percent.
The test's effective distractor percentage is 149/150 multiplied by 100%, or 99.30%.

The English achievement test created by an English teacher for COVID-19 has a 0.960
reliability rating. These numbers can be seen in the output file for the quest's Summary
of Item Estimates. Tests Developed Before and During the COVID-19 Pandemic:
Comparisons The researchers discovered variances and similarities between the English
Achievement exams created before COVID-19 and after COVID-19 after gathering data
from both tests.

Table 10 The Variations in Tests Conducted Prior to and During the COVID-19 Pandemic
Test Characteristics Category English Achievement Test Made before the pandemic
English Achievement Test Made during the pandemic Item Difficulty Easy 22 (55%) 5
(10%) Moderate 15 (37.5%) 42 (84%) Difficult 3 (7.5%) 3 (6%) Item Discrimination Poor 4
(10%) 1 (2%) Fair 12 (30%) 2 (4%) Good 10 (25%) 7 (14%) Very Good 14 (35%) 40 (80%)
Distractors Effective distractors 64 (53.30%) 149 (99.30%) Ineffective distractors 56

2 (62) 318 The procedure of Designing Test It was made based on the blueprint. It was
not tried out. It was not analyzed. It was cross-checked with other members of the
English teacher forum. The English teacher forum made it by themselves. It was made
without referring to any blueprint. It was not tried out. It was not analyzed. It was not
cross-checked with other English teachers.

The English teacher copied and pasted from the previous test made English teacher
forum and teachers including herself. Discussion The English Achievement Test's
Pre-COVID-19 Characteristics Based on CTT, which emphasizes item complexity, item
discrimination, distractors, and dependability [21], the characteristics of the English
achievement exam created prior to the pandemic are recognized.

According to the item difficulty test, there are 22 easy items, which account 55% the 15
items, account 37.5% the and 3 items, account 7.5% the The does have item difficulty
because the difficult items are more prevalent than the easy ones based on the Test
should be into difficulty 25% 50% and challenging Tests items proportional cannot
reflect pupils' true talents, claim Roid & Haladyna [35]. Most of the test's questions are
simple.

According to Brown[12], a well-made item shouldn't be too easy or challenging, and the



percentage of each item difficulty category needs to be balanced in order to fully reflect
students' talents or scores [16]. According to Djiwandono [36], a test item is ineffective if
it can be answered correctly by every test taker or if it cannot be answered by every test
taker.

A test with lots of simple questions, in S. Suwarto's opinion [21], is used to evaluate
pupils who perform below average. Students who have a mid-level of achievement will
take a test with numerous items of moderate complexity. High-achieving pupils will be
put to the test on an exam with a lot of challenging questions.

According to those definitions, this test does not fairly represent the talents of all pupils.
Madsen [37] further supports the idea that researchers categorize subjects into simple
and tough based on the proportion of students who correctly respond to each question.

The results of the item difficulty test can be compared to other research, such as item
analysis [38] and validity analysis [17] for the English summative exam [39], as well as
English summative tests [40]. Despite the fact that the test settings are different, earlier
research discovered that the distribution of item difficulty amongst simple, moderate,
and tough items is uneven. Cognitive abilities including comprehension, coding,
transition, observation, and working memory might have an impact on an item's
difficulty.

These mental elements may have an impact on students' performance. According to the
Quest program, there are four poor products with a discrimination proportion 10%, fair
with 30% percentage, good with 25% percentage, 14 y items a discrimination
percentage.

According to these findings, 12 fair things should be updated, whereas 4 poor items
should and predominate, and 35% of them fall into the very [32]. This indicates that the
majority of the items can be included to the test bank and used to assess students'
actual Per 319 English proficiency. These factors can reveal information regarding the
distinctions between high, mid, and low achievers.

This is consistent with [21], which claims that a higher item discrimination score
suggests that the item can identify differences between students who have high
achievement and those who have low achievement. Although the test settings are
somewhat different, the results of this item discrimination test are comparable to those
of other studies that have looked at item test characteristics [41], multiple choice
questions [42], and education research [43]. They discovered effective item
discrimination.



According to students who reported that the item discrimination was poor and that they
were unable to differentiate between the upper group and lower group after reading
[44] item analysis [45] and taking a multiple-choice exam [46] in the meantime, different
findings had been found from earlier studies. Third, exams 64 distractors of 120 and
ineffective distractors (46.7%), which should be altered.

This study's percentage of effective distractions is nearly identical to that of the Rehman
et al. study from 2018. Out of the 120 stractors, fou31.07% be On other [46] more
ineffective distractions that no students chose to use during the test. Therefore, the
useless distraction was either too simple or unimportant. The claim that all
multiple-choice items are not always created to satisfy the testing objectives in terms of
giving students with four or more choices is supported by all of the ineffective
refutators. The majority of the English achievement test items created prior to COVID-19
can identify high and low performers.

Therefore, it can be inferred that effective distractors are produced by large index item
discrimination [47]. They added that at least three distractions are recommended for
each item. The findings of this study demonstrate that both tests have more potent
deterrents, which raises the quality of the things. The test reliability index is 0.990 from a
reliability perspective. It shows how highly trustworthy the test items are. A good test is
one that has a high level of reliability [48].

A good test can also be applied to later time testing. The findings of this study also
demonstrate how well the English accomplishment test measurement made prior to
COVID-19 holds up over time and under identical testing circumstances [15]. Although
the test settings are different, this dependable test is nearly identical to earlier studies'
reliability tests of 0.651 [49] and 0.631 [50]. Because its value is below the reliability
coefficient limit of 0.700, test reliability estimation can be trusted.

Group homogeneity, allotted time, and test length are a few variables that affect
dependability estimation. Additionally, the proportion of difficult items has an impact on
how reliable it is estimated to be [13]. The study of the test item is included in the
quantitative analysis of the English proficiency exam that was created prior to the
pandemic.

There are 12 test items that need to be altered (30%) and 24 acceptable (60%) test
items. Four test items were, however, disqualified (10%). The following is a summary of
the test items' analysis. Table 11 English Achievement Test Items Developed Before
COVID-19: Analysis Criteria Test Items Total (%) Percentage Accepted



3,4,7,12,13,14,16,17,18,19,20,21,22,24,26,28,29,32,33,34,35,36,39,40 24 (60%) 2 Revised

2 (62) 320 24 accepted items have an index between 0.30 and 1.00, according to table
11. These articles were accepted without modification, according to [32]. They fall under
the very good and good categories. The remaining 12 items have an index of 0.20 to
0.29. These items are accepted with amendment, according to [32]. They fall under the
very good and good categories. Finally, four items that were rejected have indexes
below 0.20.

These goods should be excluded since they fall under the poor group, as shown by [33].
This outcome is consistent with [51]. The English Achievement Test for COVID-19's
Characteristics The criteria of item difficulty, item discrimination, distractors, and
reliability were used to identify the properties of the English accomplishment test

////////////////////////////

//////////////////////////////////

////////////////////
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reflect students' true proficiency. Additional moderate-level questions are included in
the test.

According to Brown [12], something that is well-made cannot be overly simple or
challenging. The test needs to be fair so that teachers can learn about the pupils' level of
proficiency. In contrast, the moderate item category, where more than half of the
students responded correctly, can suggest that students have a solid grasp of the
content being tested.

The item difficulty test's findings are comparable to earlier research looking at the level
of difficulty for summative tests [51], analysis challenges [41], and development tests
[18] under various circumstances. According to earlier research, some item categories
had more products with a moderate level of difficulty than others.

It suggests that the examinations have more carefully crafted questions than poorly
crafted questions, but the ratio of easy, moderate, and tough questions is unbalanced.
The COVID-19 epidemic, which required kids to work from home so they could ask their
friends for the answers and conduct online searches for the answers, is likely to blame
for the difficulty of imbalanced items. The item difficulty index may be impacted by
these circumstances.



Additionally, the students' responses are impacted by the question instructions. When a
question is unclear, it is anticipated that pupils will give a false response. Additionally,
this will impact the item difficulty index. Second, this test has good item discrimination.
According to the Quest program, there are vergood with percentage 80%, good with
percentage 14%, poitem percentage 2%, fair with percentage 4%, seven fair items.

According to these findings, 2 fair items should be updated, whereas 1 subpar should
rejected The that of goods into vergood categor 14% fall into the good categor The
majority of the items can therefore be kept in the question bank and utilized to assess
students' actual English proficiency. These tools can also gather data on the distinction
between high performers, mid achievers, and poor achievers. According to S.

Suwarto [21], the higher item discrimination score suggests that the item makes a
distinction between students' high accomplishment and low achievement. Item
discrimination index is capable of identifying differences between students. This test's
outcomes are comparable to those of other investigations. Although the test settings
are different, the test was shown to have an Per 321 80% discrimi great items.

Researchers discovered good item discrimination in earlier trials. In contrast, according
other the discrimination was in of cases [45]. The [48] test had a modest item
discrimination, however [46] claimed that the item was subpar, thus the items couldn't
tell the high achievers from the low achievers.

/////////////////////////////////////

/////////////////////////////////////////

circumstance, the distractor indexes may be impacted by the item discrimination
indexes. Because tests with a high item discrimination index have an effective distractors
index, the majority of the test items created during COVID-19 can distinguish between
high and low achievers [47]. Furthermore, each item has a maximum of three distractors.

The study's findings demonstrate that there are more potent distractions,
demonstrating the high caliber of the objects. The findings of studies on the English
proficiency test created during the pandemic demonstrate that nearly every item has
useful detractors. It is therefore presumed that the English teacher who created the test
is quite familiar with the traits of the students.

Because she works at one of Semarang's most well-liked schools, the teacher is
competent. The reliability value is 0.996 as well. It shows how highly trustworthy the test



items are. A good test is one that has a high level of reliability [48]. A good test can also
be applied to later time testing. The findings of this study also show how well the
English achievement test measurement during the epidemic holds up after being
repeated on the topic and under the identical circumstances [15].

This reliable test is nearly identical to the tests created in earlier investigations, including
the tests with reliability scores of 0.756 [18], 0.800 [41], and 0.907 [16]. They also created
or studied trustworthy tests. Because it was higher than the reliability coefficient limit of
0.700, the test reliability estimation could be trusted.

The English achievement exam, on the other hand, was shown to be unreliable in other
earlier research [52] because the data analysis did not adhere to the standards of
consistency and dependability. The exam could be used in a classroom to evaluate a
student's proficiency in English, but it couldn't be used as a component of a bank exam.

The test was variable, so it could be used to a changing circumstance to evaluate a
student's performance on a midterm or final exam. The fact that the data analysis's
findings were imbalanced was another factor in why it wasn't constant. The researchers
opted to stop this research because it was time- constrained and another factor.

The analysis of the test item was included in the quantitative analysis of the English
achievement exam that was created prior to the pandemic. 47 things have been
accepted (94%) and 2 have been altered (4%); one item has been denied (2%). The
analysis of the test items' executive summary is shown below. Table 12 Results of the
Analysis of Pandemic-Era English Achievement Test Items Criteria Test Items Total (%)
Percentage Accepted
1,2,3,4,5,7,89,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17,18,19,20,21,22,23,24,25,26,27,28,
29,30,31,32,33,34,35,36,37,38,39,40,41,43,44,45,46,47,48,50 47 (94%) 2 Revised 42,49 2

2 (62) 322 47 accepted items had indexes more than 0.30, according to Table 12. These
submissions are approved as-is. Next, two items are included with indexes that fall
between 0.20 and 0.29. These are acceptable suggestions with changes. The last rejected
item had an index of less than 0.09. This thing is removed [32].

The characteristics of English achievement tests conducted before and during the
pandemic were compared The process of creating the test, which involves the stages of
blueprint generation and cross-checking, is what sets it apart from the tests made
before during the pandemic. The English teacher followed a plan when creating the
assessments. Additionally, they double- checked each answer with members of the



English teacher community.

However, because the English teacher created the assessments using Google Form right
away, they lacked a template during the pandemic. It can be said that the teacher
forum's method of creating tests is more thorough than the method employed by
English teachers. However, the two exams are comparable in that they do not adhere to
the rules for creating good questions.

When creating examinations to accurately assess students' English proficiency, teachers
should adhere to the proper approach. Making a good exam involves multiple steps,
including creating indicators that correspond to the syllabus's fundamental
competencies and allocating items to each indication, according to [27]. The questions
were created using a blueprint and then made available for testing.

The reliability, item discrimination, item difficulty, and distractor effectiveness of the
trials were then assessed. As a result, the test's quality may be determined by its
creators. Additionally, some components could be changed or removed. The entire
process of creating tests is expensive and time-consuming.

Boopathiraj & Chellamani [43] assert that test preparation should include test design,
test execution, and results management. The test creators can be directed by the
instructional objectives or evaluation objectives to be tested when choosing which types
of learning outcomes or degrees of thinking ability to be assessed.

A blueprint should be created before any materials are prepared since it outlines the
criteria for the objectives to be evaluated, the scope of the content, and the questions to
be utilized. The level of item difficulty differs across tests created before and during the
pandemic. The English accomplishment exam created during the epidemic had a more
evenly distributed item difficulty distribution (closer to the normal distribution) than the
test created prior to the outbreak.

The pandemic-era English accomplishment test has 5 easy
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making it unbalanced (dominant). The amount of challenging items on the two tests is
where they are similar (3 items). [19] asserts that a good test has three different item

/////////////////////////

accomplishment levels based on the balance of tough items.

If the English proficiency of every student is accurately assessed, the instructor may



determine which subject has not been fully grasped by the students and can improve it
in the subsequent learning process utilizing more effective learning resources, teaching
strategies, and teaching methodologies. Per 323 The distinction between the tests
created before and during the epidemic is examined in terms of the discrimination
index.

There are 40 good items on the test that the English teacher created during the
pandemic. The test conducted prior to the pandemic showed 14 positive results, though.
This demonstrates that English teachers' creations are more widely appreciated [53].
Additionally, there are a few items that the English teacher only needs to slightly alter.

The results produced by the English instructor are nearly identical to the findings of
[51]'s analysis of the test items from the English teacher's final semester test. It has been

////////////////////////////

items that must be eliminated since they fall under the poor category.

These must be removed, and new inquiries must be added in their stead [54]. As a
result, both the test created by the English teacher forum and the test created by the
English teacher must exclude four weak items. The test created during the pandemic
contains 149 useful distractor functions, while the test created during the pandemic has
64 useful distractor functions.

This demonstrates that the English instructor who created the exam during the epidemic
had a greater understanding of the traits of pupils as seen in the test results for each
chapter. As a result, the English teacher's blinded distractors are more effective than
those in the exam that the English teacher forum designed. The English Teacher Forum's
examination of the distractions is consistent with Sugiarti's study, which looked at the
distractions on English multiple-choice tests given to eighth graders. On the test, she
discovered a lot of useless distractions In of distractors, two are y in they both have an
identical amount of dominance.

The English proficiency exam created before and during the pandemic had a reliability
score of 0.990 and 0.960, respectively. According to [15], if the dependability index is
more than 0.700, the test is considered reliable. The reliability index distinguishes the
two of them. The English Teacher Forum test's reliability index (0.990) is greater than the
English Teacher Forum test's (0.990). (0.960).

The English teacher did not follow the proper procedure for creating the test, and the
test was created by copying and pasting from the previous tests created in 2016, 2017,
and 2018 by the English teacher forum, among other factors that contributed to the



test's lower reliability value before the pandemic. Because the features of the items
depend on the group of test-takers who are exposed to them, the analysis based on CTT
has a flaw.

The statistics for questions in the CTT, such as the difficulty index of the questions, are
dependent on the test-takers' demographics. When brilliant students take the test, the
questions are regarded as easy (the level of difficulty of the questions increases), and
when less intelligent students take the test, the questions are regarded as challenging
(the level of difficulty gets lower).

Therefore, depending on the exam-takers' skill levels, the question qualities can vary or
even change. The IRT measurement is demonstrated to eliminate the distinction
between the test- taker group and the test-item group, thus resolving the CTT
measurement issue. Despite the fact that test taker characteristics vary, IRT
measurement essentially dictates the features of the items.

In other words, despite the fact that test takers' responses varied, the item group's
properties remained constant. It follows that even though they choose to respond to
various test items, the participants' traits will remain constant. The primary distinction
between IRT measurements and CTT measurements is that the IRT score is invariant
(unchanged) to both the test item and the test taker [55].

Developed Prior to COVID-19 Category Items Total Percentage Very difficult 2,8,26 3
7.5% Difficult 16,20,23,25,34,35,36,37,38, 9 22.5% Moderate
3,4,5,11,12,15,18,19,21,22,27,29,32,33 14 35% Easy 1,6,14,17,24,28,30,31,39,40 10 25%
Very easy 7,9,10,13 4 10% Total 40 100% According to Table 13, the threshold
percentage for the English proficiency test prior to COVID-19 is 7.5%, 22.5%, 35.5%,
25%, and 10%, respectively.

Table 14 Test Threshold Category Created During COVID-19 Category Items Total
Percentage Very difficult - 0 (0%) 7.5% Difficult 6,21,42,45,48,49 6 (12%) 22.5% Moderate
2,3,4,5,7,89,10,11,13,14,15,16,17,18,19,20,22,23,24,25,
26,28,29,30,32,33,34,36,37,38,39,40,41,43,44,46,47,50 39 (78%) 35% Easy 1,12,27,31,35 5
(10%) 25% Very easy - 0 (0%) 10% Total 50 (100%) 100% According to Table 14, the
English achievement test threshold percentages for the exdidifficmoderate, andvereasy
are 12%: 10%: The of English test during pandemic are therefore more balanced than
the percentage of the English achievement test developed prior to the pandemic,
according to the two tables above. Additionally, the English performance exam levels
created prior to the pandemic primarily contain questions with a moderate level of



difficulty.

Table 15 The Evaluation of Items Accepted and Rejected Before COVID-19 Category
(Criteria) Test Items Total (%) Percentage Accepted (Outfit t < 2.00)
1,2,3,4,5,6,7,89,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17,18,19,20,21,22,
23,24,26,28,29,30,31,32,33,34,35,36,37,39,40 37 (92.5%) 7.5% Rejected (Outfit t > 2.00)
25,27,38 3 (7.5%) 22.5% Total 40 (100%) 100% According Table there 92.5% items 7.5%
items were created before the epidemic.

The percentage of test items generated during the pandemic have accepted 80%, the of
items have been refused is 20%, according to Table 16. These tables can be used to
draw the conclusion Per 325 that a bigger percentage of acceptable things are created
before the pandemic than are accepted items created during the pandemic.

The test created before the pandemic had superior qualities than the test created after
the pandemic, according to the number of acceptable and rejected items. Table 16 The
Evaluation of COVID-19's Accepted and Rejected Items Category (Criteria) Test Items
Total (%) Percentage Accepted (Outfit t < 2.00)
1,2,3,4,5,7,89,10,11,12,13,14,16,17,18,19,21,22,23,25,2
6,27,28,29,30,31,32,33,35,36,37,38,39,40,41,43,44,45,48 40 (80%) 7.5% Rejected (Outfit t
> 2.00) 6,15,20,24,34,42,46,47,49,50 10 (20%) 22.5% Total 50 (100%) 100% Figure 1 Item
Fit Map for the English Achievement Test Developed before COVID-19 The asterisks are
between two dotted vertical lines, as can be seen in Figure 1, and there are 40 fit items
of the English achievement exam created prior to the pandemic [30].

It that test created to pandemic are with Rasch Model (one-parameter logistic model)
with an acceptability range of > 0.77 to 1.30 [33]. Then, according to Figure 2, eight
items of the English proficiency test created during the pandemic are not regarded as fit

2023. 2 (62) 326 inside the two dotted vertical lines, although there are 42 fit items [30].

The proportion of goods fit 42/50 100%, 84%. on two it be that the English teacher
forum's characteristics of the English achievement test developed prior to COVID-19
were superior to those of the English teacher's characteristics of the English
achievement test developed during COVID-19.

Figure 2 English Achievement Test item fit map created during COVID-19 Conclusion
The characteristics of the English accomplishment test items created before COVID-19
and during COVID-19 for eighth-grade students at SMPN 2 Semarang were elaborated
by the researchers based on the research findings and discussions. The properties of the



test that was designed are further detailed in light of CT and IRT. First, there are 22 easy
items (55%) 15 intermediate items (37.5%), and 3 difficult items (7.5%) based on item
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