
 

CHAPTER V 

CONCLUSION AND SUGGESTION 

 

In this chapter the writer presents the conclusion and suggestions dealing with 

the result of data analysis as have been discussed in chapter four. 

 

5.1 Conclusion 

In this research the writer analyzed the item analysis on the multiple choice 

test items of English summative test for the eleventh grade students of SMAN 7 

Kupang. First, the writer was so curious whether this test really had the balance 

degree of index difficulty, discrimination power and distribution of distractors such 

easy, moderate, and difficult items. Then the writer analysed this test using the 

quantitative method by collecting students’ answer sheet and analyzed it. Finally, 

the writer found out that: 

1. The quality of multiple choice test items of English summative test for the 

eleventh grade students of SMAN 7 Kupang are good in terms of the 

difficulty level, discrimination power, and the effectiveness of distractors, 

because: 

1.1. Based on the difficulty level, the number of multiple choice questions 

categorized as easy test items was 3 items (6%), the items are numbers 

4, 8, 47. There were 31 (62%) items categorized as moderate, namely 

item numbers 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 7, 9, 10, 13, 14, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 22, 23, 

29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 39, 40, 41, 44, 45, and 46. There are 16 

items (32%) which are categorized as difficult items, namely item 



 

numbers 11, 12, 15, 21, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 37, 38, 42, 43, 48, 49, and 

50. 

1.2. Based on the discrimination power, the number of multiple choice 

questions which have poor discrimination power was 12 items (10%). 

Those items are item numbers 1, 6, 15, 37, 38, and 49. Number of items 

with satisfactory discrimination power is 9 (18%) multiple choice 

questions. Those are item numbers 7, 8, 12, 24, 25, 28, 29, 30, and 46. 

There are 24 (48%) items which have good discrimination power. 

Those are item numbers 2, 3, 4, 5, 9, 10, 13, 16, 18, 19, 20, 23, 31, 32, 

33, 34,35,36, 39, 40, 41, 44, 45, and 47. There are 3 (6%) items which 

have excellent discrimination power. Those are item numbers 14, 17, 

and 22. In addition, there are 5 (10%) items that have negative 

discrimination power. Those items are numbers 11, 21, 26, 27, 48, and 

50. 

1.3. Based on the distribution of distractors, there were 22 items (44%) that 

have very good distractors. Those are item numbers 6, 7, 12, 14, 15, 18, 

20, 22, 24, 25, 28, 29, 30, 32, 34, 35, 36, 38, 40, 41, 42, and 49. There 

were 18 items (36%) that have good distractors, those 18 items 

included 1, 2, 3, 5, 9, 11, 13, 16, 17, 26, 27, 33, 37, 43, 44, 45, 48, and 

50. There were 5 items (10%) that have moderate functioning 

distractors. Those are item numbers 10, 19, 21, 23, and 39.There are 5 

of multiple choice items (10%) which have less good distractors. Those 

are item numbers 4, 8, 31, 46, and 47. 



 

2. The multiple choice test items of English summative test for the eleventh 

grade students of SMAN 7 Kupangare worth to be tested with some 

improvements in terms of difficulty level and the effectiveness of 

distractors. 

5.2 Suggestion 

The writer would like to give some suggestions addressed to the test makers or 

teachers as a feedback of the research results: 

1. The teachers should construct more various items in terms of the aspect that 

want to be tested, based on the material which is taught to the students. 

2. The teacher should construct different test items for each program  

3. The teacher should analyze the test that has been tested to the students by 

analyzing the answer sheet of the students to know whether the test is good 

or not to be used for the next exam. 
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