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ABSTRACT 

The activity of analyzing the items is one of the obligations for each 

teacher in an effort to improve the quality of the questions. However, 

for Civics Education teachers, this has never been done especially for 

questions created by the Subject Teachers' Consultation which are 

used for the end-semester assessment. The purpose of this study was to 

determine the quality of the questions based on distinguishing feature, 

level of difficulty, and effectiveness of the distractor. This study is an 

evaluation study of 50 items of  Civics Education Subject test in 

Banjarmasin, totaling 50 questions in the form of multiple choice 

questions at the end-semester test, academic year 2019/2020. The data 

collected are in the form of: (1) final exams question sheet, (2) 

question answer key sheet, and (3) students’ answer sheet. All data is 

obtained by documentation techniques. Data analysis uses the AnBuso 

version 8.0 application. The criteria for determining the quality of 

items are: (a) questions are considered good if the distinguishing 

feature is good/good enough, the level of difficulty is medium and all 

alternative answers are effective, (b) revision of alternative answers, if 

the distinguishing feature is good/good enough and the level of 

difficulty is medium, but the alternative there are ineffective answers, 

(c) good enough, if the distinguishing feature is good/good enough but 

the level of difficulty is easy/difficult, and (d) not good, if the 

distinguishing feature is not good.  The results of this study indicate 

that the questions used for the end-semester test at Junior High School 

in Banjarmasin are 50 % of poor quality. 
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INTRODUCTION 

In the era of globalization, almost all countries strive to improve the quality of 

education. Various efforts have been made by the Government to improve the quality of 

education, and among them is through improving the quality of learning and the quality of the 

assessment system. The quality of learning and the quality of the assessment system are two 

interrelated things. A good learning system will produce good quality of learning, and the 

quality of learning can be seen from the results of the assessment. 

 Assessment is defined as the activity of interpreting the measurement data according 

to certain criteria or rules (Widoyoko, 2014: 30; Arifin, 2013: 4). Assessment includes all the 

ways used in assessing individual performance (Mardapi, 2008: 5). Another opinion says that 

assessment is taking a decision on something by referring to certain measures such as good or 

bad, smart or not smart, high or low (Supardi, 2015: 11). 
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From some of the definitions above, it can be said that the assessment emphasizes the 

effort made by the teacher or student in order to obtain information in connection with the 

learning that has been done. The information obtained can be used as feedback for a better 

learning process. Assessment aims to plan and implement learning, maintain classroom 

atmosphere, provide feedback and appreciation, students placement, diagnose students’ 

learning problems and assess the level of academic progress (Russell & Airasian, 2012: 5-8). 

Another opinion says that the assessment aims to determine the level of progress and 

students’ development in a certain period (Popham & Eva L. Baker, 2008: 151). Whereas the 

assessment function is (1) diagnostic, to identify student performance, (2) formative, to help 

student learning, (3) summative, to review, transfer and certification, and (4) evaluative, to 

see about teacher and institutional performance (Weeden, Winter and Broadfoot, 2002: 19). 

Therefore, assessment is a very important part of learning (Russel & Airasian, 2012: 2; 

Mansyur, Harun Rasyid and Suratno, 2015: 22), and has a strong influence in improving the 

learning process (Raymond, et al., 2012: 1-6; Bers, 2008: 31-39). Based on this, teachers are 

required to have sufficient ability to conduct assessments, because good judgment can 

motivate educators to teach better and encourage students to be better in learning (Mardapi, 

2012: 4). 

 To conduct an assessment, one of the tools commonly used in the teaching and 

learning process is a test. Test is a tool or procedure used to find out or measure something in 

a situation by means or rules that have been determined (Arikunto, 2013: 67). Another 

definition says that the test is a series of questions that have right or wrong answers, 

questions that require answers or responses to measure a person's ability level in certain 

aspects (Wening, 2012: 4). 

 As a form of learning achievement test, it is very important to maintain the quality of 

the questions. Assessment will produce a right information if the tool or instrument used to 

carry out the measurement meets several criteria such as validity, railiability and objectivity 

(Anderson, 2003: 10; Kubiszyn & Borich, 2013: 326). Item analysis becomes an important 

part in guaranteeing item validity (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994: 304). Item analysis is an 

attempt to test the quality of questions to determine which items need to be maintained, 

discarded or revised. This analysis provides information about the quality of the questions 

seen from the level of difficulty, distinguishing feature and effectiveness of distractor 

(Muhson et al., 2015: 200). The purpose of item analysis is to identify good, bad and bad 

questions (Daryanto, 2012: 179; Sudjana, 2011: 135). 
 The activity of analyzing the items can be said as one of the ‘obligations for every 

teacher’. It is because every teacher must be able to convey information both for the 

institution or for students about the extent of mastery or students’ ability to the material or 

certain skills in connection with the material that has been given. The reality in the field often 

shows that the scores obtained by students from the results of the final exams or final school 

grades are still low. The low results are not only caused by the low ability of students to 

answer the questions, but can also be caused by the low quality of the questions. 

 

METHODS 

This research is an evaluation research. The evaluation was carried out on the items of 

Civic Education Subjects at the end of the odd semester assessment at SMPN Banjarmasin 

City Academic Year 2019/2020. The problem analyzed is the 8th grade question test, totaling 

50 multiple choice forms with research subjects totaling 200 students from nine schools. The 

data collected are in the form of: (1) final exam question sheets, (2) question answer key 

sheets, and (3) student answer sheets obtained by documentation techniques. 
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In analyzing the data, researcher used the AnBuso version 8.0 program. The problem 

is said to be valid if it has a minimum correlation of 0.2. While referring to the distinguishing 

feature criterion items, the item is good, if the coefficient of distinguishing feature exceed of 

0.3. While the coefficient between 0.2-0.3 is considered good enough, and the coefficient 

below 0.2 is considered poor. 

The level of difficulty criteria range from <0.3 which included on the difficult 

category, 0.3-0.7 which included on the moderate category and >0.7 which included on the 

easy category. The criteria for a good level of difficulty are between 0.3 - 0.7. 

The criteria for distractor alternative answers of good items are if the alternative is 

answered by at least 5% of test takers, so that the alternative is considered effective. The 

criteria used to interpret the effectiveness of the distractor items are as follows: (a) If all the 

distractor on the item functions, it means the question is said to be very good which can then 

be stored in the question bank, (b) if there is one non-functional distractor on the item, then 

the problem is said to be good and can be stored in the question bank with the condition that 

the non-functional option is revised, (c) if there are two distractors in the non-functional item, 

then the problem is said to be bad and cannot be stored in the question bank. The question 

must be revised until it meets the criteria of good questions, and (d) if there are three or more 

non-functional distractors in the items, then the problem is said to be very bad and cannot be 

stored in the question bank. The question must be revised until it meets the criteria of a good 

question or the problem is discarded and replaced with a new one. 

While the criteria for determining the quality of items are: (a) questions are 

considered good if the distinguishing feature is good/good enough, the level of difficulty is 

moderate and all alternative answers are effective, (b) revision of alternative answers, if the 

distinguishing feature is good/good enough and the level of difficulty is intermediate, but 

there are ineffective alternative answers, (c) good enough, if the distinguishing feature is 

good/good enough, but the level of difficulty is easy/difficult, and (d) is not good, if the 

distinguishing feature is not good (Muhson, 2015). 

Evaluation of the quality of the questions, designed as follows. 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

The results of the analysis of the distinguishing feature index of Civics Education 

issues at Junior High School in Banjarmasin can be seen in the following table: 

Table 1. Percentage of Distinguishing Feature of Problems 

 

Category Item Number 
Number of 

Items 
% 

Good >0.3 1, 2, 5, 7, 8, 9, 10, 13, 18, 19, 21, 28, 29, 34, 42, 

47 

16 32 

Good Enough 6, 12, 14, 24, 32, 35, 40, 48, 49 9 18 
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0.2 - 0.3 

 

Not Good <0.2 

3, 4, 11, 15, 16, 17, 20, 22, 23, 25, 26, 27, 30, 

31, 33, 36, 37, 38, 39, 41, 43, 44, 45, 46, 50 

25 50 

From the table above, it is known that the questions that have a distinguishing feature 

are categorized as good only 32%, and 50% of the distinguishing feature of questions 

categorized as not good. The follow-up of the items after analyzing the distinguishing feature 

is as follows: (1) items that have good differentiation are stored in the question bank. These 

items can be re-issued when the next learning achievement test, (2) items with low 

differentiation items have two possibilities of not continuing, namely: (a) traced for later 

revised and then re-issued in future learning achievement tests to determine the distinguishing 

features increased or not. (b) discarded/replaced, and (3)  the items with distinguishing index 

number is negative, should be discarded because of their low quality (Sudijono, 2012). 

Next analysis is about the difficulty level of the questions. The difficulty level of an 

item is one of the item parameters that is very useful in the analysis because it can provide 

information about the difficulty of the item. Questions are said to be difficult if the difficulty 

level is close to 0 and questions are considered easy if it is approaching 1 (Muhson et al., 

2015). The results of the analysis of the difficulty level index at the end-emester test can be 

seen in the following table: 

Table 2. Percentage of Problem Difficulty Levels 

Category Item Number 
Number of 

Items 
% 

Easy >0.7 8, 18, 24, 47, 49, 50 6 12 

Medium 0.3-0.7 1, 2, 5, 6, 7, 9, 10, 12, 14, 16, 19, 21, 22, 26, 27, 28, 
29, 30, 32, 34, 35, 36, 37, 39, 42, 44, 48 

27 54 

Difficult <0.3 3, 4, 11, 13, 15, 17, 20, 23, 25, 31, 33, 38, 40, 41, 

43, 45, 46 

17 34 

  

The table illustrates that only 12% of questions is easy, 54% is medium, and 34% is 

difficult category. For the effectiveness of distractor, the results of this study indicate that all 

questions have good distractor, meaning that the distractor in each item has been chosen by 

more than 5% of students. From the analysis of the distinguishing feature, difficulty level and 

effectiveness of distractor, the quality distribution of questions can be seen in the following 

table: 

Table 3. Percentage of the Quality of the Questions 

Category Item Number 
Number of 

Items 
% 

Good 1, 2, 5, 6, 7, 9, 10, 12, 14, 19, 21, 28, 29, 32, 

34, 35, 42, 48 

18 36 

Revised 

Alternative 

Answers 

- 0 0 

Good Enough 8, 13, 18, 24, 40, 47, 49 7 14 

Not good 3, 4, 11, 15, 16, 17, 20, 22, 23, 25, 26, 27, 30, 

31, 33, 36, 37, 38, 39, 41, 43, 44, 45, 45, 50 

25 50 

 

From the table above, it can be concluded that the quality of the end-semester Civics 

Education test items at 8th grade of Junior High School in Banjarmasin, academic year 

2019/2020 is 50% poor quality.  
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DISCUSSION 

The results of this study indicate that 50% of end-semester Civics Education test 

items used at State Junior High School in Banjarmasin, academic year 2019/2020 is poor. 

The results of the analysis of the distinguishing feature are only 32% were categorized as 

good, 18% were categorized as moderate, and 50% were categorized as poor. The item of 

distinguishing feature is the ability of items to distinguish between high and low ability test 

takers (Muhson et al., 2015: 200; Azwar, 2010: 137; Mansyur, Harun Rasyid and Suratno, 

2015: 189; Sukiman, 2012: 215). Thus, it can be said that of the 50 items used, 50% of the 

questions cannot distinguish students who have high abilities and students who have low 

abilities. Knowing the distinguishing feature items is important because one of the basics in 

preparing test items for learning outcomes is the assumption that the ability of the test items 

is the assumption that the ability of one question is different from another and the test items 

must be able to provide the test results that illustrate the differences in ability among the test 

takers. (Sudijono, 2012: 386).  

The analysis shows that item number 3, 4, 11, 15, 16, 17, 20, 22, 23, 25, 26, 27, 30, 

31, 33, 36, 37, 38, 39, 41, 43, 44 , 45, 46, and 50 have poor distinguishing feature with 

distinguishing feature coefficients <0.2. It means that the item cannot distinguish between 

students who can answer (high ability) and students who cannot answer (low ability). 

Therefore, the item should not be used anymore or must be discarded. The examples of 

problems that have distinguishing feature can be seen in the following figure 

 

Fig. 1. Examples of problems with poor distinguishing feature. 

 

While for item number 6,12,22,23,25,30,35,38, 48 and 49 is good enough/moderate 

differences with coefficients between 0.2 - 0.3, meaning that these items can slightly 

differentiate ability of each student and the item can still be maintained although it is not yet 

satisfying and needs to be improved. The examples of problem can be seen in the following 

picture. 

 

Fig. 2. Examples of problems with moderate distinguishing feature. 
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Whereas for item number 1, 2, 5, 7, 8, 9, 10, 13, 18, 19, 21, 28, 29, 34, 42, and 47 

have good/high difference with coefficients >0.3. The examples of problem can be seen in the 

following picture. 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

Fig. 3. Examples of problems with good distinguishing feature.  

Based on these data, it can be concluded that 50 questions that Civics Education used 

in the end-semester test are only 50% were able to distinguish students who were classified as 

high and low. In other words, there are only 50% of the questions if it given to students who 

are able, the results will show high achievement, and if given to students who are weak the 

results are low. 

To find out whether an item is good or bad, it can be seen from how much the ability 

of these questions in distinguishing the intelligent and less intelligent students (Shermis & 

Vesta, 2010: 282). Some questions, namely questions number 9,10,11, 17,19,34,40,46,47 and 

49 show negative differences. Negative index of distinguishing feature is bad, because it 

indicates that the item cannot distinguish according to the stated purpose (Chatterji, 2003: 

385-386). 

While, the difficulty level of this study showed that 12% of the categories are easy, 

54% are medium and 34% are difficult. The examples of problems that are categorized as 

easy, medium and difficult can be seen in the picture below. 

 

Fig. 4. Exampleof easy category question 

 

 

Fig. 5. Example of medium category question 
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Fig. 6. Example of difficult category question 

 

The items is categorized as good if the item is not too difficult and not too easy (Anas, 

2011: 370). The questions that are too easy do not stimulate students to try to solve them, and 

the questions that are too difficult cause students to become discouraged and have no 

enthusiasm in trying because it is beyond of their range (Arikunto, 2013: 222). The 

assumption used to obtain good quality questions, especially for the difficulty level of the 

questions has existence of balance, in addition to meet the validity and reliability. The 

balance of questions is the existence of questions that include proportionally easy, medium 

and difficult (Mansyur, Harun Rasyid and Suratno, 2015: 180). Therefore it is expected that 

in a test there is a proportional level of difficulty between questions with easy, medium, and 

difficult categories (Rasyid & Mansyur, 2008: 239). 

The results of the question analysis, for items number 8, 18, 24, 47, 49, and 50, are in 

easy category with a coefficient value >0.7. Item number 1, 2, 5, 6, 7, 9, 10, 12, 14, 16, 19, 

21, 22, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 32, 34, 35, 36, 37, 39 , 42, 44, and 48 are in intermediate category 

with coefficient values between 0.3 - 0.7, and item number 3, 4, 11, 13, 15, 17, 20, 23, 25, 31, 

33, 38, 40 , 41, 43, 45, and 46, are in difficult category with coefficient values <0.3. The data 

shows that the number of easy, intermediate, and difficult questions do not meet the 

proportional requirements because the number of easy questions is only 12% (6 questions), 

questions that have medium category is 54% (27 questions) and questions that have difficult 

category is 34% (17 questions). Therefore to meet the provisions of the proportional 

difficulty level, some considerations in determining the proportion of the number of easy, 

medium and difficult questions are: (1) there is a balance of the number of questions for the 

three categories, (2) the proportion of the number of questions for the three categories is 

based on the normal curve, in which most of the questions are at medium category, then the 

proportion of easy and difficult items is proportional (Mansyur, Harun Rasyid and Suratno, 

2015: 181). 

From the 50 items analyzed, item number 25 was the most difficult one with a 

difficulty index of 0.020. Difficulty of items can be low (low coefficient value) if the contents 

of the learning target presented are not good, for example, the writing format is unclear, the 

language of writing items is confusing/ambiguous, and students do not yet understand the 

competencies/contents conveyed in the items (Chatterji, 2003: 385). Items that are too 

difficult show failure in constructing items (Shermis & Vesta 2011: 299). For the 

effectiveness of distractor, the results of the analysis show that all items have good distractor. 

In other words, all distractor have been chosen by more than 5% of the test takers. 

The effectiveness of distractor question items is how the ability of distractor questions 

to distract students who are less able to choose the alternative answers. Making questions in 

multiple choice forms must have the effectiveness of distractor means that the answer should 

not be too easy for students, but the answer can show the real ability related to who has 

knowledge, lacks knowledge or is confused with the material presented (Chatterji, 2003: 

386). A distractor can be said to function well, if the distractor has a great traction for test 
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takers who do not understand the concept or do not master the material (Arikunto, 2015: 

234). A distractor can be said to function well if at least selected by 5% of test takers or more 

are chosen by the lower classes (Daryanto, 2010: 193; Sudijono, 2005: 411). Another opinion 

said that good question items are the distractor which is chosen equally by the test takers. 

Otherwise, bad question items are the distractor which is chosen unequally (Arifin, 2013: 

279). 

Based on the results of the items analysis by AnBuso program version 8.0 on the 

distinguishing feature of questions, the difficulty level and the effectiveness of distractor, it 

can be seen that the quality of the questions are shown in picture below: 

36%

14%

50%

0%

Baik

Cukup Baik

Tidk Baik

 

Fig.7. The Percentage of Questions Quality 

 

From the picture, question items categorized as good are 36%. Item number 1, 2, 5, 6, 

7, 9, 10, 12, 14, 19, 21, 28, 29, 32, 34, 35, 42, and 48, are good. Item number 8, 13, 18, 24, 

40, 47, and 49 are good enough. The rest are item number 3, 4, 11, 15, 16, 17, 20, 22, 23, 25, 

26, 27, 30, 31, 33 , 36, 37, 38, 39, 41, 43, 44, 45, 45, 50 are poor. The questions that are poor 

quality, of course, they must be discarded or replaced with new questions. 

 

CONCLUSION 

The results of this study indicate that the distinguishing feature item index is 32% in 

the good category, 18% in the moderate category, and 50% in the poor category. For the level 

of difficulty, 12% is categorized as easy, 54% is categorized as medium and 34% is 

categorized as difficult. For the effectiveness of distractor, the results of the analysis show 

that all items have good distractor. In other words, all distractors have been chosen by more 

than 5% of the test takers. From the results of the analysis of the distinguishing feature, the 

level of difficulty, and the effectiveness of the distractor, it can be seen that the quality of the 

items: 36% is good, 14% is good enough, and 50% is poor. 
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