
CllAPTEH V 

CONCLUSION AND HI~COMMimDATION 

The analysis and discussion in Chapter IV were 

meant to give answer to t;h,3 problun of thi;_; st,udy. In 

this study, the validity and the construction of the 1988 

1989 Final English Summative Test for the first-grade 

students of .SMA Dapena I as a measuring instrumeni~ of the 

students' English achievement was quBstjonable. 

In attempt to find answers t•J the questions. U1•.= 

major problem was broken do··m into t.he following three 

minor problems: 

1. To what, extent do i~be learning out,come and content; 

coverage of the Final English Summati ve Tesi~ meet the 

materials in the syllabus ? 

2. To what extent do the olJjective items of the Final 

English Summative Test meet; the principles 

constructing multip!e choice items? 

3. To what, extent do the subjective i terns of t.he Final 

English Summat.ive Test - -meet principle~; of 

constructing essay i t.ems? 

In this Char.d;;c"r V, t,he stllrlY ha::; come to t.he 

conclusion and the recommendation vibicb hopefully mi'!Y 



contribute some help t.o Lhe te~~t.-i tern ,_:onst:ruct.ion 1r1 t.he 

future. 

i . 

5.1. THE CONCLUSION 

revelead some findings, they are: 

{1) The 1988-1989 Final Engli~h Summative Test; had an 

almost adequate covera1;s'e of 1 earning outcomes and 

content, but an inadequ.:tte ~c;ise of samples. 

( 2 ( Its i tern construction, ·to an adequ;j_te exteni~, met 

the principles of constructing multiple choice items 

and essay items. 

(3) The instruction for the subjective strllcture test 

was inadequate. 

Those findings led to the following c:onclusions: 

(1) The 1988-1989 Final English Sumrnative Test had an 

adequate content valid i -~.y. 

(2) Of the six sub-tests objective Readine: 

Comprehension was the least ac.:;eptable, followed by 

Structure sub-test and Vocabulary sub-test 

successively . 

. -
5.2. RECOMMENDATION 

In connection with the discussion of this study, 

the ~;riter would like i~o cont.rihute sorne practical 
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the items. 
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