
CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIO~ AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

5.l.SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 

Nowadays the ability to make a good test becomes an 

urgent requirement for a teacher. It has been taken for 

granted that our country now demands a lot of truly 

qualified people to catct up with the development of 

science and technology, To determine whether a testee is 

really qualified or not in his field can be found out from 

the results of his tests. therefore, the role of testing 

in education world becomes more and more important than 

before. One of the criteria to be a good test is that it 

should have predictive validity - the results of the test 

should really reflect the true ability of the testees so 

that they can be used to judge their future achievements. 

However the writer still finds that many results of 

tests do not reflect the true ability of the testees. This 

view attracts the writer to conduct an observation study 

to the 1888 Structure I final semester test. In this 

study, the writer is curious to find out whether the test 

has the degree of predictive validity or not. 

In order to find out the answer, the writer .took 

two kinds of data from the student academic records that 

were the scores of 1889 Structure I test and the scores of 
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1990 Structure II test. After obtaining the data, the 

writer examined the correlation between the two tests· 

scores, calculated the deviation of the estimated scores 

from the actual scores and examined the significance of 

the regression cbefficient in making prediction. 

The results of the calculation show that : 

1. The correlation coefficient of the 1989 Structure I 

test and 1890 Structure II test is 0.7758 The 

coefficient is bigger than r table and it means that 

the two tests are significantly correlated. 

2: Thirty-two students got higher scores than the writer 

estimation and forty students got lower scores than the 

writer's estimation. In this calculation, the writer 

also found that some students" scores (sample number 

30, 36, 38, 44, 45, 46, 55, 64, 68, 70) deviate much 

higher than the estimation (more than nine) and some 

students" scores (sample number 3, 13, 19, 20, 35, 42, 

47, 6 ., 
"" ' 66, 69, 72) deviate much lower than the 

estimation (less than nine) - the figure nine is taken 

from the standard deviation of the estimated scores. 

The great deviation means that the students" scores on 

the Structure I test do not reflect their true ability 

at all. 

3. Regression coefficient oalculated is 1.017037 and the 

ratio for the regression coefficient is 10.2854 (it is 
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bigger than t table). It means that the regression 

coefficient is significant in playing a role in making 

prediction of the students' achievement in the 1990 

Structure II test. 

Althou~h there are 29.2 % students' scores deviating too 

great from the writer's estimation, the writer can draw a 

final conclusion that the 1989 Structure I test has a 

fairly high degree of predictive validity and it means 

that it has fulfilled one of the criteria to be a good 

test. 

5.2. RECOMMENDATIONS 

Based on these findings, it is recommended that a 

teacher should be careful in measuring his students' 

achievement. To know whether a test has the degree of 

predictive validity or not, a teacher looks only at the 

results of the test. Since there are many factors which 

can influence a teacher to make a measurement error, he 

should be able to identify, to prevent and to estimate the 

errors which can happen. 

First of all, a teacher should see the content of a 

test and a table of specifications is needed in this case. 

If the information needed is about the student's 

understanding of structure concepts, the questions in the 

test should be structure questions. Furthermore, if a 
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representative sample of di~ferent topics is not included 

in the test questions, then the information gained will be 

questionable. 

Second, a teacher should check the item difficulty 

of the test. If the test items are too easy or too hard, 

they will likely yield unre:iable information since it can 

not differentiate between s:ow students and good ones. If 

an item is· very easy, all of the students are supposed to 

be able to answer the item correctly. On the contrary, if 

an item is too difficult, most students will probably 

score low and it means that the item also can not be used 

to distinguish various level of ability. 

Third, a teacher should give a clear direction to 

his students so that they can be certain how they are 

expected to respond to the items. If a student is unsure 

of the instructions in the test sheet and uncertain what a 

question is asking , he will be confused and it will also 

influence his score. 

Fourth, the time of the test administering should 

also be considered. A test must, for example, be long 

enough so that a large sample of information needed can be 

obtained and so that the results of the test can be stable 

over time. 

Fifth, the conditions under which a test is given 

must be taken care of. For example, if a test is given in 
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a room where there are numerous distractions (e.g. people 

walking through the room or lawn mowers running outside 

the window), the accuracy of the scores may be affected. 

Finally, a teacher should know about each student 

being evaluated for example about his general health. 

Although the student's general health is not always easily 

determined by the teacher, it is an important factor in 

the accuracy of any evaluation which the teacher makes. If 

a student seems ill, a teacher should ask the student 

what trouble he feels is. If it is too hard for him to 

continue doing the test, the teacher should give another 

test with the same difficulty on the other day - if the 

illness from which the student suffers is not too serious, 

it is expected to give the other test not too long from 

the time of the preceding test. 

From the writer's experience, there are usually 

rotating teachers teachinE~ a certain subject in the 

English Department of Widya Mandala University. It means 

that a teacher who teaches a subject cannot be certain 

that h~ will teach the same subject again at the new 

semester. Since validity of a test is specific to a 

particular use, a valid test will not be valid anymore if 

it is used by different teachers. Furthermore, a specific 

valid test cannot be used as a model to be administered in 

another occasion. Before ending this thesis, here the 
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writer wants to remind the readers once again that she 

made this study with a purpose to see the validity of the 

1989 Structure I test as a measuring instrument and not to 

suggest that structure teachers of English Department of 

Widya Mandala University should make this test as a model 

of structure test. 
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