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Abstract
This study aimed at evaluating English tests of grade six for the years (2008-20092010) at the UNRWA schools in the Gaza Strip through checking the availability of
general and content standards in the targeted tests.
The researcher used the descriptive analytical approach to achieve the aims of the
study where he prepared two checklists: the first one included the general standards of
designing good test and the second one includes the content standards of designing good
test.
The researcher checked the validity of the study tools by referring them by many
of referees and checked the validity and ratability by using Cronbach Alpha Method,
Holsti's Coefficient of Reliability and Chi Square.
The study sample consisted of three final English tests of grade six for the years (20082009-2010) where the tests were analyzed by ten of English teachers of grade sixth. The
frequency and percentage of each of general standard were measured as well as the
content ones. Following are the most important results of the study:
First: the results of the first checklist “General Standards”:
1- The year (2009) showed the highest percentage (80.5%) and was higher than the other
two years (2008-2010).
2- After that, year (2010) showed closer percentage (75.24%).
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3- The lowest percentage was in the year (2008) which was (73.7%) and this is an
accepted percentage.
Second: the results of the second checklist “Content Standards”:
1- The year (2010) got the highest percentage (56.45%) and was higher than the other
two years (2008-2009).
2- After that, year (2008) came with closer percentage (53.75%).
3- The lowest percentage was in the year (2009) which was (53.64%) and this is an
accepted percentage.
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Chapter 1
Background of the Study
1.1 Introduction
The advancement of nations is measured by the strength of their first-rate educational
system, where qualified personnel are prepared to be at a high degree of efficiency and
creativity in order to be able to develop the community. Besides, they are prepared to
have high flexibility to develop themselves and to keep up with changes and
developments of the period. This depends on the quality of the means of evaluation and
measurement which help in making objective decisions on a scientific basis.
Evaluation is a comprehensive process of collecting and construing data to make
judgments about a particular programme or group of people. It includes collecting,
analyzing and interpreting information about teaching and learning in order to make
conversant decisions that enhance student achievement and the success of educational
process (Allen, 1998: 170).
Measurement is the first step in the process of evaluating student‟s achievement. So it has
its own tools that is used to evaluate the student performance in form of marks, then the
measurement starts by comparing the marks with particular standard previously set by the
curriculum development centre. After processes of interpretation, the marks are used to
identify the strengths and weaknesses and. The final process comes (the treatment
process) where the strengths are strengthened and the weaknesses are treated whether for
the students, teachers, content or the teaching methods (Kopriva, 2008: 55).
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Measurement, evaluation and achievement tests are different concepts, weather in
definition or purpose, yet they are interrelated interdependent processes and they
complement each other. This relation can be described as a system that we cannot do
evaluation without them since measurement precedes evaluation. Episcopal (2008)
believes that achievement test is one of the evaluation tools by which the teacher attains
scores that represent measurement. Ultimately, the evaluation is based on the
interpretation of these scores.
Huitt (2004) [Online Journal] suggests that there are three important issues are important
for classroom assessment, or data collection with regard to student learning, that is under
the control of the teacher.
The first relates to what data we will use for making judgments (assessment and
measurement). Relevant data for basic skills achievement includes mainly paper
and pencil data, but data from performance in real or contrived situations are
becoming increasingly important. A second issue revolves around the reference to
be used for making evaluations (criterion vs. norms), and the third relates to how
we will communicate our judgments to others (grades, report cards, portfolios,
etc.).
Obviously, due to the difficulties that the students encounter during learning English, the
evaluation process is sometimes affected. This motivates many educators to talk about the
standard and rules that could improve the tests‟ level and content, beside the methods of
developing and upgrading this tool to higher level like the international tests (TESOL and
TOEFL) (Shimbun: 2009).
Doubtlessly, many of the previous studies tackled the issue of test evaluation, for instance
the studies of Procaro (2001), Kitao (2005), Juan and Weiping (2005) and Alkahlout
(2004). Those studies did not deal with the English tests or the English tests of grade six.
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This study comes to fill the gap and to focus on the tests of grade six since it is a vital
stage in the process of acquiring the language.
The first thing to be considered while preparing the test is the aim of the test, where each
test has a specific aim. For example, the English test emerges from the objectives of the
curriculum being taught. After getting done with the aims of the test, a new stage starts
which is the stage of applying the table of specification. Since the table of specification
represents the quality and the standards of the questions (objectives of the curriculum and
the relative weights) that should be included in the test, the test designers intend to follow
it as a main part of the test plan. All of this shall be considered during designing the test;
taking into consideration the awareness of the targeted sample. The awareness of
students‟ level and mental abilities helps the test designer in designing valid and reliable
tests.
There are several forms of the questions in the written test: the subjective questions in
the form of open and limited essay questions, and the objective questions in the form of
the multiple choice questions, true and false and rearrangement questions. All these forms
require extensive experience. Most of researchers and educators agree that the more the
questions are varied the more the test is reliable and valid. So, the teacher should consider
all question types during designing the test in order to produce a good standard test.
Many of the test designers overlook writing the test instructions though it is an integral
part of the process of test design. This affects the student‟s score and achievement.
Therefore teachers should pay attention to the test instructions in order to put the test in
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the best way so, the students do not miss any part and then the test will give more exact
image about the students‟ level.
1.2 Rational of the Study
Going back to the teachers‟ methods being applied in designing tests for grade six
English, it is clear that the majority of them are not aware of the test standard rules. The
test standards are mainly represented in comprehensiveness of the given material in the
test. In other words, the taught material is necessary for the test validity and reliability.
This is considered a real problem especially when it comes to Eng tests for grade six for
the following reasons:
1- Not all of the content standards are available in the 6th grade English tests.
2- Not all of the general standards of designing test available in the 6th grade English
tests.
This study comes to focus on the different sides of the problem to study the quality
standards, to measure the extent of its availability in the test, and to make suggestions and
solutions.
1.3 Statement of the Problem
The statement of the problem could be summarized in the following question:
Are the UNRWA sixth grade English language tests in Gaza governorates designed
according to the quality standards?
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1.4 Research Questions
The following research questions are generated from the main question:
1- What are the general standards of designing a test that should be available in the
6th grade English tests?
2- To what extent are the general standards of designing test available in the English
tests for 6th grade for the years (2008- 2009- 2010)?
3- What are the English for Palestine 6th Grade content standards that should be
available in the English tests of 6th grade?
4- To what extent are the English for Palestine 6th Grade content standards available
in the English tests of (2008-2009-2010)?
1.5 Purpose of the Study
This study aims at:
1- Identifying the general standards of designing a test that should be available in
the 6th grade English tests.
2- Identifying the English for Palestine Grade 6 content standards that should be
available in the English tests for (2008-2009-2010).
3- Revealing to what extent the general standards of designing test are available in
the English test for the years (2008-2009-2010).
4- Revealing to what extent the English for Palestine 6th Grade content standards of
designing test are available in the English test for the years (2008- 2009-2010).
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1.6 The Significance of the Study
The 6th grade receives considerable attention from the educators, and this attention is
bigger than the other primary stage since the 6th grade is a transition stage from the
primary to the preparatory stage. The 6th grade is a crucial stage; for it reflects what
students acquired throughout the 6th level of the primary stage they went through.
Moreover the 6th stage is a pillar for the next coming stage. Thus, the researcher focused
on the English tests of the 6th stage.
The researcher finds that the importance of this study is represented in the following:
1- It provides UNRWA test designers, teachers and supervisors with a list containing
the standards of designing English tests by highlighting the weaknesses available
while designing the English test of grade six.
2- It helps researchers to conduct other related studies by providing them with a list
of general standards of designing an English test.
1.7 Limitations of the Study
This study is limited to evaluating the 6th grade English tests of UNRWA schools in the
Gaza Strip that were conducted at the end of the years (2008, 2009 and 2010). The
researcher chose these years because the tests were not unified before (2008) in the whole
Strip. Each test is going to be analyzed separately in the light of the general and particular
tools that prepared for measuring the test standards.
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1.8 Definition of Terms
Throughout the journey of researching, it is notable that every term of methodology was
interpreted and identified in different ways. The researcher, after a deep study, deduced
the following definitions.
Evaluation: it is a process that requires a structured methodology to referee objectively
the studied subject through collecting related data and information. It is conducted by
using an appropriate tool designed for improving and amending purposes.
Test: a cluster of questions written by a group of experienced English teachers. It is
representative of the 6th grade curriculum content, by which the four English basic skills
are examined in the years 200, 2009 and 2010.
Quality standards: in this study the quality standards are controlled and represented by
two tools; the general standards of designing tests and the English for Palestine 6 Grade
content standards. The first tool takes the shape of a questionnaire where the standards
are written in statement form (100 items divided among five domains). The second tool
takes the form of questionnaire quoted from the English Language Curriculum for Public
Schools Grade 1-12 (56 items divided among 4 domains).
1.9 Research Design
The researcher uses the analytical descriptive approach to answer the study questions
before analyzing them in the light of two tools, the first one is a general standard
measuring tool, and the second is English for Palestine 6 Grade Content Standards
measuring tool which represents the quality standards that should be available in the test.
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1.10 Procedure of the study
To answer the first question that was mentioned in the study problem, the researcher
prepared a list contains the general standards that should be available in the English test
for grade six. This was through the following:
1) Reviewing previous English studies related to evaluating the English tests in the
light of the quality standards.
2) Workshops with English professors, supervisors and teachers in order to collect a
large number of the standards that should be available in the English tests for
grade six.
3) Reviewing some educational books and theories on evaluating tests of English as
a foreign language.
4) Preparing preliminary and tentative list of the general standards that should be
available in the English tests of the grade six.
5) Reviewing the list of standards with a group of professors, supervisors and
teachers to add more standards that could contribute to improving the 6th grade
English tests.
6) Refereeing the standards to check its credibility and validity for the study.
7) Finalizing the list of standards after considering the refereeing committee‟s
suggestions and modifications.
8) Carrying out a workshop with a group of English teachers in order to discuss the
tool before analyzing the 6th grade English tests in the light of the tool.
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To answer the second question that was mentioned in the study problem, the researcher
prepared a list of English for Palestine 6 Grade content standards that should be
available in the English tests for grade six. This was through the following:
1) The researcher determined and enclosed the objectives of the 6th grade English
curriculum, and this was through the General Administration of Curriculum of the
Palestinian National Authority Ministry of Education.
2) The researcher reviewed the curriculum objectives with the UNRWA English
tests supervisors before reviewing them with many of methodology professors, in
order to make sure of their reliability, credibility and the extent of its necessity in
the test.
3) The researcher measured the relative weight for each skill of the four skills, and
this was according to the number of each skill objectives that were mentioned in
the General Administration of Curriculum of the Palestinian National Authority
Ministry of Education.
4) Reviewing the relative weight of each skill with English supervisors to assure
certainty and importance.
5) Classifying the objectives under three domains: Reasoning, Application and
Knowledge, then measuring the relative weight of each domain.
6) Reviewing and checking the availability of the relative weight of each domain
with the English supervisors in the light of the objectives mentioned in General
Administration of Curriculum of the Palestinian National Authority Ministry of
Education.
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7) Listing the mentioned objectives in form of English for Palestine 6 Grade content
standards statements that were used to analyze the tests by ticking Yes or No
according to its availability in the analyzed test.
8) Reviewing the English for Palestine 6 Grade content standards statements with a
group of professors and English supervisors in order to maintain the quality of the
tool.
9) Analyzing the tests in a workshop for English teachers, in the light of the tool.
10) Reviewing the results and measuring the relative weight for each skill and domain
before comparing it with the standard results which the researcher retrieved from
the General Administration of Curriculum of the Palestinian National Authority
Ministry of Education.
11) Giving suggestions and recommendations in the light of the study results.
The remainder of this dissertation will be organized as follows:
Chapter 2: Theoretical Framework.
Chapter 3: Previous Related Studies.
Chapter 4: Methodology.
Chapter 5: Results, Discussion, and Recommendations.

11

Chapter 2
Theoretical Framework
Evaluation and Test

Introduction
Evaluation
The Purpose of Evaluation
Evaluation Steps
Types of Evaluation
Types of Evaluation
Test
Good Test Criteria
Approaches to Testing: Direct and Indirect Testing
Types of test
Constructing Achievement Test
Designing Test
Tips to Consider While Designing Test
The Characteristics of the Good Exam Questions
The Test Construction Steps
Constructing Essay Test
Constructing Objective Test
Bloom‟s Taxonomy
Reasons Behind Unifying Tests
12

Chapter 2
Theoretical Framework
Evaluation and Test
Introduction
In this chapter, many of literature-related stuff that deals with necessary issues related to
test evaluation are discussed and reviewed. The discussion tackles the topics of
evaluation (purpose, steps and types). In addition to that, the issue of tests is tackled in
terms of purpose, design, tips and types. Then the issue of Bloom Taxonomy is reviewed
and detailed to make the reader more familiar with the whole issue of this study.
3.1 Evaluation:
There are different definitions for evaluation since it has been interpreted by different
scholars and researchers.
Evaluation is the systematic collection and analysis of all relevant information necessary
to promote the improvement of a curriculum, and to assess its effectiveness and
efficiency, as well as measuring the participants‟ attitudes within the context of the
particular institution involved (Richards: 2001).
It is a wide process of interpreting data to make judgments about a particular programme.
It includes collecting, analyzing and interpreting information about teaching and learning
in order to make informed decisions that enhance student achievement and the success of
educational programmes (Allen, 1998).
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In the same context, the researcher defines evaluation as a systematic collection, review,
and use of information about curriculum undertaken for the purpose of improving student
learning and development. It is carried out to measure the efficiency of the teaching
methods, the quality of instruction and progress of students‟ learning in order to
determine the growth and development of the students‟ skill.
3.2 The Purpose of Evaluation:
Evaluation is the systematic collection and analysis of evidence in order to improve
understanding of, and to make judgments about, the object being evaluated.
Evaluation is chiefly concerned with developing and modifying the patterns of behavior
in specific field, in the realms of this study, it uses the prescribed standards as a mean for
bringing about the test problems. Every evaluation checklist aims to bring about desired
changes in the process of test design. Therefore, first of all, the intended purpose or the
goal of evaluation is to improve the process of designing English tests.
Evaluation is concerned with the examination of the effects of a program or a project at a
significant point of an educational cycle. It is usually conducted for the benefit of an
external audience or decision maker (Richards, 2001:257).
It also intend to improve the educational process through contributing more to
improvement of education itself and test (Graves, 2000: 215).
3.3. Evaluation Steps:
All of the early steps in evaluation aim to determine why the evaluation is being done and
if it is probable to do it. There are systematic steps in evaluation:
14



Find who the evaluation is for and what type of information they require.



Find what the results of the evaluation will be used for – to develop the course
and to decide whether to keep or throw out the course.



Decide if the evaluation is necessary or if the needed information is already
obtainable.



Find how much time and funds are available to do the evaluation.



Decide what kinds of information will be gathered.



Try to gain the support of the people involved in the evaluation.



Decide how to collect the information and who will be involved in collecting
information.



Decide how to present the findings.



Decide if a follow-up evaluation is intended to check the accomplishment of the
findings.

3.4 Types of Evaluation:
Because of its significance, evaluation is being interpreted by the scientists and in this
regard they divided it into three parts. The discussion below shows the three types of
evaluation that are interrelated with the program liability and progress.
a- Formative Evaluation:
Richards (2001: 288) said that formative evaluation could be fulfilled as part of the
process program progress since it focuses on ongoing development and improvement of
the program. It aims to get information about what is working well and what is not. The
15

collected data are used to address problems to improve the delivering of the program.
Formative evaluation seeks to find details about the time spent on particular objective,
result of placement test, methodology, difficulties facing teachers or students, students‟
enjoyment for the program, adequate practice work for students, and adequate material
pacing.
b- Summative Evaluation:
Summative evaluation pursues making decisions about the significance or worth of
different aspects of the test. It is concerned with determining the effectiveness, efficiency
with its acceptability (Richards, 2001: 288), whether the course should continue or not.
Summative Evaluation assesses the achievement of the course to supply information
when the course is redesigned (Graves, 2000:215).
This kind of evaluation is located after the program has been implemented. It seeks
information about effective attainment of the course aims, what students learned
capability of objectives, adequacy of placement and achievement tests, amount of time
for each unit, appropriacy of teaching methods and problems met during the course.
c- Illuminative Evaluation:
An additional type of evaluation is depicted as illuminative evaluation. The purpose of
this type is not only to change the course necessarily but also to find out the work of
different aspects of the program and how they are implemented. It is concerned with
approaching a deeper understanding of the processes of teaching and learning that occur
in the program. (Richards, 2001: 289)
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3.5 Test:
Due to its significance, a test is given a great priority amongst the educational field
researcher. Generally speaking, test is a series of questions designed to gauge a person's
knowledge of a particular subject (especially in school). Allan (1998: 183) defines test as
an instrument of evaluation by which we attempt to measure learner performance.
Besides it has a physical existence and operates within specific time frames, seeking an
accurate prediction about the basis of relatively small samples of performance in the case
of such an enormously complex thing as language.
Brown (2004: 3) defines tests as methods of measuring a person's ability, knowledge, or
performance in a given domain. Most common forms of tests include fill–in–the blanks,
sentence completion, open answers, and multiple choices.
According to the researcher, a test is a set of written or spoken questions used for finding
out how much is the knowledge of English curriculum being given.
3.3.1. Significance of Test:
Although most students and some teachers abhor tests, the need for testing is great. There
are many reasons for giving a test, of course it‟s important to get a vivid idea about the
real function of the test which is give to students
The value of test stems from the role it plays to evaluate the students‟ behavior, motivate,
encourage and promote them.
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1. Achievement:
Achievement is the action of accomplishing something. A test may be used to evaluate a
student‟ achievement of what should have been taught but not inevitably what has
actually been taught .Every student likes to know what he/she has achieved, to what
extent he/she has achieved and where he/ she stands amongst his classmate (Allison,
1999: 97). In addition, the teacher can give tests to evaluate his students‟ progress and
what they can do and what they cannot do, and therefore how much the success of the
teaching has been.
2. Motivation:

Motivation is the psychological feature that arouses a person act toward a desired goal.
The students end results may incite them to compete with others. A low mark could be a
motivation for them to study hard. On the other hand a high score makes him feel pleased
as it is said “success leads to further success” (Conner, 1999: 127).
3. Encouraging student:
Regrettably it is true that many students study only for tests. In fact the great majority of
students do not study unless a test is declared (Conner, 1999). Therefore, tests are
probably the only support for them to work hard. In other words, tests encourage student
to take their learning seriously.
4. Diagnosis:
Sometimes it is necessary to diagnose (conclusion following the test) problems and
difficulties in managing a function, a concept and perceptions involving language skills
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and sub skills. In other words, some tests are designed to discover students‟ weaknesses.
So a remedial work could be prepared to deal with such weaknesses.
5. Self-evaluation:
Corner (1999: 166) defines self-evaluation as an evaluation of oneself or one's
performance in relation to an objective standard. Tests are now and again needed for the
teacher to evaluate his own teaching methods. The feedback he/ she get from the tests
assists him/ her very much to amend the way he teaches.
6. Experimentation:
Tests may be used successfully in educational experiments in order to determine a certain
technique of teaching or a certain hypothesis. In this regard a pre-test and a post-test are
usually given to an experimental and control clusters.
7. Promotion and Advancement:
Some tests are sometimes designed to decide which students are to be promoted from a
grade to a upper one. Without testing, promotion will be involuntary or impressionistic.
(Harlen, 2007).
8. Parents Information:
Tests can give parents information about their children‟s‟ levels (e.g. how they are
moving ahead, the areas of weaknesses and distinction and the type of help they require).
(Harlen, 2007).
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3.6. Good Test Criteria
A good test should possess the following qualities:
1. Validity:
Validity is an expansive construct that engages making appropriate interpretations and
uses of scores or test information (Morgan & Anderson, 2008) one aspect of validity is
the extent to which the content of a test is representative of the curriculum or concept that
is being measured. A test designer is responsible for coordinating with a nominated
reference group of subject specialists, such as curriculum specialists, to ensure that the
items represent a sufficient sampling of a curriculum or concept. The expert group should
not contain the item writers. In this case, validity is a judgmental, not a statistical subject.
The expert group should decide if the test represents an adequate coverage of a particular
subject (such as grade 4 English) and should consider if performance on the test provides
adequate evidence of student‟s achievement in the subject area.


Validity includes diverse types:

a) Content Validity
One of the most significant points in test validation is exploring whether the test is
related to a given area of content or ability. In the matter of language tests, one of
the principals that concern content validity is the extent to which a test measures a
representative sample of the language in question (Robertson and Nunn, 2008:
162).
b) Criterion Validity
Exploring the validity of a test by means of external criteria is seen as essential by
many scholars. Criterion-related proof exhibits a relationship between test scores
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and some criterion which is believed to be also an indicator of the ability tested.
Concurrent validity is a kind of criterion-related validity which comes by
concurrent direction of a newly developed test with another well-known
standardized test of which the validity is already established.
c) Concurrent Validity
This refers to how well scores on a new test mach the scores procured by other
previously validated measures of equivalent skills (Alshumaimeri, 1999: 5).
d) Construct Validity
The major concern of language test designers is whether test performance truly
reflects language abilities or not. Construct validation helps to validate the extent
to which a testee‟s performance on a particular test can be indicative of his/her
fundamental competence. Construct validity (Alshumaimeri, 1999: 5), refers to
„the extent to which performance on tests is compatible predictions that we make
on the basis of a theory of abilities, or constructs‟.
e) Predictive Validity
This refers to the relationship between scores achieved by a measure such as a
proficiency test and the language performance of the students while they use the
language in the actual world (Alshumaimeri, 1999: 5).
f) Face Validity
According to (Waine. and Braun, 1988: 23) the term face validity is related to the
tests look, reasonability and quality. It concerns the people perception of the test
in general.
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2. Reliability:
An elementary concern about the development and the use of language tests is its
reliability, that is, the constancy of the test as a measure. Reliability refers to the
consistency of the examination scores. Also, it refers to the scope to which the test
produces consistent results if different markers mark it.
3. Washback (Backwash)
Washback is the effect a test has on what and how students choose to study and on
teaching measures. The washback effect on teaching takes place in both cases before and
after the test; depending on the type of test used. This test impact, which influences
teachers and students as well, may be a positive or a negative one (Haladyna, 1997: 69).
A. The washback Effects of Language Tests
Scholars in language testing and assessment have defined „washback effects‟ in different
ways. For example, Shohamy (1992) and Cheng and Watanabe (2002) said that washback
refers to the impact that tests have on teaching and learning practices this is on one hand,
on the other hand Bachman and Palmer (1996) and Bachman (2004) pointed out that
washback can also be viewed as a subset of a test‟s impact on society, and on educational
systems as well. Alderson and Wall (1993) and Bailey (1999) concluded that tests that
have important consequences that are more likely to have stronger degrees of washback.
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B. Standardization
Can be defined as the process of examining the test on a group of people to observe the
scores which are typically achieved. In this manner, any test taker can make sense of his
or her score by comparing it to a typical score. This standardization provides a mean
(average) and standard variation (spread) relative to a specific group. When an individual
takes the test, she/he can decide how far above or below the average her/his score is,
relative to the normative group. Whilst evaluating a test, it is very important to determine
how the normative group was chosen. For example, if everyone in the normative group
took the test by subscribing into a website, you are most likely being compared to a group
which is very different from the general population (Conner, 1999: 158).
C. Practicality
Not only must a test be reliable and valid, it also must be practical. Practicality is
examined by looking at (1) the cost involved in managing and scoring the test, (2) the
time taken to direct and sit the test, (3) the time taken to score the test, (4) the number of
people needed to control and mark the test, and (5) the ease in interpreting and applying
the results of the test. Tests can be made more practical by having nondisposable test
papers, by being carefully formatted for easy marking, by being not too long, and by
using objectively scored items such as true/false or multiple choices. The requirements of
practicality, reliability and validity do not always agree with each other, for instance short
tests are practical but not very reliable or valid. Sometimes it is essential to forfeit some
practicality to get a valid test (for example an individual oral interview for 200 people),
or to forfeit validity to make the test more practical (multiple-choice vocabulary tests).
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D. Conclusion
Designing a high-quality language test requires paying attention to the entire
aforementioned criterion. Nonetheless, we may find that sometimes these criterion
conflicts with each other. For example, a test that is not dependable cannot actually be
valid. Due to that, caution should be taken when taking into account all these criteria,
especially if they are being applied to only one test. However, these criteria have been
conversed by many writers (Alderson et al. 1995, Brown. 1994, Clark 1972, Davies 1990,
Finocchiaro and Sako 1983, Heaton 1990, Hughes 1989, Weir 1990 and others.).
Moreover, those criterions have been broadly used in evaluating and constructing tests
and they have significance in themselves as valued criteria for evaluating and
constructing tests. Furthermore, these criteria are believed to be applicable to this test.
3.7. Approaches to Testing: Direct and Indirect Testing
A test is considered direct when the test actually requires the candidate to show ability in
the skill being measured. So it is a performance test e.g. if we want to ensure if someone
could drive a car, we would test this most efficiently by actually asking him to drive the
vehicle (Abu-Elhija‟, 2001: 31-32). In language terms, if we want to check whether
someone could write an academic essay, we would ask him just to do that. In terms of
spoken interaction, we would require candidates to participate in oral activities that
replicate as directly as possible [and this is the problem] all features of real-life language
use, including time restrictions, dealing with multiple conversers, and ambient noise
level. Attempts to reproduce aspects of real life within tests showed some interesting
states (Woodfield, Briggs and Swatton: 2008).
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An indirect test measures the ability or knowledge that underlies the skill we are trying to
measure in our test. Thus, for instance, you might test someone on the Highway Code
[The Highway Code is the official road safety manual for the United Kingdom] in order
to decide whether he is a safe and law-abiding driver. An example from language
learning might be to test the learners‟ pronunciation capability by asking them to match
words that rhymed with each other (Harlen, 2007: 92).
This is fundamentally knowledge about the target language [or recognition of target
language items] rather than real performance in the language. Indirect testing is
argumentative, and views its contrast, but it is clear that many of the claims made for it in
the past cannot be willingly proven. It does not give any direct indication of the
candidates‟ oral skill, correctness, or appropriateness of pronunciation. In many
instances, an indirect approach involves the testing of enabling skills at a micro-level.
Thus, in terms of spoken interaction, we might seek to test learners by asking them to
write down what they would actually say in a given situation (Wragg, Brown, 2001: 73).
3.8. Test Types
Traditionally, five types of test are recognized [although the precise labels may diverge
from one tester to another].
a) Progress Tests
This type of tests measures how well learners have absorbed the material [or the skills]
taught in class and how well they have developed in a specified area. As a result the
center of attention is given to the short-term objectives [such as Unit Two: the Past Tense
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or Unit Four: Expressions of Future Time] (Hahn 2007: 30). These tests are regularly
written by the teacher to answer questions like:
• Have the students acquainted the target language well?
• Have I taught it efficiently?
• Can we move to the next part of the course?
Progress tests are frequently given to stimulate learners and to strengthen learning.
b) Achievement Test
At the end of a course, and possibly at one or two other points during the course, the
learners are examined in what they have learned from the course. This may have the use
of examining the effectiveness of the course as much as testing the learners (Mullane:
2002).
c) Short-term Achievement Assessment
At regular periods during the course, the learners may be observed to see what they are
learning from the course. These parts of observing may take the type of weekly tests, the
keeping of achievement records such as graphs of reading speed, charts of writing
improvement and self-assessment records. This short-term assessment can take place on a
daily or weekly basis. It is called “achievement” assessment because it examines items
and skills obtained from the course (Macalister, 2010: 12).
d) Proficiency Tests
Proficiency Tests are different in that they are not usually established upon a particular
curriculum, but are used to measure achievement in relation to a definite [future] task that
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the candidate may be required to do at a following point of time. For example, the test
may set out to decide whether the candidate has sufficient English to follow a special
course for which the medium of instruction is English, or to do a job that requires the use
of English. These tests infrequently take into account any curriculum that a student may
have followed: they are concerned with future [possible] performance rather than past
achievement. They are frequently administered to learners with varied language learning
backgrounds. The common factor is the purpose to which the language is to be set
(Mullane, 2002: 79).
e) Placement Tests:
The learners are assessed at the beginning of a course to see what level of the classes they
should be in. The aim of this testing is to make sure that the course is not going to be too
easy or too difficult for the learner (Macalister, 2010: 109).
f) Aptitude or Ability Test:
Tests which are constructed purposely to collect evidence about ability to learn are
defined as aptitude or ability tests. Results on such tests are used to anticipate future
success based upon success in the particularly selected tasks in the aptitude test.
Regularly these tasks differ from the usual school learning requirements and rely to some
extent on learning beyond the school curriculum (Ross, 2005: 22). Of course, teaching
students the test items and the corresponding answers may bring about an increase in
score without actually changing a student‟s (actual) aptitude.
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g) Standardized:
The term „standardized‟ also has a number of meanings with regards to testing. It can
mean that the test has fixed format for administration and scoring so that the task is as
equal as possible for all candidates and there is little room for divergence in the scoring
of candidate responses to the tasks (Abed El-Hafiz, 2002: 55). Another meaning refers to
the way in which the scores on tests are presented. For example, if scores are given as a
raw score divided by some measure of dispersion like the standard deviation, the
resulting score level is said to be in terms of standardized scores (sometimes called
standard scores) (Ross, 2005:221).
Finally, the term can relate (loosely) to a published test which was geared up by standard
(or conservative) procedures.
h) Practical Test:
In some senses an essay test is a sensible task. The essay item requires a candidate to
perform. This performance is intended to express meaning in a practical sense by writing
prose to an agreed format. However, the term „practical test‟ goes beyond performance
and other tasks used in traditional pencil-and-paper examinations. The term may refer to
practical tasks in trade subjects (such as woodwork, metalwork, shipbuilding, and
leathercraft), in musical and theatrical performance, in skills such as swimming or
gymnastics, or may refer to the skills required do laboratory or field tasks in science,
agriculture, geography, environmental health or physical education (Mullane, 2002:103).
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i) Diagnostic Tests
It allows teachers to identify any areas of weakness or complexity, thus they can then
plan and put into practice a suitable remedial teaching program. They may be used to
assess the knowledge and skills of learners in specific aspects of language before the start
of a course [and accordingly may be used for placement as well as course design
purposes] (Sangster and Overall, 2006:21).
3.9. Constructing Achievement Test:
An achievement test is concerned with measuring a student‟s competence with regard to
what has been taught or what is in the syllabus. This type of test is usually given at the
end of a period of instruction and as a result, its content is a sample of what has been
included in the syllabus. This test is normally school-based and typically provides control
over previous learning. However, it should be borne in mind that the purpose of
achievement tests should be to indicate how successful the learning experiences have
been for the learner, rather than to show in what respects they were insufficient, and the
tests themselves should also be firmly established in preceding classroom experiences in
terms of activities practiced, language used, and criteria of evaluation adopted
(Thorenfeldt, 2005: 21).
The term „construct‟ refers to what such a test should be like; the platform for the design,
so to say. What kind of tasks and topics will have to be contained to give the test in
question „construct validity‟ (Alderson, 2009: 191) – to make sure it measures what it
was destined to measure. The next items illustrate this concept.
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3.10. Designing Test:
It‟s known that easier said than done. A test writer has very little friends and often finds
that it is impossible to do the job to everyone‟s contentment. Not only it is clear but also
it is very important for test writers to be very clear in their own minds what it is that they
want to test and what the goal of the test is.
Usually when teachers decide to write a test for their learners they just assemble and start
writing the test and they stop when they feel the test is adequately long. This process is
not so practical since it does not reflect what should be tested. The point of
commencement when writing test specifications is; therefore, teachers should know the
major objectives of the test. Next, the test writer needs to choose the methods the skills
are to be tested, and what weight should be given to the skills and then match these to the
time available for the rest. The blueprint produced at this time may be quite a lengthy
document (Chappuis, 2004: 299).
A test specification is the official declaration about what the test tests and how it tests it
(Alderson et al, 1995: 9). If public examination bodies did not issue test specifications, it
would be difficult for teachers to prepare learners for such tests. But it is also important
for teachers to know how to formulate their personal test specifications. There is no
particular correct way to write test specifications. Hughes (1992) outlines on approach.
The example below is based on Alderson et al (1995). It presents a series of questions
that test writers need to consider when they prepare their specifications.
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3.11. Tips to Consider While Designing Test:
1) What is the aim of the test? Is it a progress test, an achievement test or any other?
2) What kind of learner will be taking the test? There are some significant variety
that must be taken into consideration, including: age, sex, nationality, level of
proficiency in the target language, attitude towards the test, cultural and
educational environment, likely levels of world knowledge and background.
3) How long will the test be, and will it be divided into parts or even into separate
papers?
4) What language skills [like reading] should be tested? Are the micro-skills or
enabling sub-skills [like scanning or skimming] itemized?
5) What text types should be selected? Should these be authentic? How difficult or
long should they be? What language functions should be contained in the text
[such as definition, persuasion, or summarizing]?
6) What language essentials should be tested? Is there a list of grammatical
structures to be included? Are language functions or notions specified?
7) How many items are necessary for each part? How are these weighted [with equal
marks for each item or more marks for more challenging items]?
8) What test methods and item types are to be used [for example, multiple-choice,
gap-filling, matching, true-false, transformation, essay writing, role-play, and so
on]?
9) What rubrics will the testees be given?
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10) What is the marking scheme? What criteria will be used for marking? How vital
are precision, accuracy, spelling, length of utterance, or writing? (Gardner, 2006:
198).
3.12. General Guidelines for Constructing Test
It is not easy to write a good test thus it takes a great deal of practice. What come after
are several tips and general strategies that teachers should keep in mind when
constructing tests (Airasian, 2000: 113).
a) Test what you Aim to Test
“Nothing in the content or structure of [a test] item should prevent an informed student
from responding correctly. Similarly, nothing in the content or structure of [a test] item
should enable an uninformed student to select the correct answer”. This quotation by
Gronlund (1998: 134) tackles the central part of test validity, to test what you intend to
test. Some threats to test validity include uncertain test directions, confusing and
ambiguous test items, very complicated vocabulary and sentence structure, cheating, and
untrustworthy grading (Gay & Airasian, 2000: 116). Asking an outside person to read
your test for clearness prior to giving it, or asking your students to let you know which
questions were unclear to them can give you valuable feedback for improving your test
items.
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b) Relevance:
Does an item belong to the test? Do the items measure what the test author intended to
measure? These are validity questions and address the extent to which the test blueprint
was used (Flateby, 2001: 18).
c) Balance:
Do the items adequately represent all content areas and cognitive processes mentioned in
the test blueprint? (Chappuis, 2004:121).
d) Efficiency:

This refers to the number of items per unit of testing time. The more information about a
student‟s achievement level obtained in a specific amount of time, the more the exam get
efficient (Chappuis, 2004: 85).
e) Specificity:
Items should be written to measure learning objectives only, not reading or writing
ability, general aptitude, or test taking ability (Harlen, 2007: 68).
f) Difficulty:
A difficulty level represents the percentage of examinees responding properly to an item.
Measurement specialists propose an ideal mean difficulty for a norm-referenced
achievement test to be halfway between a perfect score and a chance score. For example,
if there are four response options, a chance score is 25% and 62.50 is the ideal average
difficulty (Harlen, 2007: 109).
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g) Discrimination:
Discrimination indices vary from –1.00 to +1.00, with a positive index indicating that
students who performed well on the test inclined to do the items correctly. A negative
discriminator, suggesting that the poorly performing students tended to answer the item
correctly, is unsuitable (Harlen, 2007: 82).
h) Reliability:
Already discussed in other context (page 22).
3.13. The Characteristics of the Good Test Questions:
Language capability should be displayed within a background. The pupil‟s aptitude is to
be applied in what the central guidelines call „situations, tasks and approaches to
problems that are close to real life.
Good exam questions or tasks should be open-ended, and the students should be free to
pick their own approach and how profoundly they would treat the subject matter.
The questions are to be designed so that the so-called general capability or inclusive
competence of the students can be measured (Reisjø, 2006).
It is an important principle not to construct „easy‟ or „difficult‟ tasks, but tasks that will
give the students chance to answer well or less well and not correct or incorrect”
(Korsvold, 2001: 88).
A good test should seem fair and suitable to the student (and to anyone who needs to
know the results, for example head teacher , other teachers , employers , parents , etc .)

34

also it should not be too troublesome to mark and it should offer clear results that serve
the purpose for which it was laid down (Korsvold, 2001: 133).
Finally, when writing long tests, it is recommended to order the test items gradually from
easy to difficult. Students suffering from test anxiety could be totally frightened if the
first questions they read seem further than their capabilities. This sequencing of your test
items could be done by first asking your students to fill in blanks or answer multiplechoice questions, then by including test items which need the students to write sentence
answers, and finally by continue on to test items which engage writing paragraph answers
(Scrivener, 2009).
According to Anderson & Morgan (2008) a good item should have the following
characteristics:


It addresses a key learning area.



It is a constructive and meaningful task.



It can be mapped back to important characteristics stated in the framework or
blueprint documents.



It is fair.



It follows central issues in the stimulus, not peripheral or trivial Details



It clearly tells students what they are required to do.



It stands alone and does not depend on an understanding that has formed the basis
of a previous item.



If about vocabulary, it is directed at the meaning of the word in the context of the
text, rather than on general knowledge.
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It is preferably expressed in positive terms; negatives tend to cause confusion.

3.14. The Test Construction Steps
a) Content Analysis and Test Blueprints
A content analysis provides a précis of the intentions of the curriculum articulated in
content terms. The poses various questions like: which content should be covered in the
syllabus? Are there important sections of this content? Are there significant sub-divisions
within any of the sections? Which of these content areas should a representative test
contain? (Ross, 2005:32)
A test blueprint is a specification of what the test should cover up rather than a
description of what the curriculum covers. A test blueprint should comprise the test title,
the fundamental purpose of the test, the aspects of the curriculum covered by the test, an
indication of the students for whom the test will be used, the types of task that will be
used in the test (and how these tasks will fit in with other related evidence to be
collected).
b) Item review


Is the task obvious in each item? Is it expected that the person attempting
an item will know what is required?



Are the items expressed in the simplest possible language?



Is each item a fair item for assessment at this level of education?



Is the wording appropriate to the level of education where the item will be
used?
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Are there unintentional clues to the exact answer?



Is the format practically consistent so that students know what is required
from item to item?



Is there a single clearly correct (or best) answer for each item?



Is the type of item appropriate to the information required?



Are there statements in the items which are probable to cause offense?



Is there content which reflects bias on gender, cultural, or other grounds?



Are the items representatives of the behaviors to be assessed?



Are there enough representative items to give an adequate sample of the
behaviors to be assessed? (Haladyna, 1997: 163).

c) Trial of the Items
Item trial is now and again called pilot testing – but in this framework it does not mean
testing those who fly airplanes. And also is considered the best efforts of item writers and
item reviewers as a means of eliminating defective items and improving the quality of
items, it is necessary to issue the proposed items to an empirical trial with students
similar to those who are going to use the final form of the test. Since items engage
communication with students, an evaluation of this quality is required before the set of
tasks can be used with a larger group (Morrison, 2010: 323)
d) Writing and Control the Scoring Key
Once the items are approved, the task comes next is writing the scoring key where it is
appropriate. Where there is intended to be only one correct response, this is a perfectly
clear-cut matter. Where there are alternative
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acceptable responses, which may be

awarded diverse scores, or where partial credit may be given for incomplete responses,
greater care is necessary. Once again, the criticism of colleagues is required as a matter of
course (Hughes, 2003: 105).
e) Processing Test Responses after Trial Testing
If the test requires to be scored before analysis, this scoring is done subsequently. If there
are essays to be scored, it is good practice to mark the first essay all along through the
stack of test papers. Then start the stack again to score the next essay. When all items
have been scored, the scores on each item are entered into a computer folder. If the test is
multiple-choice in format, the responses may be entered into a computer folder directly
(Haladyna, 1997: 152).
f) Item Analysis, the Second Form Involving Responses by Real Candidates
Empirical trial can make out instances of confused meaning, alternative explanations not
already considered by the test constructors, and possibilities which are well-liked
amongst those lacking knowledge, and „incorrect‟ options which are chosen for some
reasons by very clever students.
This trial allows gathering evidence about all items – whether items can distinguish those
students who are knowledgeable from those wanting knowledge, whether items are of
fitting difficulty (how many attempted each item and what proportion responded
correctly), and, in case of multiple-choice questions, whether the various options, both
„correct‟ and „incorrect‟ performed as anticipated. The item analysis also provides a
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chance to collect information about how each item performs relative to other items in the
same test, and to judge the reliability of the whole test (Gardner, 2006: 246).
g) Amending the Test by Discarding/Revising/Replacing items
Items that do not achieve what is expected can be replaced or edited. However replacing
questions when there is a deficiency of replacement questions can twist out the shape of
the achievement test specification. If the original specification represents the finest
sampling of content, skills, and item formats, in the judgments of those preparing and
reviewing the test, then leaving some cells of the grid unfilled will indicate a less than
adequate test. To avoid this possibility, test constructors may set up three or four times as
many questions that they think they will need for each cell in the grid (Morrison, 2005:
298).
h) Pretest and Revise Items
The items should be taken by small group of examinees (usually 15 to 30 individuals)
similar to those who will take the completed test .This pretest is not very formal ; the test
administrator should use this time to assess the examinee‟s response throughout testing ,
such as scribing , long pauses , and answer-changing . After the examinees are done,
they should be invited to make a remark on each item and to offer suggestions for
possible enhancements. (the percentage of examinees who properly answer an item) and
item discrimination power (the extent to which the item is answered correctly more often
by those obtaining higher overall test scores than by those getting lower overall test
scores).with these qualitative comments by examinees and quantitative results of item
analysis, the best items can be chosen and revised if required (Reynolds, 1996: 64).
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Last but not least, the test constructor can assemble the final structure of the test. It can be
determined at this time that the constructor has a collection of good quality items. It will
be determined if he / she has improved a good overall test after doing extra analysis.
i) Assembling the Final Test (or a Further Trial Test) and the Corresponding Score
Key
After trial, tasks may be reorganized to reconsider their difficulty. Usually the easiest
questions are presented former. This is to push candidates to proceed through the test and
to make certain that the weaker candidates do not become depressed before providing
sufficient evidence of their achievements and skills. Minor changes to items may have to
be made for layout reasons (for example, to keep all of an item on one page of the test, or
to avoid clear patterns in the list of correct answers). Items representing a particular cell
within a test specification should be different in item content and difficulty. The position
of the correct option in multiple-choice items (A, B, C, D or E) should also vary and each
position is supposed to be used to a similar extent. Some questions may have slight
changes in wording, others may be replaced. The final test should be compatible with the
test blueprint. The item review procedures described above are repeated (mainly
significant where stimulus material must be associated with more than one question) and
each reviewer should work separately through the planned test and provide a „correct‟
answer for each question. This enables the test constructor‟s (new) list of correct answers
to be checkered (Reynolds, 1996: 91).
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j) Assuring Validity, Reliability and Dimensionality
Test validity can be defined as effectiveness for the purpose. Since purposes differ, it is
important to identify which purpose applies when making a comment about validity.
Content validity refers to the level to which the test reflects the content compatible in
curriculum statements (and the skills implied by that content). A test with high content
validity would offer a close match with the intentions of the curriculum, as determined by
curriculum experts and teachers (Haladyna, 1997: 206).
When tests have high construct validity we may consider it as an evidence of
dimensionality. When we add scores on different parts of a test to give a score on the
entire test, we are assuming dimensionality without inspecting whether our hypothesis is
justified. Correspondingly, when item analysis is complete using the total score on the
same test as the standard, we are assuming that the test as a whole is measuring a single
dimension or construct, and the analysis seeks to recognize items which contradict this
hypothesis (Haladyna, 1997: 197).
3.15. Constructing Essay Test
An essay is a piece of writing, usually from an author's personal point of view. Essays are
non-fictional but often subjective; while expository, they can also include narrative.
Essays can be literary criticism, political manifestos, and learned arguments, observations
of daily life, recollections, and reflections of the author.
The essay test is usually used to evaluate the student's ability to choose and arrange ideas,
then to develop and organize them into an answer. However, the essay test necessitates
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greater subjectivity in scoring, which reduces its reliability. An essay test may also not
achieve anything covering a large area of the course content (ASM, 2010).
A. Things to Consider when Constructing Essay Test:


The questions should clearly demarcate the extent of the answer required.



Key words such as compare, contrast, explain why and analyze show the
specific operations the student is likely to do in the completion of the
essay. Avoid words such as what, who, when, which cause closed
responses and are better suited to objective tests.



Preparation of a few model answers earlier, to help anticipating
interchange answers.



Straightforwardness in the organization of the test. Limitation of the
number of choices the student is offered. You will have a better idea of
each student's level of achievement if you can compare answer to two or
three common questions. Besides, you will decrease the marking load
since you will have smaller number of responses to anticipate.



Make certain that it is possible to finish the test in the period of time
available.



Deciding beforehand the weight allotted for spelling, grammar and other
problems.



Grading all answers to one question before moving to grade the next. This
helps teachers to be consistent in evaluation and well-organized in
managing time (ASM, 2010).
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B. Rules for constructing essay questions
Through my own study, I managed to figure out several rules that have to be considered
when writing essay questions. First, essay questions are used to measure complex
learning outcomes only. Second, it is preferred to connect the questions as directly as
possible to the learning outcomes being measured. Then formulate questions that present
a clear task to the student rather than presenting it ambiguously. One must bear in mind
that, it is not good to permit students a choice of questions unless the learning outcomes
require it. Finally it is recommended to provide ample time for answering and set a time
limit in each question
C. Rules for Scoring Essay Tests
Although essay exams have been criticized for being unreliable, there are many
procedures that, when applied, can develop the consistency of scoring and therefore the
reliability of the essay tests.
a) Review lecture notes and course materials before marking students‟ essay answers.
b) Read each individual‟s answer to a single item one time before scoring and before
reading answers of the next item.
c) Have students write their names on the backs of the papers so the examinees are
anonymous.
d) Know what should be included in each answer before reading any paper. Identify the
content to be covered and determine the weight to be set for each element expected.
Allow for unanticipated, but valid answers.
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e) If achievement of the content is the only emphasis of the course, make certain that
achievement and not writing skill is being evaluated. Many measurement experts think
that sentence structure, grammar and other features of writing should not be considered in
the scoring of a paper until they are part of the course content. The general measurement
viewpoint is that students should be tested only on the material taught in the course.
Other educators disagree. If writing will factor into a student‟s score, the significance of
writing skills should be obviously emphasized before students get ready for the test
(Flateby, 2001: 16).
3.16. Constructing Objective Test:
There are four types for objective tests: true-or-false, multiple choice, completion-andshort answer, and matching. All these tests cover a big deal of the course content and,
except for organizing and synthesizing skills, can evaluate many learning procedures. In
these tests, marking is more dependable than in essay tests however, objective tests tend
to put emphasis on recognition skills.
A. Objective Tests
Simply speaking an objective test is a test in which each question has an undoubtedly
correct answer or group of answers (Haladyna, 1997: 93).
According to Wikipedia, Objective tests are psychological tests that measure an
individual's characteristics in a way that is independent of rater bias or the individual's
own beliefs. Objective tests are often contrasted with subjective tests, which are sensitive
to rater or examinee beliefs. They can also be contrasted with projective tests which are
based on Freudian Psychology (Psychoanalysis), and seek to expose the unconscious
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perceptions of people (White, 1999: 7). Objective tests tend to be more reliable and valid
than projective or subjective tests.
B. The Objective Tests Levels of Learning:
Hearn et al (1997) showed that it is possible to use objective tests in the following levels
of learning:


Knowledge (cognition)



Comprehension (intelligibility)



Application (practical application)



Analysis (process of breaking down a subject)

a) Multiple choice constructing
Multiple-choice (MC) items are appraisal questions that have one stem and multiple
choices. One of the advantages of MC items is that they are quickly and objectively
scored. Another advantage is that well written and structured MC items can evaluate
many diverse and specific areas of some content in a quick manner (Burton & other,
1991:15).
I. How to Prepare Multiple-Choice Test Items
One of the aims of this study is to present guidelines that focus on improving the value of
the objective test items used to assess student achievement. The researcher, during his
study, spotlighted the following guidelines:
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1. It is necessary to distinguish between objectives which can be properly assessed by
using multiple-choice items and objectives which would be better assessed by some other
means.
2. It is recommended to evaluate presented multiple-choice items by using commonlyaccepted criteria to recognize specific flaws in the items.
3. It is recommended to improve poorly-written multiple-choice items by correcting the
flaws they contain.
4. It is also recommended to construct well-written multiple-choice items that measure
given objectives.
II. Anatomy of a Multiple-Choice
A standard multiple-choice test item compromise of two main parts: a problem (stem)
and a list of suggested solutions (alternatives). The stem may be in the structure of either
a question or an incomplete statement, and the list of alternatives contains one correct or
best alternative (answer) and a number of incorrect or lesser alternatives (distracters).
The function of the distracters is to appear as probable solutions to the problem for those
students who have not achieved the objectives being measured by the test item. On the
contrary, the distracters must appear as improbable solutions for those students who
already have achieved the objectives of the item (Burton, 1990: 13). Only the answer
should appear probable to these students.

46

III. General Rules for Constructing Multiple Choice Questions
„Ideally, a Multiple Choice Question (MCQ) presents students with a task that is
important and clearly understood, and one that can be answered correctly only by those
who have achieved the desired learning‟. (Gronlund, 1977: 469).
The following rules for constructing MCQs are proposed as general guides for
constructing questions that hope to approximate this ideal.
a) Each Question Should be Designed to Assess A Central Learning Outcome
The important matter here lies in the important question that should be built and should
be directly related to the learning outcomes (objectives) of the subject. Stay away from
testing unimportant details, not related bits of information, and material that is irrelevant
to the desired outcomes. In testing knowledge outcomes, focus on the most significant
terms, facts, and principles. Do not raise question difficulty by resorting to vaguer and
less significant questions of knowledge. Bear in mind, each question is probable to call
forth student answer that will help to determine the extent to which the learning
objectives of the subject have been achieved.( Haladyna, 2004: 238).
b) Present a Single Clearly Formulated Problem in the Stem of The Question
The task expressed in the stem should be so apparent that a student can understand it
without reading the alternatives.
c) State the Stem in Simple and Clear Language
The problem in the stem of a MCQ should be stated as specifically as possible and should
be free of unreasonably complex wording and sentence structure. Anyone who has the
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knowledge measured by a test question should be able to pick the correct answer.
Improperly stated stems commonly introduce sufficient ambiguity to put off a
knowledgeable student from responding properly. Complex sentence structure may make
the question a measure of reading comprehension than of the intended knowledge
outcome (Harrower-Erickson, 2007: 257).
d) Place as Much of the Wording as Possible in the Stem
Avoid replicating the same material in each of the alternatives. By moving all of the
common content to the stem, it is frequently possible to simplify the problem further and
to reduce the time the student wants to read the alternatives (Harrower-Erickson, 2007:
219).
e) Whenever Possible, State the Stem in Positively
A positively phrased test question tends to measure more imperative learning outcomes
than a negatively stated one. This is because knowing such things as the best technique or
the most relevant argument typically has greater educational significance than
knowledge.
f) Whenever Negative Wording is Used in the Stem, Emphasize it
Sometimes the use of negative wording is fundamental to the assessment of an important
learning outcome. For instance, students have to know that certain chemicals should not
be mixed in a chemistry lesson. When negative wording is used in the stem, it should be
emphasized by using bold or upper cases and being placed near the end of the statement.
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g) Make Certain That the Intended Answer is Correct or Clearly Best
When the correct-answer from of MCQ is used, there should be only one correct answer
and it should be incontestably correct. It may also be necessary to state „of the following‟
in the stem to allow for similarly acceptable answers that have not been mentioned in the
question.
h) Check all alternatives are grammatically consistent with the stem and parallel in
form
Grammatical inconsistency in tense, article or form could present a hint to the correct
answer, or at least make some of the distracter ineffective.
i) Make the Distracters Plausible and Attractive
The distracters should be so attractive to the students who lack the knowledge required by
the question that he/she selects from the distracter in preference to the correct answer.
Use of more homogeneous alternatives result in the larger plausibility.
j) Avoid using the Alternative „All of the above‟ and Use „None of the above‟ with
Extreme Caution
The use of „all of the above‟ as an option makes it likely to answer the question on the
basis of limited knowledge. When „none of the above‟ is used as the right answer in a
correct-answer type of question, this option may be measuring nothing more than the
ability to figure out incorrect answers.
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k) Vary the position of the correct answer in a random manner
The correct answer should appear in each alternative location about the same number of
times, but this should not form a specific pattern that may be obvious to the students.
l) Matching
Matching items involve students to match a series of stems or premises to a response or
principle. They are composed of a set of directions, a line of statements and a line of
responses. Matching questions are mainly good at assessing a student's understanding of
relationships (McKenna and Bull, 1999).
They can test recall by necessitating a student to match the subsequent elements:
Definitions – terms, Historical events- dates, achievements – people, Statementspostulates, descriptions - principles (McBeath, 1992: 33)
They can also assess a student's skill to apply knowledge by requiring a test-taker to
match the following:
Examples – terms, functions – parts, classifications – structures, applications – postulates,
problems - principles (McBeath, 1992: 36)
Actually matching questions are a variation of the multiple choice format. If you find that
you are writing MCQs which share similar answer choices, you can consider grouping
the questions into a matching item.
IV. Tips for writing good matching questions include:


Provide understandable directions.
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Keep the information in both lines as homogeneous as possible.



Allow the answers to be used more than once.



Arrange the list of answers steadily if possible (chronological, alphabetical, and
numerical).



Include more answers than stems to help prevent students using a process of
omission to answer question.

c) True/False questions
Defined as a specialized form of the multiple-choice format in which there are only two
possible alternatives. True-false questions can be used when the test-designer wants to
measure a student‟s ability to recognize whether statements of fact are precise or not.
True-false questions offer classes an efficient method of testing a wide range of material
in a short period of time. They can also be combined within a multiple-choice to make the
more complex assertion-reason item (Bull, 1999).
I. Suggestions for writing true-false questions:


Include no more than one main idea in each item.



In general, as in multiple choice questions, use negatives carefully.



Try using in combination with other material, such as graphs, maps, written
material. This combination provide for the testing of more complex learning
outcomes. (Gronlund, 1990: 153 )



Use statements which are plainly true or false.



Avoid copying statements typically from assigned reading, lecture notes or other
course materials so that recall only will not permit right answer.
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By and large avoid using words which would indicate the correct response to testwise student.



Absolutes such as “none”, “never”, “always”, “all”, “impossible” inclined to be
false, while modifier such as “usually”, “generally”, “sometimes” “often” are
probable to be true.

d) Text match response
Text match question necessitates a student to provide an answer to a question or fill a
blank within a concise piece of text, using words, symbols or numbers.
A possible benefit of this question type is that the student must give the correct answer
rather than recognize or choose it.
The probability that the candidate will guess the right answer is lesser than that of a
multiple choice question. However, the short answer response questions can be difficult
to phrase in such a way that only a particular correct answer is possible. Furthermore, if
you are scoring the assessments with computers, spelling mistakes may cause loss for the
students who know the right answer. However, with some software, the test designer can
recognize numerous variations of the right answer for which the student will be granted
full marks. For instance if "Palestine" was the accurate response to a short answer
question, the author of the test could assign full marks to be granted for all of the
following: "Palestine", "Palestinian Authority", "The Occupied Land" and " Palestinian
state ".
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e) Completion and short answer tests
Short-answer questions are “constructed-response,” or open-ended questions that entail
students to create a respond. Typically, they require responses of one word to a few
sentences. “Fill in the blank” and “completion” questions are samples of short-answer
question types.
I. Tips for Constructing Short Answer Items


Control the number of blanks in each question.



Commonly, blanks are not placed in the beginning of the question.



Ensure that there is only one clear-cut response for the blank.



In numerical problems, point out the type of units in which the answer should be
but don't indicate the response.

3.3.9. Bloom‟s Taxonomy
According to Wikipedia, Bloom‟s Taxonomy is a classification of the different objectives
and skills that educators set for students (learning objectives). The taxonomy was
proposed in 1956 by Benjamin Bloom, an educational psychologist at the University of
Chicago. Bloom's Taxonomy divides educational objectives into three "domains:"
Affective, Psychomotor, and Cognitive.
3.17. Bloom‟s Revised Taxonomy
Modified by Dr. Lorin Anderson in 2000 the taxonomy‟s domains now include,
remember, Understand, Apply, Analyze, Evaluate and Create. The knowledge domain is
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now called out separately and acts to describe the changeable abilities of the learner
within each of the domains.
A. Cognitive Domain:
The cognitive domain contains educational objectives that “handle the recall or
recognition of knowledge and the development of intellectual and skills”
There are six levels in the taxonomy, moving through the lowest order processes to the
highest:
a) Knowledge: the recall of particulars and universal, methods and processes , pattern ,
structures or setting (Bloom, 1956: 201). Knowledge represents the lowest level of
learning outcomes in the cognitive domain.
b) Comprehension: to grasp the meaning of their acquired knowledge,
and to process, translate and interpret this knowledge (White, 1988: 4).
c) Application: the use of abstractions in new and concrete situations. This may contain
the application of such things as ideas, methods, rules, concepts, theories, and principles
(Rawadieh, 1998).
d) Analysis: refers to the ability to break down a communication into parts, recognize
fundamental components, identify the correlations between the components, and integrate
the structure of the total message. An example is to interpret a given situation and relate it
to class content and form.
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e) Synthesis: the ability to organize parts into a new whole. Production of a unique
communication, Production of a plan, or proposed set of operations, Derivation of a set of
abstract relations
f) Evaluation: Make judgments based on criteria and standards. The Evaluate cognitive
category has two sub categories; checking and critiquing (Andrew & Wheeler, 1990).
B. Affective:
“the affective domain includes objectives which describe changes in interest , attitudes ,
and values , and the development of appreciations and adequate adjustment”( Anderson,
1994).
There are five levels in the affective domain moving through the lowest order processes
to the highest


Receiving:



Responding:



Valuing:



Organizing:



Characterizing:

C. Psychomotor:
Bloom and his colleagues never created subcategories for skills in the psychomotor
domain, but since then other educators have created their own psychomotor taxonomies.
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a) Perception: The ability to use sensory cues to guide motor activity. This ranges from
sensory stimulation, through cue selection, to translation.
b) Set: Readiness to act. It includes mental, physical, and emotional sets. These three sets
are dispositions that predetermine a person's response to different situations (sometimes
called mindsets).
d) Guided Response: The early stages in learning a complex skill that includes imitation
trial and error. Adequacy of performance is achieved by practicing.
e) Mechanism: This is the intermediate stage in learning a complex skill. Learned
responses have become habitual and the movements can be performed with some
confidence and proficiency.
f) Complex Overt Response: The skillful performance of motor acts that involve complex
movement patterns. Proficiency is indicated by a quick, accurate, and highly coordinated
performance, requiring a minimum of energy. This category includes performing without
hesitation, and automatic performance. For example, players are often utter sounds of
satisfaction or expletives as soon as they hit a tennis ball or throw a football, because they
can tell by the feel of the act what the result will be.
g) Adaptation: Skills are well developed and the individual can modify movement
patterns to fit special requirements.
h) Origination: Creating new movement patterns to fit a particular situation or specific
problem. Learning outcomes emphasize creativity based upon highly developed skills.
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3.18. Reasons Behind Unifying Tests.
Before the year 2008, the UNRWA schools had adopted non-uniform test system where a
test varies from region to another. Tests, also, differed in the same region where the test
of the morning classes different from that of the evening classes. This was due to the
political situation which took part in the difficulty and ease of tests, for instance, the
marginalized area had a special allowance whilst designing test.
The old system had a negative impact on the UNRWA curriculum development centre
since it couldn‟t classify and evaluate schools competence perfectly. The curriculum
centre compared strong and weak schools of the same area; therefore, the comparison
was not accurate and did not reflect equivalence between the morning and evening
schools‟ tests of the same region.
The non-uniform tests made it difficult for the curriculum center to evaluate the students
accurately and this prompted the center to unify English tests along the Gaza Strip in the
year (2008).
This step, made it easier for the curriculum center to give an exact evaluation of the
students level and consequently taking the required procedures to enhance the process of
designing English tests.
Conclusion
In this chapter, the researcher came through all the issues and topics related to the test
construction and evaluation that are the major issue in this study to widen the readers‟
knowledge of those issues.
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Chapter 3

The Previous Studies
Introduction
Through the researcher‟s investigation, he collected many of previous studies related to
evaluating and designing tests. The studies could be divided into two sections, the first
one contains studies related to the process of constructing achievement test and the
second includes studies related to the process of test evaluation.
In this chapter, the researcher reviews the most relevant studies to the current study. In
addition, there are commentaries at the end of each section and general commentary on
all previous studies.
2.1 Studies Related to the Process of Constructing Achievement Test
This section reviews different studies conducted to investigate the methods of
constructing effective achievement test.
Huhta (2009) describes and analyses the development of a new test of aviation English
by the Finnish Civil Aviation Authority (FCAA), as well as the overall situation in
Finland as regards the testing of aviation English. The researcher uses the descriptive
analytical approach to describe the FCAA development project and to evaluate the
strengths and weaknesses of the new test and the whole testing system, often with
reference to the framework of test usefulness. The researcher also seeks monitoring the
test overall quality. The study has found that the tests lack the adherence to the (FCAA)
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quality standards which means that the tests are not designed according to the quality
standards of the good test.
Dooey (2009) examines number of issues related to the design and application of
computer-based tests, with particular reference to construct validity, computer familiarity
and practicality. Besides, it focuses the light on the technological methods of both
teaching and testing in languages. It also investigates the unique features offered by
technology make it increasingly possible to test a wide range of language skills which are
required for a specific purpose.
The descriptive analytical approach was used to investigate the validity and reliability of
the computer based test since such features are not less important than the written test.
The writer has shown that computer-based tests can provide constructive diagnostic
information to complement the language learning process, that should be used more
selectively in other contexts, for example in high-stakes tests, examples of which are
International English Language Testing System (IELTS) and Test of English as a Foreign
Language (TOEFL). These tests provide an assessment of English language proficiency,
a key component of university admissions criteria. The researcher recommends in the
short term at least, test-takers be offered the choice of test medium in the interests of
fairness and equity.
Gong (2007) reports findings from an analytical study of how construct validity is
reflected in national mandatory English graduation tests that have been widely conducted
at universities in Taiwan and Mainland China. The findings relate to key test perceptions
for test designers and stakeholders to consider should the mandatory testing systems in
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use be further endorsed by the educational authorities in the greater China area in the new
wave of standardized university graduation English proficiency tests. This researcher
analyzes the impact of backwash effects on normal tertiary ELT (English Language Test)
programmes based on certain construct validation. Theoretically and empirically, the
study employed documentary analysis, interviews, and investigation of test formats used
in most universities in Taiwan and China. On the basis of the analysis, it is argued that
positive backwash effects on national ELT programmes can be enhanced only when
construct validation can be supported with a needed rationale.
Reisjø (2006) analyzes the final exam in written English of the year (2006) in Norway in
terms of the preparation day, conducted prior to the exam, and the booklet designed for
the exam. The descriptive analytical study also aimed at examining the validity and
reliability of the exam which was conducted in lower secondary schools in Norway
according to the syllabus that was implemented in 1997.
A twenty-eight item questionnaire was distributed to eighty-two teachers; two interviews
with two experienced examiners, and the researchers experience as an examiner were
utilized for the purpose of data collection.
The findings showed that the exam was in harmony with the way of teaching, which is
the communicative and meaning-oriented theory of teaching. In addition, the students had
the opportunities to show their skills of EFL. The study recommended more focus on
reading strategies. Besides, students should be given enough opportunities for writing
practice in previous stages. Under exploited possibility is the use of grammar.
Furthermore, many teachers showed too little competence in assessment.
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Thorenfeldt (2005) investigates the consequences of the existing trend of making a
common local test in each country in Norway. The descriptive analytical thesis mainly
aimed at investigating the fairness as well as the validity of the exam and the reliability of
its results.
The researcher used a sample of (21) exams carried out (from 2002 to 2005) and
interviewed five randomly selected teachers from different counties who were asked to
comment on the oral part of the exam. The exam included two parts, written and oral. The
written one consisted of two major tasks, reading comprehension and writing. With
regard to reading comprehension passages, they were analyzed using LIX and FOG
mathematical formulas in which the number of words, words longer than six letters,
number of sentences, and number of normal pages were calculated (pages 37-39). These
two formulas were designed to measure the readability of reading passages. On the other
hand, writing tasks of the exams were analyzed according to specific criteria.
Analyzing and discussing the results, the researcher found that the validity is given much
care to a reasonable degree, except for the lack of achievement testing in some of the
tests, but reliability and fairness suffer severely
Weiping & Juan (2002) examin the validity of College English Test, experimental tests
were carried out to the sampled students one year after they took College English Test in
December, 2002. The researcher used the descriptive analytical approach to examine the
original paper of College English Test 2002, while the treatment class was tested with a
special designed performance-test paper in which the multiple-choice questions were all
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changed into the subjective ones. The test scores were processed with the statistical
analysis system SPSS.
The results showed that although there was no significant difference between the two
classes in their College English Test scores, there was significant difference between
them in their experimental test scores. The scores of the treatment class were significantly
lower than those of the control class, which indicates that College English Test cannot
objectively reflect students‟ communicative competence, and thus its validity is low. To
eliminate the negative washback effect of College English Test, suggestions are put
forward that College English Test to be devised as a criterion-referenced test, frequency
of the test be reduced, subjective questions be increased, and commercialization of the
test be avoided.
Porcaro (2001) aimed at analyzing a university entrance English test in terms of
reliability and validity. The researcher used the descriptive analytical approach and
intended to define reliability and many types of validity. Then he measured the items of
the exam in question against these definitions.
The findings indicated high reliability in marking as all questions, except writing, were
made up of multiple choice type items. Being marked and scored by two experienced
teachers, who followed specific criteria, the writing task indicated relatively high intermarker reliability.
With regard to validity, the test showed high degree of face validity, but low content
validity as there were a very limited number of items for each of the skills presumably
intended to be measured.
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Cardoso (1998) aims to analyze English language tests administered in Brazil as part of a
university entrance examination, focusing on the authenticity of its tests of second
language reading comprehension, the concept of reading as an interactive process
between reader and text, a proficiency-based view of language instruction, and the
psychometric properties of a good test. Two reading tests that explicitly favor authenticity
and proficiency are analyzed in two sections. The first concentrates on the types of
questions in both tests and the language skill levels that are tapped by each question,
according to American Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages (ACTFL)
Proficiency Guidelines. The second part is a reliability study, in which the consistency of
scores is statistically analyzed to determine the overall quality of the tests. The reliability
test is also performed to verify the hypothesis that a shorter test is less reliable than a
longer one. (Contains 25 references). In both parts, the descriptive analytical approach
was applied.
Mathieu & Cindy (1997) present steps in test construction generally recommended by
measurement textbook authors. The focus is primarily on paper-and-pencil achievement
tests as used by class instructions, although the discussion touches on the construction of
other types of assessment. The six steps are: (1) determine the test purpose; (2) determine
the test content, including difficulty level; (3) determine the test format; (4) construct an
initial pool of test items; (5) revise the items using input from qualified colleagues or
other sources; and (6) pretest and revise the items. The results showed that developing a
good test requires both effort and know-how. It recommended that teachers must work to
develop a good overall test after doing many analyses.
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Al-Agha‟s (1994) aimed to build a table of technical standards for the construction of
achievement tests in order to use them in analyzing the science test questions of the
preparatory third grade in the Gaza Strip. The study followed the analytical descriptive
approach where the study sample consisted of ten science tests (final term) covering the
years (1982/1983 to 1992/1993). The researcher used two tools which are data collection
form and a list of standards.
The study found that the general standards are available except the particular standards
that concern the comprehensiveness of goals, more than (95%) of the questions measure
the memorizing skill and less than (5%) measure the other aims like comprehension and
applications. It also found the diversity between essay and objective questions does not
fellow a specific strategy and the same thing with the questions that cover the whole
material.
Frisbie et al (1993) evaluated and described the test‟ nature and quality that are in the end
of each unit of science, mathematics and social studies books in Iow primary and
intermediate schools. The evaluation was conducted in the light of the cognitive levels of
Bloom's Taxonomy and compliance with the content and objectives of the curriculum.
After evaluating (91) tests, the results indicate that (76%) of those tests question were
multiple choice questions, (24%) of the questions were essay questions, (40%) of those
questions match the curriculum goals, (6%) measure non-of-curriculum goals, (72%)
measure the recall level and (6%) measure higher levels of understanding. The study,
which followed the descriptive analytical approach, found also that there is a need to
modify these tests for teacher can use them in the classroom.
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Commentary
This part showed that the majority of tests do not follow the quality standards of
constructing good different types of tests. Many of the investigated tests show that there
was no problem with the test design; however, there is a short in other parts like content,
layout or the type of questions. To a huge extent, all of the aforementioned studies
suggested rethinking of the used techniques of designing good standardized tests and this,
clearly, indicates a problem with the process of teaching English as second language.
This study attempts to amend and overcome many of test problems by giving suggestions
in the light of the the sample of the study.
2.2 Studies Related to The Process of Test Evaluation
This section reviews various studies concerning the process of test evaluation in the light
of the standards of designing achievement test. Besides, this section considers the way of
evaluating students as well.
Shannon (2008) assesses the Standardized Test and Reporting (STAR) test data among
English language learners gives educators a chance to examine the cultural biases present
within the standardized test movement. In particular, The STAR test results seem to
reflect that the test is geared toward students who not only speak the mainstream
language but who grew up in the mainstream culture. After examining past student‟s
STAR results, there seemed to be a discrepancy between the test score and the student‟s
ability. This also seemed to be integrated with the student‟s cultural background, when
they came to the United States and how long they have lived in the country. After
reviewing literature on the topic, it seems as though a plan for intervention must be set in
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place if any changes are to be made. The literature shows that most standardized tests do
have an underlying bias, and also reveals which cultures are the most susceptible to
biases within tests.
The pilot study conducted in line with the research shows that students from the Latino
culture in particular fall victim to test bias. A possible plan for intervention may be a
small, localized step toward developing a plan for success for language learners.
Chowdhury et al (2008) investigate the pedagogical concerns of Bangladeshi English
teachers, including those who are Western-trained, in relation to their teaching of English.
It also investigates their perceptions of the politics of the Western teachers of English to
Speakers of Other Languages (TESOL) industry associated with problems of pedagogical
ethics and appropriacy. The researcher used the descriptive analytical approach.
Based on the findings and discussions, recommendations are offered for enhancing the
quality of ELT in Bangladesh and strategically responding to the commercialized
hegemonic but necessary "evil" of TESOL training.
Sobeh (2007) evaluates English writing assessment in the 10th grade at Governmental
Gaza schools with regards to the existing trends in the scholastic year 2006-2007. It
sought to determine the existence of the contemporary trends in assessing the 10th grade
students' writing in Gaza schools.
Based on the previous studies, literature review and the theoretical framework, the
researcher designed a questionnaire to investigate the extent to which the contemporary
methods of assessment are used by the 10th grade teachers.
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The descriptive analytical study involved (10) assessment methods as follows: Testing,
observation, portfolios, self-assessment, peer-assessment, journals, interviews and
conferences, rubrics, anecdotal records and checklists. Validity and reliability were
achieved through refereeing the questionnaire by a panel of experts and the statistical
procedures.
Kitao et al. (2005) aim to compared the vocabulary frequency and readability of reading
comprehension and knowledge of grammar and vocabulary of 2005 entrance exams of
four major private universities in Japan with those of the Center Exam designed by the
National Center for University Admission (NCUA). Accordingly, they found that the
university entrance exams seemed to be more difficult, and thus problematic.
The findings showed that the Center Exam, designed by NCUA, used an easier level of
vocabulary than that of the four private universities. In addition, two exams of the four
showed an increase in the difficulty of the reading passages. Thus, the validity is
questionable.
Juan and Weiping (2005 examine the validity of CET test by comparing its results with
that of a performance-based test, to determine objectiveness of CET in reflecting
students‟ communicative competence and to ascertain the washback effect of CET on
college English teaching”.
After the researchers analyzed and compared the results of the tests of the two studied
groups and after they figured out internal correlations of the tests, the researchers reached
to a questionable reliability, insufficient validity, and negative washback effect that had
hindered students‟ development in their communicative competence.
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Heidi & Du (2005) aim to show how using rubrics to assess students can support their
own learning and academic performance. The participants were fourteen undergraduate
teacher education students (six female and eight male Caucasian, middle class
Midwesterners) participated in topical interviews in groups. Each student had completed
an educational psychology course. The course and field experience involved regular use
of rubrics, including co-creating rubrics in class, formal rubric-referenced selfassessment, and teacher feedback. Both the male and female students talked at length
about how they used rubrics and about the results of rubric use. Students‟ comments
regarding rubric use were consistently positive. They said that using rubrics helped them
focus their efforts, produce work of higher quality, earn a better grade, and feel less
anxious about an assignment. Students also noted that rubrics help identify strengths and
weaknesses in their work when used to give feedback, and that is known as “what
counts” made grades seem fair. Their comments also revealed that most of the students
tend not to read a rubric in its entirety, and that some may perceive a rubric as a tool for
satisfying a particular teacher‟s demands rather than as a representation of the criteria and
standards of a discipline.
Mekbel (2004) aims to know how the test questions measure the mathematical
knowledge and skills of the students, also he aims to know if it meets the educational
purposes specially the high-level ones.
The study showed that the mathematics tests of the third secondary grade (natural and
administration sections) did not reach the analytical level of knowledge, but it found that
the application level was acceptable, where the concern was about the students
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understanding. It also showed that the content of the test focuses on skills, with a little
focus on the conceptions and facts.
Alkahlout(2004) assesses the Arabic language tests for the 3rd elementary grade pupils at
UNRWA schools in Gaza. The researcher prepared two sets of test criteria comprising
criteria for both the test form and structure of each type of the test items in the test. One
of the two sets is a detailed one, prepared for the use of the researcher, and the second is a
brief one for the use of target teachers.
The researcher used the descriptive analytical approach. The results revealed that the
examiners pay more attention to the criteria for tests‟ form than to those for tests
structure, there were no “true-false” and “matching” items in any of the tests, all tests had
no test instructions, a lot of tests items criteria were weak, and, finally, the assessment of
the teachers tended to be higher than the researcher‟s assessment, but both show that:
most tests emphasize the knowledge level of the cognitive domain, and neglect the higher
class.
Ito (2003) aims to utilizes validation study on the English language test of the Japanese
nationwide university entrance examination- the Joint First Achievement Test (JFSAT).
Two studies are presented. The first examines the reliability and concurrent validity of
the JFSAT-English test. The reliability was acceptable. Criterion validity was estimated
by correlating the JFSA T-English test and English language ability measure (a carefully
constructed cloze test) and was found to be satisfactory. The second study reports on a
construct validation study on the test through internal correlation study. The JFSATEnglish test was divided into five subtests. Examination of the correlation matrix
indicated that the paper-pencil pronunciation test had low validity with almost no
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significant contribution to the total test score. It is argued that though the JFSAT-English
test can work as a reliable and somewhat valid measure of English language ability, the
paper-pencil pronunciation test should be eliminated and a listening comprehension test
might be included as one of the subtests in the JFSAT-English test. The other subtests,
however, showed satisfactory validity.
Reid (2003) aims to explore the role of assessment programme which was titled 'Local
Moderation' for encouraging teachers to use formative assessment to support teaching
pupil and for developing procedures of quality to assure teachers summary assessment
judgments. The descriptive analytical study sought to investigate how these skills can be
further developed through assessment moderating sessions, meetings where teachers
work cooperatively to refine and confirm assessment judgments.
Wangchuk‟s (2002) aims at exploring the feasibility of adapting alternative assessment
tools; namely rubrics and portfolio assessment for use in continuous assessment in
Bhutan schools. Continuous assessment is defined in the study as a procedure which is
concurrent with the course. It takes place at regular intervals throughout the course
because it is impossible to assess al1 pupils all the time. Data were gathered using a
questionnaire and focus group interviews. Two groups included in the study: A group of
seven teachers and another group of five administrators. They were interviewed after the
tabulation of the questionnaire responses of the participants. Despite the identification of
some difficulties, there was a broad consensus that both rubrics and portfolio assessment
could be feasible and applicable in Bhutanese schools.
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The researcher concluded that in due time rubrics and portfolio assessment can become
very effective continuous assessment tools for teachers in the Bhutanese education
system and promise solid pedagogical results in the long run.
Nakamura (2002) examines the strengths and weaknesses of holistic and analytic scoring
methods and explores how holistic or analytic scales can be used to better assess student
compositions. Ninety students took a composition test in class (30 students per class), and
their writing scripts were evaluated by three raters both holistically (using one evaluation
item = overall) and analytically (using five rating items chosen by the author: grammar,
vocabulary, organization, originality, cohesion).
The researcher stated that If large numbers of students need to be placed into writing
courses with limited time and limited resources, a holistic scale may be the most
appropriate choice in terms of practicality. But to avoid risky idiosyncratic ratings,
analytic assessment (with several evaluation items) is strongly recommended. The more
ratings a person receives, the higher the rating precision.
Abedi (2001) investigates the validity and reliability issues in standardized testing of
students of limited English proficiency. The researcher used the descriptive analytical
approach where existing data from four different school sites were obtained for LEP and
non-LEP students for three different standardized tests, the Stanford Achievement Tests
(Ninth edition), the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills, and the Language Assessment Scale.
Several different analyses were performed on the available data, including descriptive
statistics by LEP status, analyses of internal consistency of the test items by LEP status,
and analyses comparing the structural relationships of the instruments across LEP
categories. Analysis results are consistent with the literature and indicate that: (1) student
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English language proficiency is associated with performance on content-based
assessments; (2) there is a performance gap in content assessment between LEP students
and their native English-speaking peers; and (3) the performance gap between LEP
students and non-LEP students increases as the language load of the assessment tools
increased.
Porcaro‟s (2001) study aimed at analyzing a university entrance English test in terms of
reliability and validity. The researcher used the descriptive analytical approach were he
defined reliability and many types of validity. Then he measured the items of the exam in
question against these definitions.
Compared with other two tests of the same questions type, conducted previously in the
same year, the test showed similarity of the mean scores; and thus it proved a good
degree of synchronic reliability. In addition, the findings indicated high reliability in
marking as all questions, except writing, were made up of multiple choice type items.
Being marked and scored by two experienced teachers, who followed specific criteria, the
writing task indicated relatively high inter-marker reliability.
Kopriva & Rebecca (2000) improve large-scale academic assessments for limitedEnglish-proficient (LEP) students. It was written because large-scale assessments are
studied with problems that affect not only how equitable the achievement of LEP students
can be measured, but also how effectively LEP students' mastery of content is assessed.
LEP students may understand more than they are allowed to demonstrate under the
confines of large scale tests designed for mainstream use with students sharing common
cultural experiences.
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This descriptive analytical guide study is designed to provide both practical, researchbased information for individuals and groups developing and administering tests of
academic achievement for LEP students. It is also intended to provide lucid, easily
accessible knowledge for policymakers that clarify the complex issues facing LEP
students. The guide is organized into 10 chapters with two appendices. Chapters cover the
following topics: issues of alignment, inclusion, and participation; alignment of
performance standards to content standards; test specifications and the accessibility
framework for LEP students; accessibility on writing terms; writing accessible rubrics;
promising administrative and response accommodations; expanded bias reviews; scoring
constructed response items; demonstrating the technical merit of assessments; and
accessibility considerations when reporting and using test results. The appendixes offer a
technical discussion of issues related to accessibility and the highlights of key research on
assessment of LEP students.
King Khalid University‟s (2000) study aimed to precede a critical analysis on the
English tests that prepared to measure the communication abilities of the students of
Faculty of Arabic Language and Humanities at the University of King Khalid bin Abdul
Aziz. The descriptive analytical study identified the conditions that must be available in
communication language tests; later on the researchers did a detailed analysis on the
English language tests for years (1998 and 1999). The results showed the positive and
negatives sides in those tests, then the study pointed out that the tests do not measure the
communication skill because they do not reflect a practical situations from the students
life. It also showed that the tests are concerned with the English Grammar rather than
concerned with the communication skills. The researchers recommended the necessity for
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taking the advantage of the English magazines in measuring the communication skill, and
they asserted the necessity for the criterion measurement rather than the normative
approach.
Ashumaimeri (1999) aimed at evaluating the validity and the reliability of an English
achievement test conducted at Al-Abna‟a Secondary School, year (1), in Saudi Arabia.
The test consisted of one paper with six domains: reading comprehension, writing,
general questions based on the student‟s book and the workbook, grammar, writing
conversation and vocabulary.
The data which were obtained through analyzing and examining the types of the test
items showed that the test, generally speaking, reflected no reliability as the majority of
the domains measured the examinees‟ memory except for grammar which was
appropriate to its purpose. The rubrics of the questions were complicated in some
questions and not clear in others. In addition, the test items were squeezed and
compressed in one paper.
Furthermore, the reliability of the test is very low. Due to the type of the test, subjective,
there was a wide gap, with regard to scoring, between the teacher who designed the text
and his colleagues. With regard to validity, the test showed high degree of face validity,
but low content validity as there was a very limited number of items for each of the skills
presumably intended to be measured.
Brooks (1999) aims to investigate the attitudes of adult students in an ESL program
towards performance-based assessment. The types of performance based assessment used
in the program are portfolios, presentations, and participation. The participants in this
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study were (N=127) adult English as a Second Language (ESL) students. The three types
of assessment (portfolios, presentations, and participation) versus more traditional types
of tests were surveyed by means of a questionnaire and semi-structured interviews. The
results suggest that the participants in the study perceived all four types of assessment
positively. Of the three types of performance-based assessment, presentations received
the highest number of positive responses. Students assure that portfolios and
presentations gave students the opportunity to demonstrate their ability. Analysis of
background variables suggests that there were interaction effects for level of language
proficiency and home country with regard to attitude toward assessment type. Other
biographical variables showed little or no relationship to attitudes. The researcher
considered performance-based assessment to have high face validity in the program since
students perceived the assessment process as a tool for learning.
Fall et al (1997) aim to explore the effect of group discussion and large-scale language
assessment programs on students' comprehension. The researcher used the descriptive
analytical approach. The study compared student performance on language arts tests in
which they either were or were not permitted to discuss the story they were required to
read and interpret. The analysis compared the quality of student responses on test forms
using group discussion and without using it. Further, it examined qualitative changes in
students' responses before and after collaboration, and examined students' reflections
about the impact of collaboration on their understanding of the story. The results showed
that a 10-minute discussion of the story in three-person groups had a substantial impact
on student performance and clearly indicated the importance of collaboration to improve
students' performance in assessments.
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Herman and Gearhart (1996) illustrates techniques for instituting reliability and validity
of assessments of students' narrative writing with holistic scales of two rubrics. A new
rubric designed for classroom use and known to improve teacher practice and an
established rubric for large scale writing assessment .The narrative samples were
collected from elementary school located in the middle-class suburb in California. There
were three data sets: direct assessment, sample of narratives which students wrote for
classroom assignments, and narrative collections which included all of narratives written
by each student with a range of (3 to 6) narratives.
Results provided good evidence for the reliability and developmental validity of the new
rubric, while correlations patterns were not clear.
The researchers concluded that the holistic scale of the Writing What You Read Narrative
Rubric can be used reliably and meaningfully in large-scale writing assessments of
narrative collections and that can guide the work of teachers in classroom to produce
performance –based assessments of writing that are both technically sound and usable.
Hinter Long (1994) aimed to identify the measurement extent of high-order thinking
skills seven of general achievement tests in grades four and six. The researcher used
content analysis method to determine the thinking levels that were measured by tests
items, he used Bloom's Taxonomy to analyze the items.
The study showed that the tests do not measure the high-order thinking levels and do not
measure the increasing growth of cognitive development in students‟ levels.
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The Study recommended not relying only on tests as solely evaluation tools and it is
necessary to use additional tools of evaluation in measuring the high-order thinking
levels.
Gearhart et al (1993 investigate the feasibility of using portfolio assessment as a method
of evaluating elementary students‟ competence in writing. The study followed two
mechanism: (a) an empirical study of the utility and meaningfulness of using a
holistic/analytic rubric (developed for evaluation of traditional writing samples) to score
students‟ portfolios; and (b) a qualitative analysis of scoring approaches, drawing
particularly on raters‟ critiques of the analytic scoring approach. The portfolios are
composed of both a “working” file and a smaller “showcase” file of students‟ selections
of their best pieces. The three raters participated in this study were teachers experienced
in using the analytic rubric for scoring district‟s assessments of students‟ narrative
writing competence. Results show that the multiple samples contained within a portfolio
provide a more comprehensive basis for judging writing quality and thereby support
uniformity of judgment.
Oescher and Kirby (1990) aim to evaluate the mathematics and science tests which were
designed by the secondary schools‟ teachers. The sample included (19) of the
mathematics teachers and 16 of the science teachers. Then they were given the study
questionnaire and they responded to the questionnaire items. After that they were asked
to give a copy of the final term rests. Afterward the researchers analyzed the
questionnaire data; (35) questionnaire and they analyzed (34) tests; contained (1400)
item.The results showed that the tests do not consider the standards of good tests and do
not follow the table of specifications.
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The study recommended the need of special activities courses in training the teachers to
use the specification table through designing tests, building test items to measure the
knowledge levels in addition to analyzing the test results.
Commentary
The results show that there are problems with the process of evaluation and evaluating
students or the test. Evaluation is a comprehensive method that judges the quality of a
test; therefore, any shortage in the process of evaluation indicates a shortage in the
process of designing the test. The results of most of the above studies underline a
problem with the used systems and methods whilst designing a good test and it is noticed
that the majority of the researchers suggest maintaining the process of designing the
achievement test.
2.3 General Commentary on the Previous Studies
Test construction and evaluation is one of the vital issues in methodology that face a lot
of researches and investigations. This chapter reviews many of the research and studies
which were conducted to investigate this issue. Those studies were carried out widely in
universities and schools in order to maintain accuracy. Due to the common type of tests
in the Gaza Strip (Achievement Test), this chapter concerns studies related to
constructing and evaluating achievement test.
The first section of this chapter reviews different studies about the process of constructing
the achievement tests . Those studies were conducted in different places like Finland,
Brazil, China, Japan and etc. The researcher collected them intentionally in order to get a
clear vision about the distinctive approaches scattered worldwide.
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Comprehensively, the aforementioned studies imply a variety of tips and rules regarding
constructing achievement tests in addition to various facts and results being discovered
by the researchers. Many studies reviewed some of the critical things necessary when
constructing an achievement test. Moreover, the researcher makes use of different studies
held in Gaza in order to make the image clearer about the situation in Gaza.
Moving to the second section, which reviews studies about the process of test evaluation,
it is found that a plenty of studies were executed in this regard. Each study highlighted an
important standard of test evaluation that should be considered. Many of the studies
investigate the problems that encounter both students and teachers during the process of
testing.
According to many researchers and supervisors, the institutional studies give more
accurate result rather than the personal studies; therefore, the researcher makes the use of
such studies .
It is also noticed that the question of improving the methods of evaluating achievement
test has bugged the research field for its important role in enriching both the students‟
behavior and language skills. Therefore, a plethora of deep studies invaded this field to
enlarge the level of the achievement tests. Generally speaking the majority of those
studies succeeded to achieve these goals.
Finally, many studies tackled the problems of English and Arabic related problems. All in
all the researcher‟s aims behind reviewing those studies are to keep an updated eye on the
latest methods of constructing and evaluating good tests.
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Conclusion
Throughout this chapter, the researcher came through several studies related to the
process of designing and evaluating achievement tests where he employed the results and
suggestions drawn to sustain and strengthen the present study. The next chapter reviews
the literature review.
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Chapter 4
Research Design and Methodology
Introduction
This chapter presents and discusses the procedures followed throughout the study,
including the various techniques of collecting and describing the data through employing
the suitable tools to achieve the purposes of the study. It shows the methodology, the
population and the sample, the instruments used to answer the questions of the study and
the statistical analyses used to test out the credibility and stability of the study.
4.1 Methodology of the Study
In this study, the researcher uses the descriptive analytical approach which is mainly
based on describing the phenomenon as it is without the intervention of the researcher.
“Once a researcher wants to study a phenomenon, the first thing he has to do is to study it and to
collect precise related information about it. The descriptive approach depends on studying the
phenomenon as it is in the real life and concerns describing it qualitatively or quantitatively. The
qualitive description describes the phenomenon and shows its properties, the quantitive gives us
statically description that shows the phenomenon size and its relation with other different
phenomenon.” (Abed Alfattah, 2004). The final tests of grade six were evaluated in the

light of the general standards of designing 6th Grade English test and English for
Palestine Content Standards. Then the results were discussed and elucidated in its current
state
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4.2 Population and Sample of the Study
The population of the study consists of all the final tests for sixth grade in primary
schools of UNRWA schools in the Gaza Strip.
The sample of the study consists of the final tests of the English language for the years
(2008, 2009 and 2010); this sample was taken as a purposive sample. The researcher
chose the English tests of those three years because before the year (2007) tests were not
unified in all the governorates of Gaza; however, since 2007 tests have been unified in all
governorates of Gaza.
4.3 Instruments of the Study
In order to achieve the aims of the study, the researcher designed two evaluation
instruments for this research as follows:
4.3.1

General Standards of Designing 6th Grade English Test Evaluation List

a. The aim of the general standards of designing 6th grade English test
evaluation list
It was used to identify the general standards of designing English tests and to
reveal to what extent standards were available in the English tests (6th grade
English tests for the years 2008, 2009 and 2010).
b. The sources of general standards of designing 6th grade English test
evaluation list
Before starting working on the design of this instrument, the researcher reviewed
many of studies related to methodology of test construction. Moreover, the
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researcher visited the Curriculum Development Centre of the UNRWA in order to
get access to the list of the general standards of designing English Test. The
researcher met many supervisors from UNRWA and from the Ministry of
Education in order to benefit from their views and experiences in developing the
list of standards.
c. Description of general standards of designing 6th grade English test
evaluation list
The total number of the items in the list is (100) items divided among (5) domains
as explained in the following table:
Table (1)

Domain

Number of items

Content

26

Scoring

6

Layout

19

Objective Questions

Multiple Choice

12

True False

10

Matching

9

Short answer

10

Subjective Questions

8

Total

100
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Making use of other English teachers and supervisors, the researcher figured out the
percentage of each domain. The listening skill demonstrates knowledge with percent up
to 57.1%, application with percent up to 42.9%, and reasoning with zip value. The
speaking skill demonstrates knowledge with percent up to 17.6%, application with
percent up to 64.8%, and reasoning with percent up to 17.6%. The reading skill
underwent the same analysis, too. The analysis demonstrates percent up to 70.59% for the
knowledge, up to 17.65% for application, and up to 11.76% for reasoning. The writing
skill demonstrates percent up to 33.4% for knowledge, 53.3% for application and 13.3%
for reasoning.
The researcher presented the results of analysis to a group of English language teachers
from UNRWA curriculum development centre, who agreed on the necessity of
availability of those percentages in each of the four English skills. Then the last step was
conducted to measure the relative weight of each skill that mention in the instruments
where the relative weight of listening is 12.5%, speaking 30.4%, reading 30.4 and writing
26.87%. Later, the relative weights were reviewed again by the English supervisor before
they agreed on the necessity of their availability in the English tests.
After all, the targeted tests were analyzed in the light of English Table for Palestine 6th
Grade Content Standards then the results were compared with the results shown in the
“Palestinian Curriculum Committee Book”.
d. Validity of standards of designing 6th grade English test evaluation list
Bynom (2001:1) defines validity as “the truth of the test in relation to what it is supposed
to evaluate”. After getting done with the process of items collection, the list was
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introduced to a group of English specialists, including university Professors and highly
qualified long experienced teachers of methodology from different universities see
Appendix A. Juries modified the evaluation list by adding, deleting or correcting its
items. Some items were modified, excluded, rearranged or added. The researcher has
done all the suggested modifications.
e.

Reliability of general standards of designing 6th grade English test evaluation
list

It means the extent to which the result analyzed by the researcher concurs with the results
analyzed by the English teaching specialists. For this purpose, the researcher asked two of
the 6th grade English teachers to analyze the tests of the years (2008), (2009) and (2010)
based on general standards of designing 6th Grade English test and English for Palestine 6
content standards. To ensure the reliability of the evaluation list, Holisti‟s coefficient of
reliability was used as follows:
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1. Cronbach Alpha Method
The researcher used Cronbach Alpha Method to find the Coefficient Alpha for each
domain and for the whole evaluation list. Table (2) shows this:
Table (2)
Cronbach Alpha Coefficient for each domain for the list as a whole
Items NO.

Coefficient Alpha

First Domain

26

0.96

Second Domain

6

0.62

Third Domain

19

0.63

Fourth Domain (A)

12

0.65

Fourth Domain (B)

10

0.65

Fourth Domain (C)

9

0.40

Fourth Domain (D)

10

0.49

Fifth Domain

8

0.60

Total

100

0.68

Domain

The Fourth

Domain

Through the table, it‟s clear that the Cronbach Alpha Coefficients are higher than (0.40)
and this indicated the high reliability of the questionnaire.
2. Holsti's Coefficient of Reliability:
Holsti's Coefficient of Reliability was used to ensure the reliability of the evaluation list.
R=

Where: R: Reliability coefficient, 2(C1.2): the number of agreement between

the first and second analysis, C1: the total frequencies in the first analysis and C2: the
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total frequencies in the second analysis. The following tables show the reliability
coefficient for each test:
Table (3)
The Reliability Coefficients for the English grade 6th Test (2008) based on General
Standards of Designing 6th Grade English Test
Evaluator

Agreement
points

Difference
points

Total Points

Reliability
Coefficients

The first and the second

05

2

02

89

The second and third

89

8

02

89

The first and the third

89

2

05

87.8

Total Reliability Coefficient

489

9

402

87.8

Table (1) shows that the agreement percentage between the first and the second
evaluators is (98%), between the second and the third evaluator (96%), the percentage
between the first and the third evaluators is (97.9%) and the total Reliability Coefficients
is (97.9%). This proves the reliability of the evaluation.
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Table (4)
The Reliability Coefficients for the English grade 6th Test (2009) according to the
General Standards of Designing 6th Grade English Test
Evaluator

Agreement
points

Difference
points

Total Points

Reliability
Coefficients

The first and the second

05

4

08

88

The second and third

04

2

08

87.4

The first and the third

04

2

05

89

Total Reliability Coefficient

400

0

494

89.4

Table (4) shows that the agreement percentage between the first and the second evaluator
is (99%), between the second and the third evaluator (97.1%), the percentage between the
first and the third evaluator is (98%) and the total Reliability Coefficients is (98.1%).
This proves the reliability of the evaluation.
Table (5)
The Reliability Coefficients for the English grade 6th year (2010) according to the
first tool General Standards of Designing 6th Grade English Test
Evaluator

Agreement
points

Difference
points

Total Points

Reliability
Coefficients

The first and the second

88

4

05

89.8

The first and third

89

2

05

87.8

The second and the third

89

4

88

89.8

Total Reliability Coefficient

480

8

488

89.9
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Table (5) shows that the agreement percentage between the first and the second evaluator
is (98.9%), between the first and the third evaluator (97.9%) and the percentage between
the second and the third evaluator is (98.9%) and the total Reliability Coefficients is
(98.6%). This proves the reliability of the evaluation.
3.

Reliability Using Chi Square:

The researcher derives benefit from another two English teachers in order to evaluate the
English tests of the years (2008, 2009 and 2010). Chi Square coefficients were used to
measure the reliability through evaluating the degree of compatibility between the
evaluator results. The following table shows the results of coefficient Chi Square of the
evaluation list.
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Table (6)
Reliability Coefficient between the Analyzers Results and Chi Square Values For
the English Tests of the Years (2008-2009-2010) According to the General Standards
Of Designing English Test

The Test

Test of

Evaluators

Reliability coefficient
between the analyzers
results

Chi Square values for
the difference between
the analyzers results

1-2

0.617

11.3

1-3

0.820

12.6

2-3

0.681

10.8

1-2

0.848

15.42

1-3

0.950

12.93

2-3

0.871

9.4

1-2

0.146

8.23

1-3

0.919

8.76

2-3

0.869

18.5

2008

Test of
2009

Test of
2010

Through table (6), it‟s clear that the correlation coefficient between the analyzers‟ results
is around (0.789) and it has statistical significant at (0.01) – this value is standard. This
result proves the reliability of the evaluation list, and, since, the tool is reliable, it could
be used and applied.
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4.3.2

English for Palestine 6th Grade Content Standards Evaluation Checklist

a. The aim of English for Palestine content standards evaluation checklist
The researcher used English for Palestine content standards to the study sample in order
to investigate the extent of content standard availability. In addition to investigating the
percentage of knowledge, application and reasoning (Bloom Taxonomy) in each one of
the test then to compare it with the percent the researcher deduced through the standards
of Ministry of Education. After that, the researcher figured out the relative weight of the
four skills (listening, speaking, reading and writing) in the targeted tests then compared it
with the relative weight mentioned in the Ministry of Education Standards.
a. The sources of English for Palestine content standards evaluation checklist
The items English for Palestine 6 Content Standards evaluation list were retrieved from
the Ministry of Education‟ “Palestinian Curriculum Committee Book”. After that the
researcher reviewed them with a group of English teachers and supervisors form the
UNRWA Curriculum Development Centre.
b. Description of Table of English for Palestine Content Standards evaluation
checklist
English for Palestine 6th Grade Content Standards includes (56) items which are divided
into four domains, where (7) items are allotted to listening, (17) to speaking, (17) to
reading and (15) to writing. The difference in the numbers of items in each skill is due to
the modifications and suggestions of the referees committee.
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Validity of English for Palestine Content Standards evaluation checklist
The researcher retrieved the items of English for Palestine Content Standards from the
Ministry of Education‟ “Palestinian Curriculum Committee Book”. Then the researcher
reviewed the items with many of English teachers and supervisors from the UNRWA‟
“Curriculum Development Centre”. The researcher considered the teachers‟ suggestions
and changes and laid the final form of the tools. See Appendix B
c. The reliability of Table of English for Palestine Content Standards evaluation
checklist
The researcher conducted several steps in order to examine the reliability of the second
evaluation list. The researcher used Cronbach Alpha Methods and Holsti's Coefficient of
Reliability.
1. Cronbach Alpha Method
The researcher used another method to investigate the reliability of the evaluation list; he
used Cronbach Alpha Method to find the Coefficient Alpha for each domain and for the
whole evaluation list. Table (7) shows the coefficient alpha for each domain.
Table (7)
Cronbach Alpha Coefficient for each Domain and for the Evaluation list as a Whole
Domain

Items NO.

Coefficient Alpha

First Domain

7

0.96

Second Domain

17

0.67

Third Domain

17

0.96

Fourth Domain

15

0.67

44

0.67

Total

94

Through the table, it‟s clear that the Cronbach Alpha Coefficients are higher than (0.47)
and this indicates the high reliability of the questionnaire.
2. Holsti's Coefficient of Reliability

R=

Where: R: Reliability coefficient, 2(C1.2): the number of agreement between

the first and second analysis, C1: the total frequencies in the first analysis and C2: the
total frequencies in the second analysis. The table follows shows the reliability
coefficients for the English Grade 6th test (2008).
Table (8)
The Reliability Coefficients for the English grade 6th Test (2008) based on English
for Palestine 6 Content Standards Evaluation Checklist
Evaluator
The first and the second

Agreement
points
22

Difference
points
2

Total Points
24

Reliability
Coefficients
95.6

The first and third

20

4

24

90.9

The second and the third

18

3

21

92.3

Total Reliability Coefficient

60

9

69

93

Table (8) shows that the agreement percentage between the first and the second evaluator
is (95.6%), between the first and the third evaluator (90.9%), the percentage between the
second and the third evaluator is (92.3%) and the total reliability Coefficients is (93%).
This proves the reliability of the evaluation. The next table shows the reliability
coefficients for the English Grade 6th test (2009).
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Table (9)
The Reliability Coefficients for the English grade 6th Test (2009) based on English
for Palestine 6 Content Standards Evaluation Checklist
Evaluator

Agreement
points

Difference
points

Total Points

Reliability
Coefficients

The first and the second

19

2

21
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The first and third

18

3

21

92.3

The second and the third

16

3

19

91.4

Total Reliability Coefficient

53

8

61

92.9

Table (9) shows that the agreement percentage between the first and the second evaluator
is (95%), between the first and the third evaluator (92.3%), the percentage between the
second and the third evaluator is (91.4%) and the total Reliability Coefficients is (92.9%).
This proves the reliability of the evaluation.
Table (10)
The Reliability Coefficients for the English grade 6th Test (2010) based on English
for Palestine 6 Content Standards Evaluation Checklist
Evaluator

Agreement
points

Difference
points

Total Points

Reliability
Coefficients

The first and the second

21

1

22

97.6

The first and third

20

2

22

95.2

The second and the third

19

2

21

95

Total Reliability Coefficient

60

5

65

96

96

Table (10) shows that the agreement percentage between the first and the second
evaluator was (97.6%), between the first and the third evaluator (95.2%) and the
percentage between the second and the third evaluator is (95%) and the total Reliability
Coefficients is (96%). This proves the reliability of the evaluation.
2) Reliability Using Chi Square:
The researcher derives benefit from another two English teachers in order to evaluate the
English tests of the years (2008, 2009 and 2010). Chi Square was used to measure the
reliability through evaluating compatibility between the analyzers results. The following
table shows the results of applying Chi Square on the tool.
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Table (11)
Reliability Coefficient between the Analyzers Results and Chi Square Values For
the English Tests of the Years (2008-2009-2010) According to the Table of English
for Palestine 6th Grade Content Standards
The Test

Test of

Analyzers

Reliability coefficient
between the analyzers
results

Chi Square values for
the difference between
the analyzers results

1-2

0.879

9.6

1-3

0.870

11.8

2-3

0.789

10.2

1-2

0.861

14.12

1-3

0.852

15.51

2-3

0.874

9.9

1-2

0.911

8.4

1-3

0.899

7.6

2-3

0.769

18.5

2008

Test of
2009

Test of
2010

Through table (11), it‟s clear that the correlation coefficient between the analyzers results
is between (0.769-0.911) and all of it has statistical significant at (0.01) - this values is
standard. This result proves the reliability of the tool, for use and application.
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4.4 Statistical Methods
The researcher used these statistical processes in order to achieve the purpose of the
study:
1- Holsti's Coefficient of Reliability was used to ensure the reliability of the tools of
the study.
2- Chi Square was used to measure the reliability through evaluating the degree of
compatibility between the analyzers‟ results.
3- Cronbach Alpha Method was used to investigate the reliability of the
questionnaire
4- Percentage, frequencies of data related to correspondence of standards and
methods.
Conclusion
In this chapter, the researcher reviewed the overall procedure of designing, refereeing and
analyzing the tools of the study. In addition to that, the researchers illustrated the
statistical processes used through the study. The next chapter, chapter five, deals with the
results of study, deep discussion and recommendations for better tests.
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Chapter 5
Results, Discussion and Recommendations

Introduction
Answer of Question One
Answer of Question Two
Answer of Question Three
Answer of Question Four
Discussion of Results
Suggestions and Recommendations
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Chapter 5
Results, Discussion and Recommendations
Introduction
This chapter presents the findings and results of the study as they are statistically treated
in addition to the discussions of the results of study questions. In addition, the researcher
offers many recommendations that should be considered in the process of constructing
tests.
5.1 The Answer of Question one
The first question of the study is "What are the general standards of designing a test that
should be available in the 6th grade English tests?"
To answer this question, the researcher prepared a large list of the standards of the good
test and this was through reading many of the studies related to the standards of the good
test in addition to many of the related books and tests. The researcher also consulted
many teachers and supervisors from UNRWA staff. The researcher opts for the 6th grade
since it is an important joint in the EFL study life. After that the researcher used the
international standards of a good test to classify the standards into domains as follow:
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Content


Questions do not accept more than one answer



The wording of the questions is suitable and meaningful



The test is long enough to provide a valid and reliable estimate of the students‟
achievement



The questions do not contain any grammatical mistake



The questions do not contain any spelling mistake



The questions concern measuring vital final outcomes



Questions include identical quotations from the textbook



The questions progress from easy to difficult



The standards are intended to match English for Palestine- Grade 6 textbook‟
objectives



The standards are expressed in the simplest possible language



Each standard is fair for assessing students‟ level



The questions do not include answers of other questions



A question clearly tells students what they are required to do



Enough time is allotted for the students to complete the test



The test includes various types of questions



The test is appropriate for the levels of students



The test is a representative of all behavioral objectives



Standards are not expressed in double-negative form



An answer does not depend on other question‟ answer
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The test is easy to be read



Each question is related directly to a specific objective



Questions evoke the students creativity



The test involves the cognitive skills



The test involves the effective skills



The test involves the psychomotor skills



The types of test standards are not mixed

Scoring


The maximal mark of the test is specified



The total number of the marks of the test standards is equal to the maximal mark
of the test



The mark of each question is specified



Marks are allocated to each task commensurately.



Marks are allocated to each sub-question properly.



Marks are allocated to each skill commensurately in light of table of
specifications

Layout


An appropriate space is provided for students to record answers



The standards are spaced to eliminate overcrowding



The students are advised on how to record their responses



Initial instructions are clear and unambiguous



Margins- top, bottom, left and right are consistent
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Page numbers are consistent



Standards are numbered



Lines for students to write answers are clear and of appropriate length



Standard wording is font size 12 or 14 points



Number of words per line is between 10 to 12



Headers and footers are consistent and useful



All pages are printed clearly



The educational grade is already mentioned



The tested subject is mentioned



The test time is decided



The diagrams and tables are placed above the standards using the information, not
below.



The headers are bold



Stimulus material is clear and preferable in different font from the other standards



Questions are on the same page as a unit

Objective Questions
Multiple Choice Standards


The stem is presented in single and clear form



The stem of the standard is stated in simple and clear language



The wording is put as much as possible in the stem of the standard



The certainty of the intended answer is to be correct or clearly the best
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All alternatives are grammatically consistent with the stem of the standard and
parallel in form.



Avoiding verbal clues which might enable students to select the correct answer or
to eliminate an incorrect alternative.



Variety of the relative length of the correct answer to eliminate length as a clue



Variety in the position of the correct answer is in a random manner.



The difficulty of the standard is controlled either by varying the problem in the
stem or by changing the alternatives.



The standards are laid out in a clear and consistent manner.



The repeated words are in the stem not in the options.



The options are ordered logically.
True/False Standards



Each statement includes only one central idea.



The statement is short and written in a simple language structure.



The negative statement is used sparingly and avoids double negatives.



The standards are definitely true or false.



Avoiding verbal clues (specific determiners) that indicate the answer.



The word-length of statements is appropriate.



The standards are presented in easily learned pattern.



The sentences are not copied directly from textbooks and other written materials.



The students circle T or F for each question rather than write the letter which can
lead to debate.



The answers are not arranged in pattern (i e , TTFFTTFF, TFTFTF).
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Matching


The lists of standards are short and responses are placed on the right



Each matching question includes only homogenous material



The options are short and homogenous



The directions and the bases are specified for matching and indicating that each
response may be used once more than once or not at all



More possible options are provided more than questions



Longer phrases are used as questions rather than options



Each question is numbered and the alphabetical letters are used for the options



The number of the standards in each column is between 5 to 7



The answer standards must be positioned arbitrarily
Short-answer Standards/ Completion Standards



The standard is stated so that only a single, brief answer is possible



The question is stated directly



The supplied words are related to the main point of the statement



There are no extraneous clues to the answer



Keywords are provided



There is no relation between the answers‟ length and the available space



The question is neither long nor containing more than one idea



The statements are not answered equally by several terms



The answer space is not situated at the beginning of the question



The provided keywords are larger than the number of the spaces
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Subjective Questions (Essay Questions)


The questions are related directly to specific learning outcomes being measured.



The questions are formulated to present a clear task to the students.



The students are not permitted to a choice of questions.



The presented choices measure the same abilities of the students.



The students are asked to use knowledge in novel situations rather than simple
recalling information.



The asked questions are relatively specific and focused



All the examinees are required to answer the same questions



The essay questions measure the students‟ creativity and critical thinking

5.2 The Answer of Question two
The second question of the study is "To what extent the general standards of designing
test are available in the 6th grade English tests of years 2008, 2009, and 2010?"
To answer this question, the researcher analyzed the tests in order to figure out the
frequencies and percentages of each standard. Based on Al kahloot and Al Goathni
studies, the researcher adopted the scale point 75% for judging the percentages shown;
more than 75% is good, less that 75% is accepted, but less than 60 % is weak. The
following tables show the results of analyzing 6th grade English tests in the light of
general standards of designing test:
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First: the results of analyzing the 6th grade English test for the year 2008 in the light
of general standards of designing a test
After the researcher analyzed the 6th grade English test of year 2008 in the light of
general standards of designing test, he calculated the frequencies and percentages of each
standard as it explained in the following table:
Table (12)
Frequency and Percentage of Standards of the General Standards Checklist for 6th
Grade English test 2008
Standard
A- Content

Fre.

1
2

9
10

3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
A- Total
B- Scoring
27
28

%

Standard
29

Fre.
10

%
100

Standard
54

Fre.
10

%
100

90
100

30
31

8
4

80
40

55
56

8
4

80
40

8
10
10
9
3
3
9
10
4
6
10
10
10
7
2
8
4
9
9
4
8
9
8
8
.00

80
100
100
90
30
30
90
100
40
60
100
100
100
70
20
80
40
90
90
40
80
90
80
80
0770

32
B- Total
C- Layout
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51

3
34

30
0.77

10
9
9
10
9
10
10
8
10
9
10
10
10
10
10
9
10
7
8

100
90
90
100
90
100
100
80
100
90
100
100
100
100
100
90
100
70
80

9
9

90
90

57
3
58
9
69
8
60
7
61
10
62
10
63
1
a- Total
07
b- True/False Standards
64
10
65
10
66
10
67
10
68
4
69
10
70
10
71
3
72
2
73
9
b- Total
07
c- Matching
74
9
75
9
76
6
77
10
78
9
79
1
80
8

C- Total
.07
0477
D- Objective Questions
a- Multiple Choice Standards
52
10
100
53
10
100

30
90
80
70
100
100
10
07
100
100
100
100
40
100
100
30
20
90
07
90
90
60
100
90
10
80

Standard
81

Fre.
9

%
9

82
9
9
c- total
07
0070
d- Short-answer Standards/ Completion
Standards
83
10
100
84
10
100
85
9
90
86
4
40
87
9
90
88
8
80
89
9
90
90
9
90
91
7
70
92
2
20
d- Total
77
00
D- Total
4.7
0770
E-Subjective Questions (Essay Questions)
93
10
100
94
10
100
95
10
100
96
1
10
97
7
70
98
10
100
99
10
100
100
1
10
E- Total
70
0470
Total
007

Table (12) shows that the percentage of the first domain (content) is (75.7%), the second
domain is (71.6%); the third domain (Layout) percentage is (93.6%), the fourth domain
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0774

(Objective Questions) percentage is (76.9%), the sub-domains of the objective questions
(Multiple Choice Standards, True/False Standards, Matching and Short Answer
Standards) percentages are (75%, 78%, 77.7%, and 77%) respectively. The last domain
(subjective questions) percentage is (73.7%).
In the light of these results the domains could be ranked as follows: Layout, Objective
questions, Content, Subjective questions and scoring. The total standards availability in
the English test of year 2008 is (78.3%) and this is a good percentage for two reasons: the
first one the international standards (upper 75%) which set by many of international
institutions, the second reason is the unforeseen adherence to the standards of designing
tests; however, it needs more.
It is clear that the highest availability of the standards is in Layout (93.6%). The standards
(33, 36, 38, 39, 43 and 47) showed the highest percentage in the layout domain. The
standards (50 and 51) show low percentages in this domain. This result agrees with the
result of ElKahlout‟s (2004) study.
The second highest percentage amongst the domains is shown by the domain of
Objective Questions (76.9%). The four sub-domains (Multiple Choice Standards,
True/False Standards, Matching and Short Answer Standards) showed the following
percentages respectively (75%, 78%, 77.7%, and 77%). The standards (52, 53, 61, 77, 83
and 84) showed the high percentage. The standards (56, 57, 63 and 68) show the lowest
percent.
The third percentage amongst the domains is shown by the domain of Content standards
(75.7%). The content is the most important domain of the tests standards since it
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represents the material taught. The standards (2, 4, 5, 13, and 15) show the highest
percentages. This result agrees with Al Goathni‟s (2004) study. The standards (7, 8, and
17) show the lowest percentages.
The fourth highest percentage amongst the domains is shown in the domain of Subjective
Questions (73.7%) where the standards (93, 94, and 95) show the highest percentages and
the standards (96 and 100) show the lowest percentages because the teachers overlook
this side in their tests as they do not cover it in the syllabus.
The lowest percentage amongst the domains is shown by the domain of Scoring (71.6%)
where the standards (91 and 32) show the highest percentages (70%, 30%) and the
standards (27, 28, 29, and 30) show the lowest percentages.
Second: the results of analyzing the 6th grade English test of year 2009 in the light of
general standards of designing test
After the researcher analyzed the 6th grade English test of year 2009 in the light of
general standards of designing test, he calculated frequencies and percentages of each
standard as it shown in the following table:
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Table (13)
Frequency and Percentage of Standards of the General Standards Checklist for 6th
Grade English test 2009
Standard
A- Content

Fre.

%

Standard
29

Fre.
9

%
90

Standard
54

Fre.
10

%
100

1
2

9
10

90
100

30
31

8
7

80
70

55
56

9
1

90
10

3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
A- Total
B- Scoring
27
28

7
10
10
10
3
3
9
10
2
2
10
10
10
4
1
9
3
9
10
1
7
8
4
9
180

70
100
100
100
30
30
90
100
20
20
100
100
100
40
10
90
30
90
100
10
70
80
40
90
7077

32
B- Total
C- Layout
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51

3
37

30
0777

9
10
9
10
9
10
10
8
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
4
4

90
100
90
100
90
100
100
80
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
40
40

10
9

100
90

57
4
58
9
69
9
60
7
61
10
62
9
63
2
a- Total
70
b- True/False Standards
64
10
65
10
66
8
67
9
68
9
69
10
70
10
71
7
72
9
73
9
b- Total
0.
c- Matching
74
9
75
8
76
10
77
7
78
10
79
2
80
8

C- Total
.04
0.77
D- Objective Questions
a- Multiple Choice Standards
52
9
90
53
10
100

40
90
90
70
100
90
20
707.
100
100
80
90
90
100
100
70
90
90
7770
100
70
100
20
80

Standard
81

Fre.
9

%
90

82
9
07
c- total
07
77
d- Short-answer Standards/ Completion
Standards
83
10
100
84
10
100
85
10
100
86
3
30
87
10
100
88
7
70
89
9
90
90
8
80
91
4
40
92
1
10
d- Total
07
07
D- Total
473
7777
E-Subjective Questions (Essay Questions)
93
10
100
94
10
100
95
10
100
96
1
10
97
3
30
98
9
90
99
10
100
100
10
100
E- Total
74
77
077
77737
Total
Total

Table (13) shows the percentage of the first domain (content) is (69.2%), the second
domain (Scoring) percentage is (76.6%), the second third domain (Layout) percentage is
(91%), the fourth domain (Objective Questions) percentage is (80.52%), the sub-domains
of the objective questions (Multiple Choice Standards, True/False Standards, Matching
and Short Answer Standards) percentages are (87.1%, 82.9%, 80%, and 72%). The last
domain (subjective questions) percentage is (80.46%).
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In the light of these results, the domains could be ranked as follows: Layout, Subjective
questions, Objective questions, scoring and content. The total standards‟ availability in
the English test of year 2009 is (80.46%) and this is a good percentage because it is much
higher than the international scale that set by the majority of international curriculum
institutions.
It is clear that the highest availability of the standards is in Layout (91.0%). The standards
(34, 36, 41 through 48 and 49) showed the highest percentage in the layout domain. The
standards (50 and 51) show low percentages in this domain. This result agrees with the
result of ElKahlout‟s (2004) study.
The second highest percentage amongst domains is shown by the domain of Subjective
Questions (85%) where the highest percentage is for standards (93-95, 99 and 100) and
the lowest percentage is for (96 and 97) standards.
The third percentage amongst the domains is shown by the domain of Objective
Questions (80.5%). The four sub-domains (Multiple Choice Standards, True/False
Standards, Matching and Short Answer) showed the following percentages respectively
(87.1%, 82.9%, 80% and 72%). The standards (53, 54, 61, 64, 65, 69, 70, 74, 76, 83-85
and 87) showed the highest percentage. The standards (56, 63, 77, 86, and 92) show the
lowest percent. The main reason behind the high percentages is the annual repentance of
questions that were suggested by the curriculum committee. The main reason behind the
low percentages is the teachers‟ lack of experience in handling such questions.
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The fourth percentage amongst the domains is shown by the domain of Scoring (76.6%)
where the highest percentage is for (27, 28 and 29) and the lowest percentage is for (31
and 32).
The lowest percentage among the domains is shown by the domain of Content standards
(69.2%). The content is the most important domain of the tests standards since it
represents the material taught. The standards (2, 4, 5, 6, 10, 13-15 and 21) show the
highest percentages where the standards (12, 17, 22 and 25) show the lowest percentages
in this domain.
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Third: the results of analyzing the 6th grade English test of year 2010 in the light of
general standards of designing test
Carrying out the required procedures and running the analysis process, the researcher
calculated the frequencies and percentages of each standard in the 6th grade English test
of year 2010 and found the following:
Table (14)
Frequency and Percentage of Standards of the General Standards Checklist for 6th
Grade English test 2010
Standard
A- Content

Fre.

%

Standard
29

Fre.
10

%
100

Standard
54

Fre.
10

%
100

1
2

9
10

90
100

30
31

7
3

70
30

55
56

10
2

100
20

3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
A- Total
B- Scoring
27
28

7
10
10
8
4
5
9
10
1
10
10
10
10
3
1
9
2
10
9
4
9
9
9
9
.77

70
100
100
80
40
50
90
100
10
100
100
100
100
47
10
90
20
100
90
40
90
90
90
90
0774

32
B- Total
C- Layout
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51

3
3.

30
7774

10
10
9
10
1
10
10
10
.7
10
10
10
10
10
9
10
10
3
8

100
100
90
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
90
100
100
30
80

8
10

80
100

57
1
58
10
69
10
60
9
61
10
62
10
63
1
a- Total
04
b- True/False Standards
64
10
65
10
66
9
67
7
68
8
69
9
70
10
71
10
72
8
73
9
b- Total
07
c- Matching
74
9
75
8
76
9
77
7
78
7
79
9
80
4

C- Total
.07
70730
D- Objective Questions
a- Multiple Choice Standards
52
10
100
53
10
100

10
100
100
90
100
100
10
0077
100
100
90
70
80
90
100
100
80
90
07
90
80
90
70
70
90
40

Standard
Fre.
%
81
9
90
82
7
77
c- total
73
0.7.
d- Short-answer Standards/ Completion
Standards
83
10
100
84
10
100
85
10
100
86
1
10
87
10
100
88
8
80
89
9
90
90
10
100
91
1
10
92
2
20
d- Total
0.
0.
D- Total
4.7
0073
E-Subjective Questions (Essay Questions)
93
10
100
94
10
100
95
10
100
96
1
10
97
3
30
98
10
100
99
10
100
100
1
10
E- Total
77
77707
007
07773
Total

Table (14) shows that the percentage of the first domain (content) is (72.3%), the second
domain (Scoring) percentage is (68.3%), the third domain (Layout) percentage is
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(89.47%), the fourth domain (Objective Questions) percentage is (77.4%), the subdomains of the objective questions (Multiple Choice Standards, True/False Standards,
Matching and Short Answer Standards) percentages are (77.5%, 90%, 77.1%, and 71%).
The last domain (subjective questions) percentage is (75.24%).
In the light of the results the domains could be ranked as follows: Layout, Objective
questions, content, Subjective questions then scoring and this proves that teachers adhere
to the quality standards in some domains and overlook it in others. The total standards
availability in the English test of year 2010 is (75.24%) and this is a good percentage as it
is upper the international scale which is (75%).
It is clear that the highest availability of the standards is in Layout (89.47%). The
standards (33, 36-46 and 49) showed the highest percentage in the layout domain. The
standards (35, 47 and 50) show low percentages in this domain. The results agree with the
result of Elkahlout‟s study (2004) which show that teachers pay great attention to layout
since it could be done on computers easily.
The second highest percentage amongst domains is shown by the domain of Objective
Questions (77.4%). The four sub-domains (Multiple Choice Standards, True/False
Standards, Matching and Short Answer Standards) showed the following percentages
respectively (77.5%, 90%, 71.1% and 77.4%). The standards (52-55, 64, 65, 70, 83-85
and 90) showed the high percentage. The standards (56, 82, 86, 91, 92, 96, 97 and 100)
show the lowest percent.
The results of Al Goathni‟s (2004) showed that teachers exclude, unintentionally, some
of the curriculum content because they are not aware of the content standards and this
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meets with this study results. The third percentage amongst the domains is shown by the
domain of Content standards (72.3%). The content is the most important domain of the
tests standards since it represents the material taught. The standards (2, 4, 5, 10, 12, 15
and 20) show the highest percentages where the standards (7, 16, 17 and 19) are the
lowest standards of this domain.
The fourth percentage amongst the domains is shown by the domain of Subjective
Questions (68.75%) where the highest percentage is for (93, 94, 95, 98 and 99) and the
lowest percentage is for (96 and 100) standards.
The lowest percentage among the domains is shown by the domain of Scoring (68.3%)
the highest percents are for standards (28 and 29) where the lowest percentage is for (31
and 32).
Fourth: the results of analyzing the 6th grade English test of years (2008, 2009 and
2010) in the light of general standards of designing test
To answer this question the researcher analyzed the tests in order to figure out the
frequencies and percentages of each standard. The following table shows the results the
researcher figured out:
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Table (15)
Frequency and Percentage of Standards of the General Standards Checklist for 6th
Grade English test 2008, 2009, 2010
Year

2008

Domain
A- Content
B- Scoring
C- Layout
D- Objective Questions
E- Subjective Questions (Essay
Questions)

Total

2009

A- Content
B- Scoring
C- Layout
D- Objective Questions
E- Subjective Questions (Essay
Questions)

Total

2010

A- Content
B- Scoring
C- Layout
D- Objective Questions
E- Subjective Questions (Essay
Questions)

Total

Fre.
197
43
178
315
59

%
75.7
71.6
93.6
76.9
73.7

792
180
46
173
324
63

78.3
69.2
76.6
91
80.5
85

786
188
41
170
318
55

80.46
72.3
68.3
89.47
77.4
68.75

772

75.24

Table (15) sums up all the results of the years (2008, 2009 and 2010). As it is clear, the
year (2009) got the highest percentage (80.5%) and this means that the standards were
highly considered in this year. After that the year (2010) comes with a close percentage
(75.24%) and this also represents a good indicator. The lowest percentage was in the year
(2008) which is (73.7%) and this is accepted percentage.
5.3 The Answer of Question Three
The third question of the study “What are the English for Palestine 6 content standards
that should be available in the 6th grade English tests?”
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The researcher classified the standards that were obtained from Ministry of Education‟s
English language curriculum for public schools grades 1-12 into four domains based on
the essential four skills of English which are listening, speaking, reading and writing. The
standards were refined and discussed by the researcher with experts in this field, then
they were set in the final form as follow:
1- Listening:


Students identify the topic of aural texts.



Students identify the setting of aural texts.



Students identify the Participants and their roles.



Students respond to referential questions based on aural text.



Students are able to identify core vocabulary.



Students identify the main idea of a text.



Students extract information to accomplish a physical task.

2- Speaking:


Students articulate sounds in isolate word forms.



Students articulate sounds in connected speech.



Students produce basic intonation patterns.



Students express likes, dislikes, interests, dreams, apology and gratitude.



Students respond verbally to direct questions, instructions, suggestions, offers and
visual inputs.



Students give directions and instructions.



Students talk about self, family or immediate environment.



Students describe a sequence of events.
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Students describe a process.



Students recite songs and rhymes individually and chorally.



Students retell a story based on visual input.



Students narrate a story based on visual input.



Students narrate a story based on personal experience.



Students summarize the main points of a text.



Students make a rehearsed oral presentation about a familiar topic.



Students respond to referential and inferential questions.



Students ask questions seeking about routine matters.

3- Reading:


Students make predictions about a reading text.



Students make inferences about a reading text.



Students retell or summarize information in a reading text.



Students develop awareness of semantic fields (word mapping).



Students develop awareness of synonyms and antonyms.



Students identify the main idea of the reading text.



Students scan a text for specific information.



Students interpret information in a diagrammatic display.



Students generate referential questions about a reading text.



Students answer factual and referential questions.



Students recognize coordinating conjunctions.



Students deduce meaning of unfamiliar words using context.



Students skim for gist or general impression of texts or graphics.
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Students distinguish facts from opinions.



Students recognize pronoun reference.



Students read familiar material with correct pronunciation and intonation.



Students recognize visual survival materials.

4- Writing:


Students copy short texts accurately using correct punctuation.



Students use capital letters and basic punctuation (periods, commas and question
marks) correctly.



Students spell frequently used words correctly.



Students arranged scrambled words into sentences.



Students arranged scrambled sentences into a coherent paragraph.



Students write answers to questions based on a reading text.



Students write dictated material( words, phrases, sentences or short texts)



Students fill in a simple application form giving essential personal information.



Students construct sentences following a model.



Students transcode information in a diagrammatic display into written text.



Students complete a phrase or sentence by supplying the missing words.



Students produce a text in imitation of a model.



Students write a postcard.



Students combine sentences using connectors.



Students revise, edit and rewrite own work.
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5.4 The Answer of Question Four
The fourth question of the study is "To what extent English for Palestine 6 content
standards are available in the 6th grade English tests of years 2008, 2009, and 2010?"
To answer this question, the researcher analyzed the tests in order to figure out the
frequencies and percentages of each standard. Based on Elkahlout (2004) and Al Goathni
(2004) studies, the researcher adopted the scale 75% for judging the percentages shown;
more than 75% is good, less that 75% is accepted, but less than 60 % is weak. The
following tables show the results of analyzing 6th grade English tests in the light of
content standards of designing test:
First: the results of analyzing the 6th grade English test of year 2008 in the light of
content standards
After the researcher analyzed the 6th grade English test of year 2008 in the light of
English for Palestine 6 content standards, he calculated the frequencies and percentages
of each standard as it was explained in the following table:
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Table (16)
Frequency and Percentage of Content Standards Checklist for 6th Grade English
test 2008
a- Listening
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Total
b- Speaking
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
Total

Freq.
10
9
8
10
8
8
7
60

Percentage
100
90
80
100
80
80
70
85.71

3
2
2
8
8
3
7
4
3
2
2
10
.2
1
2
1
2

30
20
20
80
80
30
70
40
30
20
20
10
20
10
20
10
20

62

31.17

c- Reading
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
Total
d- Writing
1.
2.
3..
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Freq.
3
8
3
4
7
10
8
3
6
8
6
4
6
5
7
2
2
92

Percentage
30
80
30
40
70
100
80
30
60
80
60
40
60
50
70
20
20
54.12

3
9
2
6
2
4
1

30
90
20
60
20
40
10

7

70

d- (continue)
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
Total

Freq.
2
1
8
1
10
8
2
66

Percentage
20
10
80
10
100
80
20
44

Total (a, b, c,d)

280

53.75

As it shown in table (16), the percentage of standards‟ availability is the highest in the
listening domain (85.71%). Next to the listening, Reading shows the second highest
percentages (54.12%). The third highest percentage was shown by the domain of writing
(44%), then, finally, the domain of speaking showed the lowest percentage (31.17%).
Clearly, the percentages shown by several domains are not close to each other because
the tests are not design in accordance with the quality standards.
In the light of the results the four domains could be ranked as the following: listening,
reading, writing then speaking. The total content standards availability in the English test
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of year 2008 is (53.75%) and this is a weak percentage as it is lower the international
standards scale.
To start with, the domain of listening shows the highest standards availability (85.71%)
amongst the other domains. The standards (1 and 4) show the highest percent of standards
where the standard (7) show the lowest percent.
Then, reading comes with the second percentage amongst the other domains (54.12%). It
is known that reading skill is one of the most practiced one throughout the year and the
main lesson of the unit requires the students‟ precise reading and attention. The standard
(6), in the domain of reading, shows the highest percent among the standards of the
domain; however, the standards (1, 4, 15 and 16) show the lowest percent.
The third domain is writing which show standards total percent (44%). The standards (2
and 13), in domain of reading, show the highest percent of the domain where the
standards (7, 10 and 12) show the lowest percent of the standards of the domain.
The lowest total percentage is shown by the domain of speaking (31.17%). The standards
(4 and 5) show the highest percents of the domain standards where the standards (12, 14
and 16) show the lowest percents amongst the domains‟ standards.
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Second: the results of analyzing the 6th grade English test of year 2009 in the light of
content standards
After the researcher analyzed the 6th grade English test of the year 2009 in the light of
English for Palestine 6 content standards, he calculated frequencies and percentages of
each standard as it was explained in the following table:
Table (17)
Frequency and Percentage of Standards of the Content Standards Checklist for 6th
Grade English test 2009
a- Listening
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Total
b- Speaking
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
Total

Freq.
10
7
9
9
8
9
3
55

Percentage
100
70
90
90
80
90
30
78.5

3
3
1
10
3
3
10
1
2
1
1
10
2
1
1
3
4
59

30
30
10
100
30
30
100
10
20
10
10
100
20
10
10
30
40
34.7

c- Reading
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
Total
d- Writing
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Freq.
3
3
10
3
9
9
9
8
4
8
7
6
8
2
7
2
2
100

Percentage
30
30
100
30
90
90
90
80
40
80
70
60
80
20
70
20
20
58.8

9
4
7
3
4
4
8
1

90
40
70
30
40
40
80
10

d- (continue)
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
Total

Freq.
10
3
1
1
5
2
2
46

Percentage
100
30
10
10
50
20
20
42.67

Total (a, b,
c,d)

260

53.64

Through table (17) it is clear that the standards availability is the highest in the listening
domain (78.5%). Next to the listening, Reading shows the second highest percentages
(58.8%). The third highest percentage was shown in the domain of writing (72.67%),
then, finally, the domain of speaking showed the lowest percentage (34.7%). Clearly, the
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percentages shown by the several domains are not close to each other and this could be
justified according to each domain. The standards are going to be interpreted precisely in
the next paragraphs.
In the light of the results the four domains could be ranked as the following: listening,
reading, writing then speaking. The total content standards availability in the English test
of year 2009 is (53.75%) and this is not good percentage as it under the international
scale and shows that teachers do not abide by the standards set by the curriculum
committee.
To start with, the domain of listening shows the highest standards availability (78.5%)
amongst the other domains of test. The highest percent of standards is standard (1) where
standard (7) is the lowest percent of the same domain.
Then, reading comes with the second percentage amongst the other domains (58.8%).
The standard (3) show the highest percent of domain where the standards (16 and 17)
show the lowest percent of the same domain.
The third domain is writing which shows standards availability (42.67%). The standard
(9) show the highest percent where the standards (8, 11 and 12) show the lowest percent
of the same domain.
The lowest total percentage is shown by the domain of speaking (34.7%). The standards
(4, 7 and 12) are the highest of the domain where the standards (3, 8, 10, 11, 14 and 15)
show the highest percent of the same domain.
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Third: the results of analyzing the 6th grade English test of year 2010 in the light of
content standards
After the researcher analyzed the 6th grade English test of year 2010 in the light of
English for Palestine 6 content standards, he calculated frequencies and percentages of
each standard as it explained in the following table:
Table (18)
Frequency and Percentage of Standards of the Content Standards Checklist for 6th
Grade English test 2010
a- Listening
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Total
b- Speaking
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
Total

Freq.
10
10
10
9
9
10
8
66

Percentage
100
100
100
90
90
100
80
94.28

1
1
1
10
7
2
10
2
2
10
10
10
2
2
1
2
2
75

10
10
10
100
70
20
100
20
20
100
100
100
20
20
10
20
20
44.1

c- Reading
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
Total
d- Writing
1.
2.
3..
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Freq.
2
7
2
3
10
10
10
1
2
10
3
9
4
1
6
1
3
84

Percentage
20
70
20
30
100
100
100
10
20
100
30
90
40
10
60
10
30
49.41

3
10
2
8
2
2
10
9

30
100
20
80
20
20
10
90

d- (continue)
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
Total

Freq.
2
1
2
2
1
2
1
57

Total (a, b,
c,d)

282

Percentage
20
10
20
20
10
20
10
38

56.45

Table (18) shows that the standards availability is the highest in the listening domain
(94.28%). Next to the listening, Reading shows the second highest percentages (49.4%).
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The third highest percentage was shown by the domain of speaking (44.1%), then, finally,
the domain of writing showed the lowest percentage (38%). Clearly, the percentages
shown by the several domains are not close to each other and this could be justified
according to each domain. There is a big gap between the first domain and the other
domain and this due to the teachers‟ lack of awareness of designing good standardized
test. The standards are going to be interpreted precisely in the next paragraphs.
In the light of the results the four domains could be ranked as the following: listening,
reading, writing then speaking. The total content standards availability in the English test
of year 2010 is (56.45%) and this is a good percentage.
To start with, the domain of listening, which show the highest standards availability
(94.28%) amongst the other domains where the standards (1, 2, 3 and 6) show the highest
percents and standard (8) show the lowest percent.
Then, reading comes with the second percentage amongst the other domains (49.4%).
Standards (5-7 and 10) show the highest percents where the standards (8, 14 and 16)
show the lowest percent in the domain.
The third highest total percentage is shown by the domain of speaking (44.1%). The
standards (4 and 10- 12) where the standards (1-3 and 15) show the lowest percentage of
the domain.
The lowest percentage of the domains is writing which show standards availability
(38%). The highest percent is shown by the standard (2) and the lowest percents are
shown by the standards (10, 13 and 15).
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Fourth: the results of analyzing the 6th grade English test of years 2008, 2009, 2010
in the light of content standards
With help from a statistics professional, the researcher figured out the frequency and
percentage of the checklists for 6th Grade English test 2008, 2009, and 2010 as it is
shown in the table follow:
Table (19)
Frequency and Percentage of Standards of the Content Standards Checklist for 6th
Grade English test 2008, 2009, 2010
year

Standard
listening
Speaking
Reading
Writing

2008

Fre.
60
62
92
66
280
55
59
100
46
260
66
75
84
57
282

Total
listening
Speaking
Reading
Writing

2009
Total

listening
Speaking
Reading
Writing

2010
Total

%
85.71
31.17
54.12
44
53.75
78.5
34.7
58.8
42.67
53.64
94.82
44.1
49.41
38
56.45

Table (19) sums up all the results of the years (2008, 2009 and 2010). As it is clear, the
year (2010) got the highest percentage (56.45%) and this means that the standards were
followed in this year. After that the year (2008) comes with closely percentage (53.75%)
and this also represents a good indicator. The lowest percentage was in the year (2009)
which is (53.64%) and this is an accepted percentage. The total percentages are close to
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each other however the percentages of the skills are not near since teachers do not follow
the standards of designing tests. The high percentages that are clear in the listening skills
are due to the fact that teachers quote the listening questions from the books directly
without making any changes.
5.5 The Main Four English Skills that should be Available in the Good Test
The Following Table Shows the Percent of Each Skill in the English Tests of Years
(2008, 2009, 2010):
Table (20)

No.

Skill

Percentage
as Set by
MOE

7226

7226

7202

Total
(3)
Years

0

Listening

70.10

70.10

77.11

70.10

70.31

7

speaking

00.00

70.10

0..3

8...

0..3

7

Reading

00.00

20.97

70.17

71.18

22.22

7

Writing

70.17

70.10

70.10

8...

77.77

Total

733

13.1

89.0

90.79

81.23

Table (20) shows the percentages of skills set by the ministry of education for the four
essential skills (listening, speaking, reading and writing). It is clear that the skills
percentage that was set by the ministry of education was available in the test (56.20%). In
the year (2008) it was (70.6%) and it is good percentage, in the year (2009) it was
(54.9%) and it is average, in the year (2010) it was (43.14%) and this is weak percentage.
This indicates that the total percentage of tests is decreasing year by year and this is
negative indicator for the weakness of the educational process.
Through the previous table, it is clear that listening got the highest percentage according
to the percentage set by MOE, speaking got the lowest percentage since not the majority
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of students could speak English, and writing got an average percentage for many students
can practice it.
Finally, there is a need to reconsider the current educational process since there are many
contradictions between the results of the years being under the study.
5.6 The Percentages of Bloom Cognitive levels in the Essential Skills that Were
Tested.
Benjamin Bloom (1956) developed a classification of levels of intellectual behavior in
learning. This taxonomy contained three overlapping domains: the cognitive,
psychomotor, and affective. Within the cognitive domain, he identified six levels:
knowledge, comprehension, application, analysis, synthesis, and evaluation. These
domains and levels are still useful today as one develops the critical thinking skills of
one‟s students. The researcher investigates the main three levels: knowledge, application
and reasoning.
The following table shows the percent of the three cognitive domains in the English tests
of years (2008, 2009, and 2010)
Table (21)
The First Domain [Listening]
Bloom Cognitive
Levels

Number of
Questions

Percentage

7202

7226

7226

knowledge

9

81.7

81.7

81.7

81.7

Application

0

92.0

92.0

92.0

92.0

Reasoning

-

-

-

-

-
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Through the tables, it is clear that the test designers paid attention to knowledge which
show result (57.1%) and this is the percentage set by the Ministry of Education. The same
thing with application, it was designed according to the standards set by the Ministry of
Education (42.9%); however, the reasoning skill was not available at all in the domain of
listening. This result agrees with the result of some reviewed studies in chapter two as:
(Webb 2007)
Table (22)
The Second Domain [Speaking]
7202

7226

7226

71.1

8...

8...

8...

77

19..

77.11

8...

77.1

0

71.1

3

3

3

Bloom Cognitive
Levels

Number of
Questions

knowledge

0

application
Reasoning

Percentage

It‟s clear that the speaking part was not designed according to the quality standards
identified by the curriculum committee and this proves that the test designer is not
qualified for this duty. The researcher noticed the emulating aspects while designing the
test. In comparison with the percentage set by MOE the analysis results imply bad
indicator since the standards are very far from the percent level set by MOE. Knowledge
percentage is (2.88%) for the three years and this is not good according to the percent set
by the MOE (17.6%); application and reasoning show the same short. This result agrees
with the result of some reviewed studies in chapter two as: (Rawadieh 1998).
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Table (23)
The Third Domain [Reading]
Bloom Cognitive
Levels

Number of
Questions

Percentage

7202

7226

7226

knowledge

72

13.80

20.97

97.71

97.1

application

0

71.18

77.11

77.11

8...

reasoning

2

77.11

3

3

8...

Total

71

733

Through the test it‟s clear that the designers of this part lack efficiency and need more
training in order to be aware of the quality standards. To some extent, the percentages
shown are good (according to the MOE scale) and give a positive indicator about the way
the reading questions are designed and introduced. This result agrees with the result of
some reviewed studies in chapter two as: (Joyce Love 2009).
Table (24)
The Fourth Domain [Writing]
Bloom Cognitive
Levels

Number of
Questions

Percentage

7202

7226

7226

knowledge

8

00.9

1.11

1.11

3.31

application

.

80.0

1.11

70.00

70.00

reasoning

2

70.0

1.11

1.11

1.11

Total

78

733

It‟s clear that the skill percentage which was set by the curriculum committee is not
available, and this assures that the tests designers rely on changing the form of the
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questions only, however; the test domains are the same. Through the table, it is noticeable
that the year 2008 is the worst year in adhering to the quality standards.
Discussion of results:
-

General Standards Checklist:

The main issue addressed by the study was to evaluate the English language tests for
grade 6 in the UNRWA schools in the Gaza Strip. Therefore, the goal of this study is to
determine whether general and content standards are available in the tests or not. The
results of the study gives a positive indicator on the targeted tests since the results of the
tests analysis show high percentages. The results of the study coincided with the results
of Ehsan Agha‟s study (1994) which showed the teachers concerns about the general
standards whilst designing the test. Whereas the results of the study differs with the
results of Nassra Elbaqer‟s study (1997) which show that the mathematics tests do not
include the required general standards.
The high percentages resulted could be interpreted as following:


The big attention the teachers pay to the design and shape of the test



The tests are printed and laid out by computer in addition to the test templates



The tests are provided by the UNRWA test designing team.



The same forms of questions are repeated every year.



Most of questions are short and could be extracted easily from the syllabus.



The teachers use a simple language.



The English tests are revised by the UNRWA English language committee.
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The low percentages resulted could be interpreted as following:


The low percents in the domain of content could be interpreted as follows:

1- The difficulty of designing fair questions.
2- The insufficient experience of teachers.
3- The teachers intend to write questions concerning the material they taught.
4- Many teachers are not aware of the cognitive levels.


The low percentages in the domain of scoring items could be interpreted as
following:

1- The teachers do not follow a stable form of scoring.
2- The graders set marks according to the answers not the questions.


The low percentages in the domain of layout could be interpreted as following:

1- Many teachers think that students, at this level, are not aware of the layout and
punctuation rules.
2- Many of the tests designer are not qualified enough especially in laying out the
test.
3- Many teachers stimulate the same shape of tests of previous years.


The low percentages in the domain of objective questions items could be
interpreted as following:

1- Teachers lack experience of designing good standardized test.
2- Teachers don‟t use the table of specifications.
3- Teachers write questions according to the material they taught; limited material.


The low percentages in the domain of subjective questions could be interpreted as
following:
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1- The subjective questions are, almost, taking essay questions form; therefore
teachers find difficulty to set them.
-

Content Standards Checklist:

As stated above, the main issue addressed by the study was to evaluate the English
language tests for grade 6 in the UNRWA schools in the Gaza Strip. Therefore, the goal
of this study is to determine whether general or content standards are available in the tests
or not. The result of the study gives a positive indicator on the results of the tests analysis
that show high percentages.
The high percentages resulted from all years could be interpreted as following:


Teachers design easy questions, repeat the same questions each year and copy the
same questions from the student book.



Many of the standards are well-known by the majority of teachers.



The teachers intend to follow the English standards in designing the questions of
reading and writing because they are easy and are given much attention during the
study semester.



The tests are designed by a committee of experts of testing English language.



Teachers use the table of specifications.



Many teachers stimulate the same shape of tests of previous years.



Teachers pay attention to many skills on the expense of the other skills.



The university compulsory courses the teachers took during their study.
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The low percentages resulted from all years could be interpreted as following:
Going back to the results shown, it is clear that most of the percentages are high
except for the domain of speaking which is not given much attention in tests. This is
due to the aforementioned fact that teachers do not pay much attention to speaking
during teaching the students and therefore they do not consider it during designing
tests. This is why the standards of designing speaking questions are not available in
the tests.
Returning to the other skills, the scarcity of low percentages is noticeable and this
could be justified by the following:


Teachers lack experience of designing good standardized test.



Teachers don‟t use the table of specifications.



Teachers write questions according to the material they taught; limited material.



The teachers already know about the students‟ weaknesses, so they consider this
when designing the test. This comes on the expense of standards.



The questions of the workbook do not focus on many skills sometimes and this
affects the teachers whilst designing the test (Skill of speaking).



The supporting materials prepared by the test designing committee do not focus
on all skills in parallel and this also affects the process of test design.
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Bloom Taxonomy‟s Checklist
In this part, it‟s clear that the speaking part was not designed according to the quality
standards identified by the curriculum committee and this proves that the test designer is
not qualified for this duty.
The low percentages resulted when analyzing tests in the light of bloom taxonomy
could be interpreted as following:


Teachers are not skillful in designing questions that test the high cognitive skills.



Teachers focus on the questions that measure low cognitive skills because they
are easier to be designed and scored.



The questions included in the curriculum book do not measure high cognitive
skills.



Teachers‟ previous knowledge of the students‟ weaknesses in answering the high
cognitive-cognitive-skill-related questions, therefore they avoid such questions.

Suggestions and Recommendations:
A good quality instruction not only includes the use of effective learning activities, but
also assesses the degree to which students have attained learning outcomes. Designing
tests, assigning grades , learning outcomes, and learning activities are closely linked, so
it‟s helpful to consider them all together in the early stages of planning the course and the
test as well.
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Throughout the study, the researcher has found that the test does not entirely fulfill the
criteria for a good language test. Testing procedures or system at this stage require more
careful attention in the construction and scoring. Therefore, this section highlights many
of the disadvantages of test, and puts forward suggestions and recommendations for
improving it.
Writing good tests is not easy. It takes a great deal of practice. The following are some
tips and general guidelines that should be considered when constructing tests.
1- The mismatch between the standards set for constructing achievement tests and
the test writer is a serious problem, which hugely affects the educational process.
Tests play an important role in language teaching as in other subjects. This
mismatch should be overcome by reviewing and focusing on the objectives of the
test and ensuring that all standards and objectives are considered.
2- The test should be based on a clear statement of aims; if achievement tests are
based on objectives, rather than on textbook content, they will provide a truer
picture of what has been achieved (Hughes1998).
3- A better attitude toward the language needs to be encouraged. Language is not an
abstract of linguistic characters, but it is a culture. We should go beyond the
mastery of structures, to the point where our students can use them to
communicate meanings in real life. So, we should test the students‟ knowledge of
how to use the language.
4- Designing a good language test requires us to consider the criteria of validity,
reliability, and washback.
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5- Test what you intend to test: “Nothing in the content or structure of a test
standard should prevent an informed student from responding correctly. Similarly,
nothing in the content or structure of a test standard should enable an uninformed
student to select the correct answer”. This quote by Gronlund (1998) strikes at the
core of test validity, to test what we claim to test. Some threats to test validity
include unclear test directions, confusing and ambiguous test standards, overly
complicated vocabulary and sentence structure, cheating, and unreliable grading
(Gay & Airasian, 2000). Asking an outside person to read the test for clarity prior
to giving it, or asking students to let us know which questions were unclear to
them can provide us with valuable feedback for improving the test standards.
6- Instructions should give students all the information they need in terms they can
understand.
7- The exams have a specific pattern and style, so there is a need for a deep study in
order to vary the questions every year.
8- Questions should adequately sample the content area; it should include different
parts from the whole material and not focusing on certain lessons.
9- A test should involve the cognitive, effective and psychomotor skills that are
important to the units, varied subjective and objectives questions) and measure
different aspects. Reasoning, observation, comprehension and deduction.
10- Ambiguous questions are to be disregarded.
11- Grading should be accurate.
12- Model answers are to be written on a separate sample of the questions paper in
blue particles in red and total marks in green.
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13- Possible answers are to be included or write “or any acceptable answer”.
14- Considering the table of specifications whilst constructing achievement test.
Recommendations for Further Studies
Based on the results the researcher found, the researcher suggests the following studies:
1- Evaluating the four English skills through the English tests.
2- Evaluating the English tests of the governmental schools in order to avoid the
weaknesses that the researcher discovered.
3- Evaluating English tests and comparing them with the tests of other Arab countries.
4- Evaluating the four English basic skills in the light of the communicative approach by
which the curriculum is designed.
5- Applying the modern technology to test the different language skills.
6- Studies on the standards of testing the four skills of English.
7- Studies on the international standards of testing English as a foreign language.
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Appendix A
List of Juries

1- Dr. Atta Darwish, PhD in Methedology.
2- Dr. Ezzou Afanah, PhD in Methodology.
3- Dr. Kamal Mortaja, PhD in English Language.
4- Dr. Khader Khader, PhD in linguistics.
5- Dr. Mohammed Abu Shuair, PhD in Methodology.
6- Dr. Mohammed Hamdan, PhD in Methodology.
7- Dr. Sanaa‟ AbuDaqah, PhD in Psychology.
8- Dr. Shawgi Ghanam, PhD in Methodology.
9- Maha Barzaq, MA in Methodology.
10- Mohammed Atiah, MA in Methodology.
11- Yousef Hamdoona, MA in Methodology.
12- Alaa Harb, English Supervisor at UNRWA.
13- Awni Abu Swerah, English Supervisor at UNRWA.
14- Eatedal Abu Sadah, English Supervisor at MOE.
15- Karam El-Shanti, English Supervisor at UNRWA.
16- Khadrah Abu Jahjouh, English Supervisor at MOE.
17- Khaled Jaber, English Supervisor at MOE.
18- Kmal HasabAllah, English Supervisro at UNRWA.
19- Mohammed Abu Malookh, Head of Al-Qattan Centre.
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Appendix B & C
An Invitation to judge a list of standards
Dear ------------------------------------------------------------The researcher is working on a research paper of master degree in curriculum and
teaching methods. The study is titled:
“Evaluation of UNRWA Sixth Grade English Language Tests in Gaza Governorate
According to the Quality Standards”
I would kindly be grateful if you could judge this questionnaire .The purpose of this
questionnaire is to measure the accuracy of applying the tests standards when
constructing the English test of grade 6 in the Gaza Strip.
This will be a precious opportunity to benefit from your valuable experience and
creditable feedback. Those tables includes different types of standards that should be
available in the test and accordingly the researcher is going to measure the accuracy of
applying standards when constructing the test
You may estimate these items and the extent of relativity to the targeted grade by giving a
mark (√) next to the related item, kindly add and change, or even omit the inconvenient
or unsuitable ones according to your fair judgment and respected perspectives.
Thank you for your co operation,
Researcher,
Asem Bahja
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Appendix B
The General Tool of Designing English Tools

The Standards
Yes

A- Content
1.

Questions do not accept more than one answer

2.

The wording of the questions is suitable and meaningful

3.

The test is long enough to provide a valid and reliable estimate of the
students‟ achievement

4.

The questions do not contain any grammatical mistake

5.

The questions do not contain any spelling mistake

6.

The questions concern measuring vital final outcomes

7.

Questions include literal quotations from the textbook

8.

The questions progress from easy to difficult

9.

The items are intended to match English for Palestine 6 textbook‟
objectives

10.

The items are expressed in the simplest possible language

11.

Each item is fair for assessing students‟ level

12.

The questions do not include answers of other questions

13.

Item clearly tells students what they are required to do

14.

Enough time is allotted for the students to complete the test
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No

15.

The test includes various types of questions

16.

The test is appropriate for the levels of students

17.

The test is a representative of all behavioral objectives

18.

Items are not expressed in double-negative form

19.

Answer does not depend on other question‟ answer

20.

The test is easy to be read

21.

Each question is related directly to a specific objective

22.

Questions evokes the students creativity

23.

Test involves the cognitive skills

24.

Test involves the effective skills

25.

Test involves the psychomotor skills

26.

The types of test items are not mixed

B- Scoring
27.

The maximal mark of the test is specified

28.

The total number of the marks of the test items is equal to the maximal
mark of the test

29.

The mark of each question is specified

30.

Marks are allocated to each task commensurately

31.

Marks are allocated to each sub-question properly

32.

Marks are allocated to each skill commensurately in light of table of
specifications
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C- Layout
33.

An appropriate space is provided for students to record answers

34.

The items are spaced to eliminate overcrowding

35.

The students are advised on how to record their responses

36.

Initial instructions are clear and unambiguous

37.

Margins- top, bottom, left and right are consistent

38.

Page numbers are consistent

39.

Items are numbered

40.

Lines for students to write answers are clear and of appropriate length

41.

Item wording is font size 12 or 14 points

42.

Number of words per line is between 10 to 12

43.

Headers and footers are consistent and useful

44.

All pages are printed clearly

45.

The educational grade is already mentioned

46.

The tested subject is mentioned

47.

The test time is decided

48.

The diagrams and tables are placed above the items using the
information, not below

49.

The headers are bold

50.

Stimulus material is clear and preferable in different font from the other
items

51.

Items are on the same page as a unit
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D- Objective Questions
a- Multiple Choice Items
52.

The stem is presented in single and clear form

53.

The stem of the item is stated in simple and clear language

54.

The wording is put as much as possible in the stem of the item

55.

The certainty of the intended answer is to be correct or clearly the best

56.

All alternatives are grammatically consistent with the stem of the item
and parallel in form

57.

Avoiding verbal clues which might enable students to select the correct
answer or to eliminate an incorrect alternative

58.

Variety of the relative length of the correct answer to eliminate length as
a clue

59.

Variety in the position of the correct answer is in a random manner

60.

The difficulty of the item is controlled either by varying the problem in
the stem or by changing the alternatives

61.

The items are laid out in a clear and consistent manner

62.

The repeated words are in the stem not in the options

63.

The options are ordered logically

b- True/False Items
64.

Each statement includes only one central idea

65.

The statement is short and written in a simple language structure

66.

The negative statement is used sparingly and avoids double negatives

67.

The items are definitely true or false
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68.

Avoiding verbal clues (specific determiners) that indicate the answer

69.

The word-length of statements is appropriate

70.

The items are presented in easily learned pattern

71.

The sentences are not copied directly from textbooks and other written
materials

72.

The students circle T or F for each question rather than write the letter
which can lead to debate

73.

The answers are not arranged in pattern (i e , TTFFTTFF, TFTFTF)

c- Matching
74.

The lists of items are short and responses are placed on the right

75.

Each matching question includes only homogenous material

76.

The options are short and homogenous

77.

The directions and the bases are specified for matching and indicating
that each response may be used once more than once or not at all

78.

More possible options are provided more than questions

79.

Longer phrases are used as questions rather than options

80.

Each question is numbered and the alphabetical letters are used for the
options

81.

The number o the items in each column is between 5 to 7

82.

The answer items must be positioned arbitrarily

d- Short-answer Items/ Completion Items
83.

The item is stated so that only a single, brief answer is possible

84.

The question is stated directly
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85.

The supplied words are related to the main point of the statement

86.

No extraneous clues to the answer

87.

Keywords are provided

88.

There is no relation between the answers‟ length and the available space

89.

The question is neither long nor containing more than one idea

90.

The statements are not answered equally by several terms

91.

The answer space is not situated at the beginning of the question

92.

The provided keywords are larger than the number of the spaces

E- Subjective Questions (Essay Questions)
93.

The questions are related directly to specific learning outcomes being
measured

94.

The questions are formulated to present a clear task to the students

95.

The students are not permitted a choice of questions

96.

The presented choices measure the same abilities of the students

97.

The students are asked to use knowledge in novel situations rather than
simply recalling information

98.

The asked questions are relatively specific and focused

99.

All the examinees are required to answer the same questions

100. The essay questions measure the students‟ creativity and critical
thinking
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Appendix C
English for Palestine 6 Content Standards
lContents Standards That Should Be Reflected in the English Tests of Grade Six
Standard performance indicators

Skill

listening

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Students identify the topic of aural texts.
Students identify the setting of aural texts.
Students identify the Participants and their roles.
Students respond to referential questions based on aural text.
Students are able to identify core vocabulary.
Students identify the main idea of a text.
Students extract information to accomplish a physical task.

1.
2.
3.
4.

Speaking

Students articulate sounds in isolate word forms.
Students articulate sounds in connected speech.
Students produce basic intonation patterns.
Students express likes, dislikes, interests, dreams, apology and
gratitude.
5. Students respond verbally to direct questions, instructions,
suggestions, offers and visual inputs.
6. Students give directions and instructions.
7. Students talk about self, family or immediate environment.
8. Students describe a sequence of events.
9. Students describe a process.
10. Students recite songs and rhymes individually and chorally.
11. Students retell a story based on visual input.
12. Students narrate a story based on visual input.
13. Students narrate a story based on personal experience.
14. Students summarize the main points of a text.
15. Students make a rehearsed oral presentation about a familiar topic.
16. Students respond to referential and inferential questions.
17. Students ask questions seeking about routine matters.
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Yes

No

Rereading

1. Students make predictions about a reading text.
2. Students make inferences about a reading text.
3. Students retell or summarize information in a reading text.
4. Students develop awareness of semantic fields.( word mapping)
5. Students develop awareness of synonyms and antonyms.
6. Students identify the main idea of the reading text.
7. Students scan a text for specific information.
8. Students interpret information in a diagrammatic display.
9. Students generate referential questions about a reading text.
10. Students answer factual, referential questions.
11. Students recognize coordinating conjunctions.
12. Students deduce meaning of unfamiliar words using context.
13. Students skim for the gist or general impression of texts or graphics.
14. Students distinguish facts from opinions.
15. Students recognize pronoun reference.
16. Students read familiar material with correct pronunciation and
intonation.
17. Students recognize visual survival materials.

Writing

1. Students copy short texts accurately using correct punctuation.
2. Students use capital letters and basic punctuation (periods, commas
and question marks) correctly.
3. Students spell frequently used words correctly.
4. Students arranged scrambled words into sentences.
5. Students arranged scrambled sentences into a coherent paragraph.
6. Students write answers to questions based on a reading text.
7. Students write dictated material( words, phrases, sentences or short
texts)
8. Students fill in a simple application form giving essential personal
information.
9. Students construct sentences following a model.
10. Students transcode information in a diagrammatic display into written
text.
11. Students complete a phrase or sentence by supplying the missing
words.
12. Students produce a text in imitation of a model.
13. Students write a postcard.
14. Students combine sentences using connectors.
15. Students revise, edit and rewrite own work.
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ملخص الدراسة
هذفذ هزه انذساصخ إنً رمىيى اخزجبساد انهغخ االنغهيزيخ نهصف انضبدس األصبصي نألعىاو انضالصخ (-2330 -233.
 )2373فً يذاسس وكبنخ انغىس فً لطبع غزح ,ورنك ين خالل يعشفخ يذي رىافش انًعبييش انعبيخ نزصًيى االخزجبس
ين نبحيخ و رىافش يعبييش انًحزىي انذساصً نًنهبط انصف انضبدس فً االخزجبساد انًزكىسح ين نبحيخ اخشي.
ارجع انجبحش انًنهظ انىصفً انزحهيهي نزحميك أهذاف هزه انذساصخ ,حيش لبو ثإعذاد أدارين نزحميك أهذاف انذساصخ
فكبنذ األداح األونً رزضًن انًعبييش انعبيخ نزصًيى االخزجبس ,و رضًنذ االداح انضبنيخ يعبييش انًحزىي انذساصً
نًنهبط انصف انضبدس انىاعت رىافشهب فً االخزجبساد االنغهيزيخ.
ورحمك انجبحش ين صالحيخ األدارين نزمىيى ين خالل عش

ادآدارين عهً انًحكًين ,وحضبة انصذق وانضجبد نهًب,

ورى اصزخذاو يعبيم كشونجبخ و هىنضزً وطشيمخ يشثع كبي نهزأكذ ين صذق وصجبد األدارين.
أيب عينخ انذساصخ ,فمذ ركىنذ ين صالصخ اخزجبساد نهغخ االنغهيزيخ ننهبيخ االعىاو ( )2373- 2330- 233.نهصف
انضبدس ,رى رحهيم هزه االخزجبساد ثىاصطخ عششح ين يذسصين انهغخ االنغهيزيخ نهصف انضبدس ,كًب رى حضبة
انزكشاساد واننضت انًئىيخ نهحكى عهً يذي رىافش كم يعيبس ين انًعبييش انعبيخ نزصًيى االخزجبساد وأيضب رى اصزخذاو
نفش األ صهىة االحصبئي نًعشفخ يذي رىافش كم يعيبس ين يعبييش انًحزىي انذساصً نهًنهبط انىاعت رىافشهب فً
اخزجبساد انهغخ االنغهيزيخ نهصف انضبدس.
وفيًب يهي أهى نزبئظ هزه انذساصخ:
أوال اننزبئظ انًزعهمخ ثبألداح االونً " انًعبييش انعبيخ نزصًيى االخزجبساد":
 -7رىافشد انًعبييش انعبيخ نالخزجبس انغيذ فً اخزجبس انعبو ( )2330ثنضجخ أعهً ين انعبيين ( )2373-233.حيش
كبنذ اننضجخ (.)%.3.8
 -2اخزجبساد انعبو ( )2373احزهذ اننضجخ انضبنيخ ين حيش رىافش يعبييش االخزجبس انغيذ حيش كبنذ نضجخ رىافش
انًعبييش (.)%18.29
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 -0فً انعبو ( )233.رىافشد انًعبييش ثنضجخ لهيهخ يمبسنخ ثبنضنزين ( )2373-2330حيش أظهشد نضجخ (.)%10.1
صبنيب :اننزبئظ انًزعهمخ ثبألداح انضبنيخ "يعبييش انًحزىي انىاعت رىافشهب فً االخزجبس":
 -7رىافشد يعبييش انًحزىي فً انعبو ( )2373ثنضجخ أعهً ين ثبلي األعىاو حيش اظهشد نضجخ (.)%81.98
 -2اخزجبساد انعبو ( )233.احزهذ انًشرجخ انضبنيخ ين حيش رىافش يعبييش انًحزىي حيش اظهشد نضجخ (.)%80.18
 -0فً انعبو ( )2330رىافشد انًعبييش ثنضجخ لهيهخ يمبسنخ يع انضنزين ( )2373-2330حيش اظهشد نضجخ
(.)%80.19
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