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ABSTRACT 

Background: Non-formal English education programs often lack rigorous 
assessment tools, resulting in challenges in evaluating student performance and 

guiding instructional improvements. One such program, the English Massive Program 

(EMAS) in Kediri, East Java, Indonesia, serves as a community-driven initiative 

focused on enhancing English proficiency. However, the quality of its assessments, 
especially in reading comprehension, remains a critical concern.  

Aims: This study aims to investigate how item analysis using the QUEST application 

can enhance the quality of diagnostic assessment and instructional strategies in non-

formal English education, specifically within the EMAS program. The focus is on 
analysing reading comprehension tests to identify weaknesses and propose 

improvements in test construction.  

Methods: This exploratory study analysed 30 multiple-choice reading 

comprehension items completed by 26 junior high school students participating in 

the EMAS program. The QUEST application was employed to assess item difficulty, 
discrimination, and distractor efficiency.  

Results: The results showed that while most discrimination indices were within 

acceptable ranges, many items, especially the distractors, were too simple and 

ineffective. This resulted in insufficient and unbalanced discrimination values, 
indicating that the test items did not optimally differentiate among varying student 

ability levels.  

Implications: The study underscores the importance of integrating psychometric-

based diagnostic tools in community education settings. It demonstrates how such 
analysis can empower educators with practical insights to improve test design, 

thereby enhancing assessment quality and pedagogy. The research calls for more 

advanced diagnostic assessment methods to support literacy and instructional 

planning in low-resource, non-formal educational environments.  
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1. INTRODUCTION   

 

A diagnostic assessment is important for demonstrating a learner's strengths and 

weaknesses in language education. The tool can empower educators to create 

appropriate instruction, improve learning results, and ensure that all learners receive 
adequate help (Fan et al., 2021). Community-based educational programs are offered 

as alternative solutions for learners who cannot access formal schooling (Harris, 2022). 

One example in Indonesia is the English Massive (EMAS) Program, which offers free 

English instruction at all levels (English Massive, n.d.). EMAS also targets junior high 

school learners who usually have varying degrees of skill, educational levels, and 

learning styles. The diversity is challenging when it comes to designing assessments, 
particularly for complex language skills such as reading comprehension (Afflerbach, 

2025; Catts, 2022). Suskie (2018) argued that assessments can only be helpful when 

they truly represent students' learning realities. If valid tests are not put in place, 

instruction will not meet the learner's needs, and the program's effectiveness will be 

compromised (Callahan, 2023). 

One of the most complex language skills requiring accurate assessment is reading 
comprehension. As with all languages, reading comprehension is particularly central to 

the English language as it relates to vocabulary, grammatical structures, and even more 

advanced cognitive processes (Choi & Zhang, 2021). Most formal educational systems 

utilise reading tests that have been proven to be reliable and systematically validated 

(Afflerbach, 2025). On the contrary, informal programs tend to rely on teacher-made 

tests that are not rigorously validated (Obama & Dewey, 2022). Such a practice has the 

potential of underdiagnosing or overdiagnosing student capabilities, forgetting 
important learning gaps. Locally developed tests are often used in the EMAS program. 

However, due to a lack of psychometric analysis, it cannot be determined if the items 

are valid indicators of reading proficiency. Bayley et al. (2021) claimed that 

assessments that are not well-structured often do not take into account different 

degrees of learner ability, and all become recipients of the same instruction, which does 

not foster development. Evaluating the accuracy of reading comprehension items as 
items of instruction should receive attention so that learners are not over-supported or 

over-challenged.   

To address the challenge of validating reading comprehension assessments in non-

formal contexts like EMAS, the present study utilises the QUEST program, a computer-

based statistical tool developed by the Australian Council for Educational Research 

(ACER) (Adams & Khoo, 1996; Ikhsanudin et al., 2023). QUEST is designed to perform 
both Classical Test Theory (CTT) and Item Response Theory (IRT) analyses, offering 

researchers comprehensive psychometric data including item difficulty, item 

discrimination, distractor effectiveness, item fit, and reliability estimates (Adams & 

Khoo, 1996; Izard, 2005). Its utility lies in the program's ability to process both 

dichotomous and polytomous items, making it particularly suited for analysing multiple-

choice questions as well as Likert-type scales.  

Researchers input the answer key and students' responses through formatted control 
files, and QUEST subsequently generates detailed output files that provide insights into 

each test item's performance. The output includes critical indices: the difficulty level, 

the discrimination power, and the percentage distribution of responses, which allows 

the identification of ineffective distractors. The program also supports Rasch analysis 

and fit statistics that further strengthen the test's construct validity and internal 

consistency (Dewi et al., 2023). With these capabilities, QUEST is an effective tool for 
ensuring the psychometric rigour of assessments, particularly in community-based 

education where resources for test validation are limited (Robillard et al., 2018). Its 

application in this study provides an empirical basis for identifying which test items truly 
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reflect learner proficiency in reading comprehension and which items require revision 

or removal. 

 

1.1 Research Gap and Novelty 

 
While diagnostic assessment is increasingly used in formal education, it is still not well 

developed in non-formal learning settings. Many community-based programs, including 

the English Massive (EMAS) program, lack proper diagnostic tools or sufficient training 

to create practical assessments (Carliner, 2023). This gap becomes more complex due 

to the diverse characteristics of non-formal programs, where differences in student 

attendance, teaching hours, and teacher qualifications make it challenging to apply 
standardised assessments (Almeida & Morais, 2024). Despite increasing global interest 

in assessment literacy, most research still focuses on formal institutions and tends to 

overlook local community programs that are important for basic language learning 

(Sukarno et al., 2024; Tsagari & Armostis, 2025). This study aims to fill the gap by 

carefully examining reading test items used in the EMAS program to guide practical 

diagnostic assessment in community-based English learning settings with limited 
resources. 

This research provides new insights by showing that psychometric tools such as 

QUEST can be adjusted for use in settings with limited resources. Although QUEST is 

often used in formal academic environments, it is rarely applied in community-based 

programs (Ikhsanudin et al., 2023). By showcasing a practical case study, this work 

bridges the divide between psychometric theory and classroom realities in informal 

education. The study supports prior findings on the importance of using data to guide 
testing decisions, while also highlighting that assessment should be part of the teaching 

process, not just an activity done at the end of instruction (Murphy et al., 2023). In 

addition, the study highlights the need to strengthen tutors' skills, especially for those 

without formal teaching backgrounds, by promoting easy-to-use and creative 

assessment methods that encourage fair and flexible learning (Gunawardena et al., 

2024; Levy-Feldman, 2025). From this perspective, EMAS can be seen as an example 
of how open educational programs can support long-term improvements in assessment 

practices within community-based settings.   

 

1.2 Research Question 

 

This study analyses the psychometric aspects of the 30-item reading comprehension 
diagnostic test within the EMAS Program. The analysis was based on the results from 

26 junior high school students from different levels of proficiency and emphasised their 

performance on test items regarding difficulty, discrimination, and distractor 

effectiveness. Evaluating item quality through QUEST provided important insights into 

systematic evaluation that can improve these tests. The focus was to determine whether 

the current assessment framework helps differentiate learners' levels and facilitates 

informed instructional interventions. These results provide concrete recommendations 
to educators, program developers, and education policy decision makers interested in 

refining evaluation tools for non-formal contexts. The following questions guided the 

research:  

1. How do item difficulty, item discrimination, and distractor efficiency reflect the 

validity and reliability of a reading comprehension test used in the English 

Massive (EMAS) non-formal education program?  
2. How can the results from QUEST item analysis help improve test quality and 

support tutors in developing diagnostic assessment skills in community-based 

English teaching programs?  
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2. METHODS  

2.1 Research Design 

 

A descriptive cross-sectional approach was employed in this study to evaluate the 

reading comprehension diagnostic test used in the English Massive (EMAS) Program, a 
community-based English language learning initiative located in Kediri, East Java, 

Indonesia. This research design was considered suitable for examining the effectiveness 

of a single assessment administration across a diverse group of learners at one point in 

time. The study aimed to assess the psychometric properties of the test in terms of item 

difficulty, item discrimination, and distractor efficiency. The QUEST application was used 

for the analysis because it offers accessible and reliable Rasch-based item analysis, 
making it particularly suitable for educational researchers in low-resource or non-formal 

contexts. 

 

2.2 Research Subjects 

 

The participants consisted of 26 junior secondary school students aged between 12 to 
15 years old. These students were selected through purposive sampling to represent a 

range of English proficiency levels from A2 to B2 based on the Common European 

Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR). The CEFR levels were determined 

through a placement test administered by EMAS facilitators prior to the study, which 

included vocabulary, grammar, and reading comprehension components aligned with 

CEFR descriptors. All participants were active members of the EMAS Program and had 

previously attended regular English instruction sessions. Their varied levels of 
competence and experience in English made them suitable subjects for evaluating the 

effectiveness of a diagnostic assessment in a non-formal educational setting.  

 

2.3 Research Procedures 

 

To maximise accessibility and streamline the data collection process, the diagnostic 
assessment was administered via Google Forms. Each student was given 45 minutes to 

complete the 30-item test under standardised and supervised classroom conditions at 

an EMAS learning centre to ensure consistency and minimise external distractions. 

Although the test itself had not been piloted, the participants were familiar with 

multiple-choice reading tasks from their regular EMAS sessions. Participation in the 

study was entirely voluntary, and informed consent was obtained from each participant 
before the data collection began. The digital format also allowed for efficient data 

retrieval and analysis while maintaining ethical standards in research involving minors. 

  

2.4 Research Instruments 

 

The primary instrument in this study was a 30-item multiple-choice reading 

comprehension diagnostic test developed collaboratively by the researchers and local 
EMAS tutors. The items were developed from scratch based on CEFR descriptors and 

EMAS learning objectives, with attention to learners’ typical language exposure and 

classroom practices. The test aimed to measure various sub-skills of reading 

comprehension, including identifying main ideas, making inferences, and interpreting 

information from written texts. To enhance content validity, three peer educators 

familiar with the EMAS curriculum reviewed the items. Their evaluation focused on 
content relevance, linguistic clarity, cognitive demand, and alignment with instructional 

goals. This expert judgment ensured that the test reflected the learners' actual 

instructional context and addressed their learning needs. No formal pilot test was 
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conducted prior to the main administration, but the items were refined through expert 

review and informal feedback during the development phase.  

 

2.5 Data Analysis 

 
The data collected from students’ responses were analysed using the QUEST software, 

which provides psychometric analysis based on Rasch modelling. The analysis focused 

on three main psychometric indicators:  

 

Item Difficulty 

Item difficulty was evaluated using the index proposed by Bhat and Prasad (2021), with 
the following interpretation: 

Table 1 Item Difficulty Index 

Difficulty Index Interpretation 

P < 30% Difficult 

P = 30–70% Moderate 

P > 70% Easy 

 

Item Discrimination 

Two frameworks were used to interpret item discrimination, including Suwarto's and 
Ebel's classifications. These frameworks were applied to provide complementary 

perspectives that align with local practices in Indonesian educational research, while 

Ebel’s framework offers more refined categorical distinctions that enrich the analysis. 

 

Table 2 Item Discrimination Index by Suwarto (2007) 

Discrimination Index Interpretation 

0.71 – 1.00 Very Good 

0.41 – 0.70 Good 

0.20 – 0.40 Good Enough 

< 0.20 Poor 

< 0.00 Very Poor 

 

Table 3 Discrimination index by Ebel (1965) 

Discrimination Index Interpretation 

≥ 0.40 Functions very well 

0.30 – 0.39 Good, minor revisions 

0.20 – 0.29 Questionable, needs revision 

< 0.20 Discard or revise 

 

Distractor Efficiency 

According to Arikunto (2012), distractors were deemed effective if selected by at least 

5% of respondents. Distractors chosen by fewer than 5% of participants were 

categorised as ineffective. This 5% threshold is grounded in the principle that effective 
distractors must be attractive enough to mislead less proficient learners, thereby 

enhancing the diagnostic power of the test. QUEST software provided detailed item-

level diagnostics, allowing the researchers to examine the functionality of distractors 

and their effectiveness in distinguishing student understanding. The combination of 

expert validation and psychometric analysis provided a robust framework for evaluating 

the quality of the diagnostic instrument. This methodological approach aligns with the 
study's objective to enhance assessment literacy and promote evidence-based 

improvements in non-formal education settings such as the EMAS Program. 
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3. FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION  

3.1 Findings 

 

This study aims to evaluate the quality of a test instrument by analysing each item 

based on three key aspects: item difficulty, item discrimination, and distractor 
efficiency. By examining how well the test items function, the researchers seek to 

identify which questions are appropriate, which need revision, and which should be 

removed. The goal is to ensure that the test accurately measures students’ 

understanding and provides reliable results for assessment purposes. 

 

Analysis of Item Difficulty Levels 
The researchers determined item difficulty based on students' responses. After 

addressing the general reliability of the items, this subsection analyses the estimation 

of each item's difficulty level. This estimation is crucial in assessing test items to 

ascertain if they are appropriately designed to measure students' abilities. The item 

difficulty levels are presented in Table 4 along with their coefficient percentages. The 

items are categorised as Easy, Moderate, and Difficult. Most of these items fall within 
the Easy category; having coefficients of more than 80% means that many participants 

found these items uncomplicated. 

 

Table 4 Items’ Difficulty Level 

Items Coefficient Description Items Difficulty 

Index 

Description 

1 88.5% Easy 16 88.5% Easy 

2 96.2% Easy 17 65.4% Moderate 

3 96.2% Easy 18 23.1% Difficult 

4 84.6% Easy 19 65.4% Moderate 

5 76.9% Easy 20 100% Easy 

6 46.2% Moderate 21 57.7% Moderate 

7 100% Easy 22 61.5% Moderate 

8 80.8% Easy 23 80.8% Easy 

9 84.6% Easy 24 80.8% Easy 

10 96.2% Easy 25 38.5% Moderate 

11 88.5% Easy 26 84.6% Easy 

12 57.7% Moderate 27 57.7% Moderate 

13 88.5% Easy 28 92.3% Easy 

14 46.2% Moderate 29 69.2% Moderate 

15 38.5% Moderate 30 96.2% Easy 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 

Figure 1. Item Difficulty Levels (Item 1–30) 
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The analysis of the test's difficulty level indicates that most of the items, such as 1, 

2, 3, 7, 10, and 20, are categorised as Easy with coefficients between 80.8% and 100%. 

Items 6, 12, 14, 17, 19, and 25 were also categorised as Moderate, indicating a 

moderate level of difficulty. Remarkably, only Item 18 was classified as Difficult, with a 

coefficient of 23.1%, indicating it was the most difficult item for the participants. 
 

Analysis of Item Discrimination Using Pt-Biserial 

The effectiveness of each test item was assessed using Point Biserial Correlation (Pt-

Biserial) to evaluate its discrimination capacity between high and low performing 

students. After assessing overall test reliability, this subsection shifts its emphasis to 

individual item analysis to determine which test items require revision, retention, or 
deletion. This analysis is critical in ensuring that the test accurately captures students' 

competencies while ensuring its authenticity. Items with high Pt-Biserial scoring are 

characterised by strong discrimination, and those scoring low do not add value to the 

assessment. The impact of individual item scoring on overall test performance is 

analysed using Pt-Biserial in Table 1. Items are categorised as Poor, Good Enough, 

Good, or Very Good to decide on whether revised, retained, or deleted is warranted. A 
Pt-Biserial value close to zero reflects weak discrimination. It suggests revision or 

removal is necessary, while higher values indicate stronger item quality and more 

effective differentiation between student performance outcomes. 

 

Table 5 Item Discrimination 

Items Pt-

Biserial 

Descripti

on 

Decision Items Pt-

Biserial 

Descripti

on 

Decision 

1 0.41 Good No 

revision  

16 0.67 Good Minor 

revision 

2 0.01 Poor Major 

Revision 

17 0.38 Good 

enough 

Minor 

revision 

3 0.09 Poor Major 

Revision 

18 0.49 Good No 

revision  

4 0.39 Good 

enough 

Minor 

revision  

19 0.52 Good No 

revision  

5 0.57 Good No 
revision  

20 0.00 Poor Major 
Revision 

6 0.58 Good Minor 

revision 

21 0.29 Good 

enough 

Minor 

revision 

7 0.00 Poor Major 

Revision 

22 0.50 Good Minor 

revision 

8 0.51 Good Minor 

revision 

23 0.78 Very Good Minor 

revision 

9 0.60 Good Minor 

revision 

24 0.63 Good Minor 

revision 

10 0.43 Good Minor 
revision 

25 0.54 Good No 
revision  

11 0.67 Good Minor 

revision 

26 0.66 Good Minor 

revision 

12 0.42 Good Minor 

revision 

27 0.13 Poor Major 

Revision 

13 0.51 Good Minor 

revision 

28 0.68 Good Minor 

revision 
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14 0.03 Poor Major 

Revision 

29 0.49 Good No 

revision  

15 0.48 Good No 

revision  

30 0.51 Good Minor 

revision 

 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2. Item Discrimination Values (Pt-Biserial) 
 

The findings suggest that certain items, including 2, 3, 7, 14, 20, and 27, have low 

discrimination and require modification or elimination. On the other hand, items 4, 17, 

and 21 are categorised as “Good Enough,” which implies that only minor revisions are 

needed. The majority of items are classified as “Good,” signifying acceptable 

performance, except for Items 6, 8, 9, and 10, which need further development. Item 
23 is remarkable since it is rated as “Very Good”, highlighting its robust correlation with 

overall test performance. 

 

Distractor Efficiency in Multiple-Choice Test Items 

To evaluate distractor efficiency, the researchers analysed how well the incorrect 

answer choices functioned in multiple-choice test items. This evaluation is critical in 
determining whether the distractors accurately distinguish between students who 

understand the material and those who do not. Ineffective distractors decrease the 

possibility of students who are less informed being able to answer the questions 

correctly, thereby diminishing the test's ability to measure actual understanding. 

Revising the distractors can enhance the functioning of the assessment, thus improving 

its overall quality and validity. Table 6 evaluates distractor efficiency, which measures 

how well incorrect answer choices function in multiple-choice test items. A distractor 
loses effectiveness when it fails to mislead less-informed students because the item 

becomes less effective at assessing accurate understanding of the content. When 

distractors are poorly designed, this contributes to making the test excessively easy to 

administer, consequently reducing the reliability of the test as a whole. Therefore, 

poorly crafted distractors necessitate elimination or fixing so that the assessment 

distinguishes students accurately based on their understanding. 
 

Table 6 Distractor Efficiency 

Items Description Decision Items Description Decision 

1 C and D are 

ineffective 

Major 

Revision C 

and D 

16 A and C are 

ineffective 

Major Revision 

A and C 

2 A, B, C 
ineffective 

Discard 17 A is ineffective Minor Revision 
A 
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3 B, C, and D 

are ineffective 

Discard  18 A, B, and D are 

effective 

No revision 

4 A and C are 

ineffective 

Major 

Revision A 

and C 

19 B, C, and D are 

effective 

No revision  

5 A, B, and D 

are effective 

No revision 20 A, B, C 

ineffective 

Discard  

6 B ineffective Minor 
Revision B 

21 A is ineffective Minor Revision 
A 

7 A, B, and D 

are ineffective 

Discard  22 B is ineffective Minor Revision 

B 

8 A is ineffective Minor 

Revision A 

23 D is ineffective Minor Revision 

D 

9 B and C are 

ineffective 

Major 

Revision B 

and C 

24 B is ineffective Minor Revision 

B 

10 A, C, and D 

are ineffective 

Discard 25 A, C, and D are 

effective 

No revision  

11 C and D are 

ineffective 

Major 

Revision C 

and D 

26 A and C are 

ineffective 

Major Revision 

A and C 

12 C is ineffective Minor 

Revision C 

27 C ineffective Minor Revision 

C 

13 B and C are 
ineffective 

Major 
Revision B 

and C 

28 A, B, and D are 
ineffective 

Discard 

14 A, B, and D 
are effective 

Discard  29 A, B, C 
effective 

No revision 

15 A, B, and D 

are effective 

No revision 30 A, C, and D are 

ineffective 

Discard 

 

The analysis indicates that some items, such as 2, 3, 7, and 20, have an ineffective 

combination of distractors, which indicates these items require complete revision or 

removal to adjust the level of difficulty for the test. On the other hand, items 6, 8, 12, 

21, and 22 only show one ineffective distractor and need only minor changes. In 

parallel, the rest of the items in question, including 5, 18, 19, 25, and 29, have fully 
functional distractors and therefore require no adjustment. These items successfully 

distinguish students who understand the material from those who are struggling. In 

general, these findings illustrate the greater need to tailor distractors to increase test 

quality and validity, especially regarding the reasons behind incorrect answer choices. 

 

3.2 Discussion 

 
This study assessed the psychometric properties of a diagnostic reading comprehension 

test used in the English Massive (EMAS) Program. Using QUEST software, item-level 

analysis was conducted focusing on difficulty, discrimination, and distractor efficiency. 

These three factors are critical for determining the reliability of diagnostic tests and 

their usefulness within a non-formal educational context. The results enhance 

understanding of how targeted educational interventions can utilise tools grounded in 
the best available evidence to support assessment practices and improve educational 

outcomes. 
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Item Difficulty and Its Implications for Diagnostic Assessment 

The analysis revealed that the test items were relatively "easy," with over 80% of 

students answering them correctly. Such an imbalance compromises the test's ability 

to discriminate among learners with different proficiency levels and limits its value for 

formative purposes. According to constructivist learning theory, tasks should be 
appropriately challenging to activate prior knowledge and scaffold new learning (Bruner, 

1966; Vygotsky & Cole, 1978). When diagnostic tests consist mainly of low-difficulty 

items, they fail to reveal the learners' actual cognitive readiness and areas that require 

targeted support. In the EMAS program's context, where students come from varied 

educational backgrounds and often lack structured language instruction. This imbalance 

limits the identification of learner zones needing development. Item difficulty analysis 
using p-values substantiates this. For instance, Item 2 had a difficulty index of 0.95, 

showing little diagnostic value, while Item 30, with a difficulty of 0.22, may be too 

advanced, especially without alignment to prior instruction. Items falling in the 

moderate range (p = 0.30–0.70) are essential for capturing variation in student 

performance and informing targeted teaching interventions. 

The trend toward overly easy items might stem from item writers, often untrained 
community tutors, intentionally avoiding complexity due to concerns over learner 

confidence or test anxiety (Gkintoni et al., 2025; Gore et al., 2022). While well-

intentioned, this practice inadvertently undermines the principles of assessment for 

learning, which advocate for tasks that push learners just beyond their current ability 

(Black & Wiliam, 2009). Ideally, tests should adopt a balanced composition (25% easy, 

50% moderate, 25% difficult) to activate multiple levels of comprehension and provide 

equitable opportunities for diagnostic insight. The current imbalance not only hinders 
accurate profiling but also poses risks of instructional complacency, as high scores may 

mask actual gaps in higher-order thinking. 

 

Item Discrimination and Its Pedagogical Implications 

Despite issues with item difficulty, the majority of test items displayed satisfactory 

discrimination, suggesting that they could differentiate students with varying reading 
abilities. Discrimination analysis using Point-Biserial Correlation confirmed that several 

items functioned effectively in distinguishing student performance, with many 

surpassing the 0.20 threshold and a few reaching "very good" levels. From a 

pedagogical perspective, this ability is vital in formative assessment because it allows 

teachers to determine which learners need remediation and which concepts require 

reteaching (Brown & Brown, 2018). 
High discrimination indices, even in easier items, suggest that such items may still 

offer insight, particularly among lower-performing learners (Liu et al., 2023). For 

example, Item 23, with a high discrimination index of 0.78, proved effective in 

highlighting learner differences. However, items like Item 7 (discrimination index of 

0.00) failed to do so, possibly due to ambiguous wording or misalignment with 

instructional goals. 

In non-formal learning environments such as EMAS, where assessment literacy is 
often limited, the presence of discriminating items reflects an opportunity for 

instructional improvement. Teachers can use discrimination data to make evidence-

based decisions, designing differentiated instruction, grouping learners by proficiency 

level, and monitoring progress. This aligns with the data-driven instruction model, which 

emphasises using assessment feedback for continuous instructional refinement 

(Brookhart, 2024). Equipping community-based tutors with the capacity to interpret 
item discrimination fosters not only better test design but also contributes to 

professional development and sustainable grassroots education reforms. 
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Distractor Efficiency and Its Role in Diagnostic Assessment 

Distractor efficiency evaluates the effectiveness of incorrect answer options in 

distinguishing between learners who understand the material and those who do not. In 

this study, many distractors failed to meet the minimum 5% selection threshold, 

indicating inefficiency. Ineffective distractors allow students to guess the correct answer 
without demonstrating comprehension, thus reducing the diagnostic power of the item 

(Cook et al., 2023). 

In a culturally and linguistically diverse setting like EMAS, distractor performance 

may be influenced by students' language exposure, test-taking strategies, or even 

socio-linguistic expectations. For example, distractors that rely on subtle grammatical 

errors or idiomatic usage may not be salient to learners unfamiliar with these 
conventions. This highlights the need for context-sensitive test design, where 

distractors are both linguistically plausible and pedagogically meaningful (Zhang et al., 

2025). Item 2, for instance, had distractors that were too obviously incorrect, possibly 

due to unnatural phrasing or culturally irrelevant vocabulary, making it easier for test-

takers to eliminate them without comprehension. 

Moreover, efficient distractors can reveal learners' misconceptions and serve as 
diagnostic cues (Tukiyo et al., 2023; Firdaus et al., 2025). A distractor chosen by many 

learners may indicate a common misunderstanding, which can be addressed through 

focused instruction. For instance, if a distractor reflects overgeneralization (e.g., 

assuming every paragraph starts with a topic sentence), instructors can design mini-

lessons targeting such assumptions. In this way, distractor analysis bridges 

psychometric evaluation and instructional intervention. 

Instructors in the EMAS Program, many of whom design assessments with limited 
training, can benefit from using QUEST's automated distractor analysis tools. These 

tools simplify the process of identifying non-functioning distractors and refining items 

for re-administration. Embedding reflective practice into test revision processes can help 

foster a local culture of assessment-informed teaching, supporting ongoing 

improvements in both test design and pedagogical strategies. 

 
4. CONCLUSIONS  

 

This study highlights the importance of using diagnostic assessments to improve 

teaching in non-formal English programs. By applying QUEST-based analysis to the 

EMAS reading test, the study found several issues with item difficulty, discrimination, 

and distractor quality. While some items effectively demonstrated differences in student 
ability, the overall test was too easy, and many distractors were not effective. These 

findings show the need to improve how teachers create test items, design lessons, and 

assess learning in community-based programs. They also prove that even schools with 

limited resources can use evidence-based tools to improve learning. Helping teachers 

build assessment skills and use simple psychometric tools can lead to fairer and more 

effective teaching. However, this study has some limitations. It only looked at one test 

from one program and did not include student feedback. Future studies could explore 
other programs, collect data over a longer time, or include interviews and observations 

to get a deeper understanding. These steps can help improve assessments in other 

informal learning settings and support more inclusive, data-informed English teaching. 
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