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Abstract: The proposed study will develop, build, and standardise a valid and reliable Achievement 

Test in English Language Skills among elementary level students. In accordance with the importance 

of English proficiency in the development of literacy, the research is conducted with systematic test-

development process encompassing planning, preparation of successive drafts, pilot testing, item 

analysis and standardization. The first draft of the questionnaires consisted of 76 items ready in four 

abilities, i.e., listening, speaking, reading and writing, and filtered with the help of the professionals 

into a second draft of 55 items. A sample of 200 students took this draft and item analysis was done 

on the basis of upper and lower 27% groups on the basis of Difficulty Value (DV) and Discriminating 

Power (DP). Following the application of DV and DP, 10 unworthy items were eliminated leaving an 

English Language Skills Test (ELST) of 45 items. To determine the reliability, the test-retest method 

was used on another sample of 100 students and the correlation coefficient was 0.87, which indicated 

that it is very stable. The resulting tool gives a psychometrically reliable measure of English language 

skill to the teacher and researchers and offers a means of conducting pedagogical improvement at the 

elementary level. 

Keywords: Achievement test, English language skills, elementary students, standardization, item 

analysis, reliability, validity 

 

1.INTRODUCTION: 

 

English has become one of the most powerful languages of the twenty-first century that may be both a lingua franca 

in the world, as well as a scholarly lingua franca, and a language of communication between multilingual communities 

(1). In the Indian context where hundreds of languages exist, English is a very crucial link language between various 

linguistic groups and access to educational, economic, and technological opportunities (2).  

The elementary school level does not only make English a mandatory academic lesson, but also the cornerstone that 

future literacy, understanding, and formal communication skills are anchored. Early exposure of children to English 

is extremely important in determining their cognitive growth, their academic confidence, and their engagements in 

learning tasks at higher levels (3,4). Since English is the language of textbooks, instructions, and examinations in 

many state and central schools boards, the future success in the school system and the academic future becomes 

impossible without proficiency in English (5). Hence, acquisition of English language competency at the early level 

is not only a learning necessity but a crucial factor in academic equity and life-long learning (6).  

The four interdependent skills included in English language learning at the elementary level comprise of listening, 

speaking, reading and writing which combined with each other lead to communicative competence in children (7). 

Listening provides the basis of vocabulary development, phonological awareness, and understanding; speaking allows 

expressiveness and classroom issues; reading helps in the acquisition of knowledge and development of a critical 

thinker; and writing fosters the organization of ideas, the use of grammar, and expression of literacy (8). Combined, 

these competencies will affect the overall academic achievement of children in all subjects since their skills in 

comprehending instruction, comprehending textual data and the ability to respond to questions will greatly rely on 

their mastery of the skills of the English language (9). 

 In studies, it has always been shown that students who have better language development in the early-grade levels 

have better learning achievements in mathematics, science, and social studies implying how the base of language 

proficiency in English plays a significant role in holistic academic performance (10,11). With the integration of 

competency-based curricula in educational systems based on national frameworks, proper measurement of these four 

domains of language can be even more critical (12). The achievement tests take center stage to determine the level of 

mastery of the students in terms of academic skills, areas of deficiency in learning and the pedagogical decisions (13). 

Achievement tests, which are well designed, can be used in the field of learning English language as a way of 
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determining whether learners have mastered the understanding at the grade level about comprehension, vocabulary, 

grammar and communication (14). 

 In standardized achievement tests, especially, objectivity, reliability and comparability of the results among schools 

and groups of the population are guaranteed (15). They give instructors some diagnostic data very important in 

developing remedial teaching, assist policy makers to assess the efficacy of curricula and aid researchers in analyzing 

literacy patterns by region (16). In the elementary level, standardized tests provide an empirical insight into the 

effectiveness with which the initial years of language education are performing and particularly in multilingual 

situations with a wide range of exposure to English (17,18).  

Nevertheless, to be effective in fulfilling these purposes achievement tests have to be designed in accordance with the 

systematic processes which involve blueprinting, item writing, expert validation, pilot testing, and item analysis with 

statistics (19). Although the assessment of English language is crucial, their current tools in elementary level have 

limited scope and standard. A good percentage of the available evaluation tool are limited to specific grammar 

elements, vocabulary awareness or isolated reading comprehension exercises without the representation of the entire 

range of language skills needed to be considered communicatively competent (20). Majority of the standardized 

achievement tests that have been created in India and other countries are tailored towards secondary or higher-

secondary students to portray the examination expectations at these levels instead of the developmental requirements 

of young learners (21). 

 In addition to this, most school level tests are not psychometrically rigorous and are not developed in a systematic 

manner, which compromises their reliability and fairness (22). This has led to teachers often using subjective, teacher-

designed tests that differ in the level of difficulty, the distribution of content, and the accuracy of scoring (23). These 

inconsistencies tend to make teachers fail to see a clear image of the level of learning of students and confuse the 

discovery of real learning problems (24). This discrepancy is more alarming in situations that involve the second or 

third language of English and where students must be provided with a systematic scaffold in order to reach grade-

level competence (25). The turn towards evidence-based educational practice across the globe has solidified the need 

to have powerful, standardised instruments, to evaluate the result of learning language at a lower level (26). The 

competency-based education, the foundational literacy and numeracy (FLN), and the practices of continuous 

assessment, based on the principles of objective measurement, are prioritized by the international or national curricular 

frameworks, including NEP-2020 (27). 

 These policy guidelines require developmentally appropriate, psychometrically sound, and measurement tools that 

can track the progress of the learners over time. The development of such tools is to be done in accordance with the 

demonstrated principles of test development that encompass the correspondence of the items to the learning objectives, 

the content validity being secured by the means of the expert review, and the empirical validation of the test in terms 

of the difficulty and discrimination indices (28). Standardized English Language Skills Tests that are aimed at 

elementary students should thus evaluate listening, speaking, reading and writing abilities within a balanced approach 

as they should be able to reflect the benchmarking of the curriculum and language developmental patterns (29). 

 Based on these requirements, the current paper engages in the development and standardization of an English 

Language Skills Test (ELST) that will be focused on elementary-level students. Also in contrast to the current 

assessment methods, which emphasize individual grammar elements and advanced grade proficiency standards, the 

ELST is structured to assess all four key language skills with psychometrically acceptable items. The test development 

process involves paying attention to the creation of the first set of items according to curriculum specifications, the 

further refinement of this set in the course of the expert assessment, the testing of the final version on a representative 

sample, and the item analysis in terms of Difficulty Value (DV) and Discrimination Power (DP) to understand that 

only high-quality items remained (30). Insisting on matching the evaluation to the developmental stage of elementary 

learners and using the strict methods of statistical processing, the ELST should provide educators, administrators, and 

researchers with the reliable instrument to help them diagnose the level of language proficiency, enhance instructional 

practices, and increase the overall quality of early English language education. 

 

2. REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

 

2.1 Achievement Tests in Language Education 

Achievement tests are widely known as important devices in assessing how learners have acquired instructional goals, 

especially in language learning where comprehension and communication as well as expression is to be assessed in a 

methodical manner (31). The achievement tests are curriculum-based and unlike proficiency tests which examine the 

general communicative ability, achievement tests are interested in establishing whether the learners have mastered 

certain skills they were taught during a given time (32). When applied in the context of English language learning, the 

tests can assess the progress in listening, speaking, reading, and writing, and help teachers to understand the strengths, 

learning gaps, and introduce specific pedagogical interventions (33).  

According to scholars, achievement tests do not only measure the result of learning, but also cause changes in 

instructional planning, curriculum development and educational accountability (34). An effective language 

achievement test will also involve various areas of linguistic competence such as vocabulary, grammar, 
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comprehension, phonological awareness and written expression. It is in line with grade-level outcomes, which makes 

the content developmentally engaging in terms of cognitive and linguistic development in the learners (35). In 

multilingual environments like India, in which English is a second or third language, objective achievement test is 

even more important to provide equitable assessment since exposure to English differs greatly among social-economic 

and geographic groups (36). Some researches underline that the timely and proper evaluation of the language skills 

leads to future success in school as students who have good background language skills are likely to succeed in all 

their subject areas (37). Hence, achievement tests are inevitable tools of enhancing language proficiency, quality 

education, and effective classroom teaching (38).  

2.2 Construction and Standardization of Achievement Tests Procedures: 

The construction and standardization of a reliable language achievement test require adherence to globally accepted 

psychometric principles. Test development typically involves sequential stages, including: 

(a) identification of content and objectives, 

(b) blueprinting, 

(c) expert validation, 

(d) item writing and editing, 

(e) pilot testing, 

(f) item analysis using Difficulty Value (DV) and Discrimination Power (DP), and 

(g) establishing reliability and validity (39). 

In this step, the identification of content and objectives is carried out. Development of language achievement test 

begins with clear learning objectives that represent the standards of curriculum and learner expectations. Such 

objectives should be quantifiable, behavioural and they should be in tandem with instructional objectives in the various 

fields of language (40). The scholars also note that it is critical to make test items connected with curricular 

competencies so that the same content is relevant and equal to the test-takers (41). The identification of content usually 

includes going through text books, syllabi, competency frameworks, and past examination papers in order to identify 

critical skills and language configurations that should be used in the target grade level (42). 

2.2.2 Blueprinting and Test Specifications: 

 Preparation of a test specification, also known as blueprinting, is done to assure that test items are effectively 

distributed in terms of language abilities, cognitive abilities and content area. This will ensure that over-representation 

of some aspects (e.g., grammar) and under-representation of others (e.g., listening or speaking) is prevented (43). The 

blueprint is of high quality and it balances the items in the taxonomy of Bloom; knowledge, understanding, application, 

and analysis, so that the test measures the development of lower-order and higher-order thinking (44). Blueprints have 

been indicated to promote content validity and the coherence of structure of standardized tests (45).  

2.2.3 Expert Validation: 

Expert review is an important process in getting rid of ambiguity, biasness, redundancy of content, and complex 

language that can be detrimental to the learners (46). Within panels, there are typically language educators, 

psychometricians and subject specialists who assess the items in terms of being clear, relevant, representativeness and 

correspondence to the cognitive goals (47). Research proves that, when subjected to expert validation, the item content 

validity ratio (CVR) is enhanced as well as the overall quality of the test is strengthened before pilot administration 

(48).  

2.2.4 Writing, editing and piloting of Items: 

 When a certain item has been proven, it is revised according to the recommendations of specialists and gathered into 

a working version. On a small scale, pilot testing is useful in recognizing unexpected problems during the wording of 

items, time allocation, or understanding by the student (49). The pre-test administration also serves as source of item 

difficulty and discrimination which are vital in perfecting the draft (50). 

 2.2.5 Analysis of the Items in terms of Difficulty Value (DV) and Discrimination Power (DP): 

Item analysis forms the backbone of test standardization. Two classical indices are used: 

• Difficulty Value (DV) indicates how many students answered the item correctly. Items that are too easy or too 

difficult fail to differentiate levels of ability (51). 

• Discrimination Power (DP) measures how well an item distinguishes between high and low achievers, typically 

using the 27% Kelley method (52). 

Items with DP values above 0.30 are generally considered acceptable, while those below 0.19 are usually discarded 

(53). Likewise, DV values within the moderate range (0.25–0.75) are preferred as they contribute to the test’s 

reliability and discriminatory efficiency (54). 

2.2.6 Establishing Reliability and Validity: 

A standardized achievement test must demonstrate reliability—consistency of measurement across time, items, and 

populations—and validity—accuracy in measuring what it intends to measure (55). Reliability may be estimated 

through test–retest, split-half, Kuder-Richardson (KR-20/21), or Cronbach’s alpha methods. Validity involves content, 

criterion, and construct validation procedures (56). Literature shows that language achievement tests achieving 

reliability coefficients above 0.70 and demonstrating strong correlations with external criteria are considered 
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psychometrically robust (57). Furthermore, validity evidence ensures that interpretations drawn from test scores are 

meaningful and appropriate (58). 

2.3 Previous Standardized Tests in English / Language Skills: 

The methodological precedents of standardized language achievement tests are found in previous studies on the topic. 

Several scholars have come up with grammar, vocabulary or reading-based achievement tests to school students, 

which is often followed by systematic processes of blueprint creation, professional assessment and systematic analysis 

of items (59). An example is that standardized grammar and comprehension tests designed to test middle-school 

students usually start with large item pools of over 70100 items then are refined through repeated use of expert groups 

and psychometric measures (60). 

 It is observed that these studies report a reliability coefficient of between 0.72 and 0.90 indicating a steady 

measurement property and reiterating the efficacy of DV and DP-based item analysis. Also, several test-development 

studies underline the necessity to consider the items according to the curriculum requirements and provide inclusivity 

to English-as-second-language learners. Some of the procedures involved are: Development of a roadmap that 

indicates skill and content allocation. Multiple choice construction in accordance with behavioural goals. Checking of 

4-10 English professionals.  

Piloting on samples of 100-300 students. Classical test theory indices of item analysis. Conclusion of the test with 

regards to psychometric acceptability. Determining reliability through test-retest or split- half. Account of content and 

structural validity. Such patterns of methodology are quite similar to the steps involved in the construction of English 

Language Skills Test (ELST) in the current research. The findings of these studies informed the formation and 

standardization of the ELST in the current study. 

3. Objectives of the Study: 

1. To create an achievement test that was used to measure English language skills (listening,     speaking, reading and 

writing) of elementary students.  

2. To norm the test by expert validation and statistical analysis of item.  

3. To find the difficulty value and discriminating power of the test items.  

4. To determine the reliability of the completed English Language Skills Test (ELST). 

 

4. METHODOLOGY 

 

4.1 Research Design 

The current research used the descriptive survey-cum-test development and standardization design. This was deemed 

to be the right design as the main goal of the research was to develop, revise, and standardize an English Language 

Skills Test (ELST) to elementary-level students. The research design implied systematic practices that made the test 

items obtained as psychometrically sound, developmentally appropriate and consistent with the instructional 

expectations at the elementary level.  

The implementation of the methodology was done in three significant phases:  

Construction Phase: The document that was used during this stage was the preparation of the first and second drafts 

of the ELST. The initial version was formed of 76 items that were obtained with the help of the literature review, 

English educators, and personal knowledge of the language learning process at the elementary level by the investigator. 

The given draft went through an examination of experts, based on which 21 items were cut off and some of them were 

reformulated, which led to a second version of the draft of 55 items.  

Item Analysis Phase: A sample of 200 students was used to conduct the second draft. The item analysis was carried 

out after administration and scoring of the responses in determining the difficulty value (DV) and discrimination power 

(DP) of each item using the upper and lower 27 percent groups. According to DV and DP findings, 10 items which 

scored poor or extreme were dropped. 

 Completion and Estimation of Reliability Phase: Following the filtration process of items that failed to pass the test, 

a final version of the ELST included 45 acceptable items according to the psychometric criterion. The test was then 

given to another group of 100 students to estimate the reliability of the test through the test-retest technique. The value 

of the coefficients of reliability derived (0.87) was satisfactory in time stability of the test. This methodical procedure 

allowed making the test not only thorough and well-balanced in terms of language proficiency but also proved to be 

statistically reliable, accurate, and consistent.  

4.2 Population and Sample: 

The study sample included elementary-level students learning English as a subject in educational institutions under 

school boards who implement a stipulated curriculum in both primary and upper-primary levels. These students are 

usually a good representation of different linguistic, socio-economic, and educational groups and as such they are 

appropriate in ensuring the development of a standardized assessment tool.  

A sample of 200 students was picked in order to analyse the items. These pupils were representative of various blocks 

of the elementary level whom they were subjected to regular classroom teaching in the English language. The type of 

sampling can be explained as either simple random sampling or convenient multistage sampling, basing on the 

accessibility and logistical practicability of the institutional setting. In this research, the schools that were available to 
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the investigator were targeted and respondents were chosen among the existing classes in a way that gave sufficient 

representation of both high and low achievement learners.  

To estimate reliability (test -retest method), another sample of 100 students was selected. This group of students did 

not make up part of the sample of the first item of analysis, and thus there was no practice effect or familiarity effect. 

This test was done twice on the same group with a reasonable time gap to ascertain the consistency of the scores 

between the administrations. The chosen sample sizes were deemed sufficient to perform item discrimination, estimate 

the difficulty, and conduct a reliability analysis, and to be able to draw the appropriate generalizations in terms of the 

elementary-level educational conditions. 

4.3 Tools and Materials: 

The tools and materials used in the study were as follows: 

4.3.1 English Language Skills Test (ELST) 

The investigator had developed the English Language Skills Test (ELST) which was the major study tool. The 

objective of the test was to evaluate four basic language-related skills including listening, speaking, reading, and 

writing among elementary level learners. The initial draft had 76 items allocated in the four skills. Through expert 

screening, 21 items were cut and the second draft consisted of 55 items. According to the item analysis results, 10 

other items were dropped and hence the final standardized test had 45 items. The questions were multiple choice 

questions that were age sensible, linguistically sensible, and curriculum congruent. The items were used to evaluate 

comprehension, grammar use, vocabulary, audio-text interpretation (where appropriate), response formulation and the 

reading-writing skills.  

4.3.2 Expert Opinion Proforma: 

To guarantee the sufficiency of content and readability of the first draft, an expert opinion proforma was available. Six 

experts in the field of the English language were provided with this organized document, including well-experienced 

teachers and other experts that were aware of the teaching of English at the elementary level. The proforma allowed 

specialists to consider every item in terms of: linguistic accuracy significance to the skill area. adaptability of the level 

of difficulty. understandability of instructions and choices. congruence with the pedagogy of teaching English 

language at the elementary level. Qualitative remarks and modification or deletion recommendations of inappropriate 

items were given by experts.  

4.3.3 Scoring Key: 

In the second and final drafts, a scoring key was made up of all items. The scoring key was provided with the correct 

answer to each of the multiple-choice questions in order to score without any ambiguity. There were the following 

scores: One point on each correct answer. No marks in the cases of wrong or missed answers. There was no negative 

marking done. In order to give consistent scoring of all the samples and provide the correct statistical analysis of the 

levels of difficulty and discrimination indices, the scoring key was used. 

 4.3.4 Student Response Sheets: 

 The students were provided with standardized response sheets on which they were supposed to write the answers 

when both the 55-items second draft and the 45-item final test were administered. The respondent sheets were made 

to answer: be consistent in marking. reduce recording errors easy scoring and tabulation. An item analysis phase and 

a reliability estimation phase were done on separate sheets. The administration of the school is governed by 

administrative instructions. There were clear guidelines on how to use time, marking, and guidelines of taking the test 

to all the students. This provided uniformity of the testing conditions; this reduced variation associated with external 

conditions. 

 

Skill-Wise Distribution of Test Items Across Different Drafts of ELST 

Language Skill First Draft<br>(76 Items) Second Draft<br>(55 Items) Final Draft<br>(45 Items) 

Listening 21 items 

(Item Nos. 56–76) 

13 items 

(Item Nos. 43–55) 

Items retained based on DV & DP* 

Speaking 20 items 

(Item Nos. 36–55) 

14 items 

(Item Nos. 29–42) 

Items retained based on DV & DP* 

Reading 18 items 

(Item Nos. 18–35) 

14 items 

(Item Nos. 15–28) 

Items retained based on DV & DP* 

Writing 17 items 

(Item Nos. 1–17) 

14 items 

(Item Nos. 1–14) 

Items retained based on DV & DP* 

Total Items 76 55 45 

 

5.Construction of the English Language Skills Test (ELST) 

The design of the English Language Skills Test (ELST) was done in a well-laid out and sequential way in order to 

make sure that the test was able to measure the necessary elements of learning English language at the elementary 

level. The whole construction course had three significant steps: English Language Skills Test First Draft. Second 

English Language Skills Test Draft. English Language Skills Test Final Draft. The stages were essential in the process 
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of refining the test items, enhancing the quality of the instrument and making sure that the end result of the test had 

good psychometric properties. The English Language Skills Test first draft. Writing of the first draft started after 

conducting a comprehensive review of related literatures, consultation with English teachers, and the practical 

experience that the investigator had on teaching English at elementary level. According to the curriculum 

specifications and the language proficiency of students, 76 test questions were made. These were crafted to address 

the four basic language areas namely listening, speaking, reading, and writing so as to have a complete evaluation of 

the English language competence. 

 

Table 1. Skill-wise Distribution of Test Items (First Draft) 

Sr. No. Language Skill Item Numbers Total 

1 Listening 56–76 21 

2 Speaking 36–55 20 

3 Reading 18–35 18 

4 Writing 1–17 17  
Total 

 
76 

 

5.1.1 Expert Review and Screening: 

The evaluation of the expert panel was necessary in enhancing the quality of the test. According to their 

recommendations, some items were changed to make them more understandable, whereas others were eliminated 

because of their ambiguity, irrelevancy, or level of difficulty. The number of items dropped in the first draft was 21 

and 55 was left to be included in the subsequent phase of the test development. 

 

Table 2. Items Dropped from the First Draft 

Sr. No. Language Skill Dropped Item Nos. Total 

1 Listening 58, 59, 60, 64, 70, 72, 73, 75 8 

2 Speaking 39, 41, 43, 47, 48, 54 6 

3 Reading 19, 27, 28, 34 4 

4 Writing 10, 12, 13 3  
Total Items Dropped 

 
21  

Total Items Retained 
 

55 

 

5.2 Second Draft of the English Language Skills Test: 

After the expert review, the narrowed down population of 55 items constituted the second draft of the ELST. They 

were rearranged and re-numbered in order to preserve structural coherence in line with the four key language skills. 

This facilitated transparency in management, grading and subsequent statistics. 

 

Table 3. Skill-wise Distribution of Items (Second Draft) 

Sr. No. Language Skill Item Numbers Total 

1 Listening 43–55 13 

2 Speaking 29–42 14 

3 Reading 15–28 14 

4 Writing 1–14 14  
Total 

 
55 

 

6. Item Analysis: 

The quality, suitability and psychometric strength of the 55 items included in the second draft of the English Language 

Skills test (ELST) were tested through item analysis. This analysis was done to identify the effectiveness of each item 

in respect of difficulty and discriminative ability in order to only have the most suitable items left to be used in the 

final standardized version of the test. 

 6.1 Administration and Scoring: 

 The next version of test which was of 55 items was administered to a sample of elementary students under the 

conditions of uniformity and control. The instructions, time allocated, and the testing environment were the same to 

all the students in order to achieve fairness and standardization. The rating was done as dichotomous: One point in 

case of each correct response. 0 points on all wrong or blank answers. All the responses were scored and the scores 

gained by the students were organized in a descending order. The greatest 27 percent and the lesser 27 percent of the 

scorers were taken to perform item analysis as is usual with the educational measurement. 

6.2 Indices Used for Item Analysis 

Two statistical indices were calculated for every item in the second draft: 

6.2.1 Difficulty Value (DV) 
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Difficulty Value indicates the proportion of students who answered a particular item correctly. It shows how easy or 

difficult an item is for the target population. The formula used was: 

DV =
Ru + Rl

Nu + Nl

 

Where: 

• Ru = number of students in the upper group answering correctly 

• Rl = number of students in the lower group answering correctly 

• Nu = 54 = total number of students in the upper group 

• Nl = 54 = total number of students in the lower group 

DV values close to 1 indicate easier items, while values near 0 indicate very difficult items. 

 

6.2.2 Discriminating Power (DP) 

Discriminating Power shows how effectively an item differentiates between high-performing and low-performing 

students. The formula used was: 

DP =
Ru − Rl

(Nu + Nl)/2
 

Where: 

• Ru = number of correct responses in the upper group 

• Rl = number of correct responses in the lower group 

• (Nu + Nl)/2 = 54 

A high DP indicates that an item is good at distinguishing between strong and weak students, whereas a low DP 

indicates poor discriminatory ability. 

 

6.3 Distribution of Items by Discriminating Power (DP) 

The discriminating power of all 55 items was calculated and classified into four categories. The distribution is 

presented in Table 4. 

 

Table 4. Distribution of Items by DP (Second Draft) 

Sr. 

No. 
DP Range 

Frequency 

(F) 
Item Numbers Remarks 

1 0.40 and 

above 

17 2, 5, 12, 16, 17, 19, 20, 23, 24, 29, 36, 40, 41, 42, 

49, 51 

Very good items 

2 0.30–0.39 20 1, 3, 4, 6, 8, 9, 10, 18, 22, 25, 26, 30, 35, 38, 45, 

46, 47, 52, 54 

Reasonably good 

items 

3 0.20–0.29 8 14, 15, 28, 34, 43, 50, 53, 55 Marginal items 

4 Below 0.19 10 7, 11, 13, 21, 27, 31, 32, 37, 44, 48 Poor items 

(eliminated) 

Interpretation of DP Results 

• 17 items with DP ≥ 0.40 were considered very good and highly effective in distinguishing student ability levels. 

• 20 items with DP between 0.30–0.39 were reasonably good and suitable for retention. 

• 8 items with DP between 0.20–0.29 were marginal; they could be retained with caution or revised. 

• 10 items with DP below 0.19 were poor and were removed from the test. 

This analysis provided strong evidence about the discriminative quality of each item and guided the elimination 

process. 

6.4 Distribution of Items by Difficulty Value (DV) 

Difficulty values were calculated for all 55 items and classified into four categories, as shown in Table 5. 

 

Table 5. Distribution of Items by DV (Second Draft) 

Sr. 

No. 

DV 

Range 

Frequency 

(F) 

Item Numbers Remarks 

1 Above 

0.75 

5 7, 13, 32, 37, 44 Easy items 

2 0.50–

0.75 

18 4, 12, 16, 17, 19, 20, 23, 24, 28, 29, 30, 34, 35, 36, 39, 

40, 50, 55 

Marginally good 

items 

3 0.25–

0.49 

27 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 8, 9, 10, 14, 15, 18, 22, 26, 33, 38, 40, 41, 

43, 45, 46, 47, 49, 51, 52, 53, 54 

Reasonably good 

items 

4 Below 

0.25 

5 11, 21, 27, 31, 48 Difficult items 
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Interpretation of DV Results 

• 5 items with DV > 0.75 were too easy and lacked discriminatory effectiveness. 

• 18 items with DV 0.50–0.75 were marginally good and acceptable. 

• 27 items with DV 0.25–0.49 were ideal and considered reasonably good. 

• 5 items with DV < 0.25 were very difficult and unsuitable for the target group. 

 

7. Reliability and Validity of English Language Skills Test (ELST) 

The reliability and the validity of the final version of the English Language Skills Test (ELST), which had 45 items, 

were put through to the test of reliability and quality assurance in such a way that the test was always reliable and 

valid in its measurement of English language skills among elementary level students. The measure of reliability 

applied the test-retest technique whereas validity applied content validity, construct validity, and criterion-related 

validity. Every process was done in a systematic way to verify the psychometric integrity of the tool. 

7.1 Reliability of the ELST: 

 Reliability is the measure of stability, consistency and accuracy of a test to measure what it is supposed to measure. 

In the case of the current study, the test-retest reliability was employed since it is one of the most universally accepted 

measures of evaluating the temporal consistency of an achievement test. The procedure of test-retest reliability is 

discussed in 7.1.1. A total of 100 students (not the item analysis sample) were used to calculate reliability. The students 

were given the test on two occasions separated by a period of 15 days with the testing environment and instructions 

being the same. 

The test–retest reliability r was calculated using the formula: 

r =
N∑XY − (∑X)(∑Y)

√[N∑X2 − (∑X)2][N∑Y2 − (∑Y)2]
 

For the dataset of 100 students: 

• N = 100 

• ∑X = 3120 

• ∑Y = 3205 

• ∑XY = 102,450 

• ∑X2 = 102,980 

• ∑Y2 = 105,325 

. 

7.2 Validity of the ELST: 

 Validity is the degree at which a test measures what it is supposed to measure. In the case of ELST, there were three 

kinds of validity:  

7.2.1 Content Validity : 

The content validity was achieved by: Close correlation of items with curriculum goals. Containment of all four 

language skills (listening, speaking, reading, writing). Six English language specialists conducted their review. 

Filtering and revising of items. Experts tested the items based on the correctness, clarity, skill match, language 

accuracy and suitability in terms of developmental aspect. The things that were inappropriate were either removed or 

refined. The professional opinion revealed that the test sufficiently described the language learning goals among 

elementary learners.  

7.2.2 Construct Validity: 

 Construct validity was determined by: It is important to make sure that items reflect four major constructs: Listening 

Speaking Reading Writing Conducting item analysis: 17 items with high DP 20 items with acceptable DP Products 

that had low DP or very high DV were eliminated. Assuring consistency within scores patterns within domains of 

skills. The construct validity is strong due to the logical consistency between the functioning of items and the expected 

patterns of language learning.  

 

7.2.3 Criterion-Related Validity: 

 Criterion-related validity was calculated by finding the relationship between the marks gained by students in school 

examinations and the scores they received in the final 45 item test.  

Let: 

• T = ELST scores 

• E = School English exam scores 

• r_TE = correlation between T and E 

Using the correlation formula, the obtained value was: 

 

 

rTE = 0.65 
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8. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

 

This study aimed at constructing and standardizing an English Language Skills Test (ELST) to use in elementary 

students through a systematic approach in the development of items, validation of the items by the experts, Analysis 

of the items, and estimation of the reliability of the items. The obtained outcomes of each step prove the efficiency 

and psychometric power of the final test. The initial step in the construction of the test led to the creation of 76 items 

(listening, speaking, reading and writing). 

 Expert review resulted in a considerable narrowing of the items and according to their opinion, 21 items that were 

neither clear nor relevant or appropriate to developmental stage were eliminated. The effect of such a screening process 

was that only linguistically and pedagogically appropriate items got to the second draft. A sample comprising of 200 

elementary-level students was used to administer the second draft, which was 55 items. The data were recorded and 

scored, and analyzed using Difficulty Value (DV) and Discrimination Power (DP). The analysis showed that most of 

the items reported within the acceptable ranges, and this shows that there was the right level of difficulty and high 

level of discriminatory ability. In particular, 17 items were highly discriminative (DP ≥ 0.40), and 20 items were 

reasonably good (DP = 0.303 -0.39). There were only 10 items with low discrimination (DP < 0.19) and were then 

discarded. The difficulty Value analysis showed that the majority of items were between 0.25 and 0.75, which is 

moderate, which is desirable in the achievement testing.  

There were 5 items that were too easy and five items that were too difficult indicating that the items were at extreme 

levels of difficulty and hence could not be retained. The list of items that did not show good performance was removed 

to finally have 45 items in the draft that showed balanced representation of the four language skills and high 

psychometric quality. This polished version constituted the standardized version of the ELST. The testcame out to be 

stable by the test-retest method using a different sample of 100 students. The correlation coefficient of 0.87 was 

derived meaning that it was highly reliable and therefore that ELST is consistent in its results over time. The test 

validity was determined using expert review, consistency between the test and the objectives of the curriculum, 

consistency of items functioning with each other and correlations with English subject marks of the students.  

The criterion related validity coefficient was 0.65, which indicated that there was a positive and significant association 

between ELST scores and real academic performance. In general, the findings show that the ELST is a valid and 

reliable instrument in the measurement of the basic English language skills of elementary learners. The test 

development procedure guaranteed the linguistic accuracy, structural consistency, content sufficiency and the 

statistical accuracy, and so, the instrument was suitable in academic measurement as well as further research use. 

 

CONCLUSION 

 

The English Language Skills Test (ELST) developed through this study is a scientifically constructed and standardized 

assessment tool. By incorporating expert judgment, rigorous item analysis, and robust reliability and validity 

procedures, the test offers a dependable measure of English language proficiency at the elementary level. It stands as 

a valuable resource for educators, administrators, and researchers committed to improving English language 

education. 
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