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ABSTRAK

Kajian ini bertujuan membina dan mengesahkan Instrumen Literasi Pentaksiran
Institut Pendidikan Guru (ILP IPG) untuk mengukur literasi pentaksiran pelajar Ijazah
Sarjana Muda Perguruan (PISMP). Berdasarkan analisis pengkaji terhadap Standard
for Teachers Competence in the Educational Assessment of Students (STCEAS) dan
analisis sukatan pelajaran kursus pengukuran dan penilaian di Institut Pendidikan
Guru, lima dimensi literasi pentaksiran telah dibentuk iaitu Konsep Asas,
Perancangan, Pembinaan, Pentadbiran, Penskoran dan Analisis; dan Interprestasi
dan Tindakan Susulan. Proses pembinaan instrumen melibatkan tiga peringkat iaitu
mereka bentuk; pembinaan dan pengesahan instrumen. Pembinaan ILP IPG juga
berasaskan Model Pembinaan McIntire dan Miller. Kesemua item ILP IPG mempunyai
kesahan yang baik kerana menunjukkan nilai point-measure correlation (PTMEA
CORR) melebihi 0.3 dan nilai fit yang diterima. Nilai kebolehpercayaan item bagi
kelima-lima dimensi ILP IPG mempunyai nilai yang melebihi 0.80. Indeks
pengasingan item bagi kelima-lima dimensi adalah baik kerana melebihi nilai 2.
Dapatan kajian ini menunjukkan nilai kebolehpercayaan individu bagi kelima-lima
dimensi adalah diterima iaitu melebihi nilai 0.6. Indeks pengasingan individu agak
rendah kerana mempunyai nilai yang kurang dari nilai 2. Memandangkan wujudnya
lompang-lompang dalam tafsiran konstruk yang diukur, maka indeks pengasingan
yang agak rendah adalah dijangkakan. Analisis Kebezaan Fungsi Item ke atas jantina
(Gender Differential Item Functioning — GDIF) mendapati 12 item menunjukkan GDIF
signifikan dan ia perlu disemak semula bagi memastikan instrumen bersih dari

sebarang item yang cenderung bias. Dalam kajian ini, item telah digubal dengan baik
dan mensasari kebolehan responden yang diharapkan.




ABSTRACT

THE DEVELOPMENT AND VALIDATION OF ASSESSMENT LITERACY
INSTRUMENT FOR BACHELOR OF TEACHING STUDENTS IN
INSTITUT PENDIDIKAN GURU

The purpose of this research was to develop and validate Assessment Literacy
Instrument for Teacher Education Institutes (ILP IPG) for use in the measurement of
assessment literacy among Bachelor of Teaching students in Institut Pendidikan
Guru. Based on the Standards for Teacher Competence in Educational Assessment
of Students (STCEAS) and analysis of measurement and evaluation course syllabus,
five dimensions of assessment literacy were developed namely Basic Concept,
Planning, Designing, Administration, Scoring and Analysis and Interpretation and
Follow-up. A three- stage process was utilised in the development of the instrument:
(1) Instrument Design Stage, (ii) Item Writing Stage, and (i) Validation Stage. The
ILP IPG was designed based on the test development principles of McIntire and Miller.
All items in ILP IPG showed a higher degree of validity based on PTMEA CORR values
exceeding 0.3 and Outfit MNSQ and Infit MNSQ values between 0.7 and 1.3. The
item reliability index for all five dimensions in ILP IPG had a value in excess of 0.80
with the item separation index is higher than 2. The findings of this study indicated
the individual reliability index for these five dimensions to be between 0.65 to 0.78
with the separation index relatively low. This was expected in view of the existence
of voids in the voids constructs measured interpretation. Gender Differential Item
Functioning Analysis (GDIF) found 12 items showing the t value of DIF greater than
1.96. These items therefore should be reviewed to ensure an instrument free from

any item bias. In this study, the items were developed properly and targeted the
ability of respondents.
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