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FOREWORD 

The National Examination Council of Tanzania is pleased to issue this report on 

Item Response Analysis for the 2018 Diploma in Secondary Education 

Examination (DSEE) in Educational Research, Measurement and Evaluation 

subject. The report provides feedback to students, tutors, parents, policy makers 

and the public in general on the performance of the candidates and the extent to 

which the instructional goals and objectives were met. 

 

The Diploma in Secondary Education Examination marks the end of the two years 

of diploma level in education. It is a summative evaluation which shows the 

effectiveness of the education system in general and education system in particular. 

Basically, the report indicates what the education system was able or unable to 

offer to the students in their two years of the Diploma in Secondary Education. 

 

In this report, factors which enabled the candidates to answer questions correctly or 

incorrectly have been analysed. The analysis shows that the candidates with higher 

scores understood the demands of questions; and had basic knowledge of the 

subject matter. However, the candidates with lower scores depicted contrary 

attributes. 

 

The feedback is expected to enable education administrators, college principals, 

tutors and student teachers to identify proper measures for improving candidates’ 

performance in future examinations administered by the Council. 

 

The National Examinations Council of Tanzania will highly appreciate comments 

and suggestions from tutors, students and the general public that can be useful for 

improving future items responses analysis reports. Finally, the Council is quite 

grateful to all stakeholders who provided valuable assistance during preparation of 

this report. 

      
Dr. Charles E. Msonde 

EXECUTIVE SECRETARY 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

This report analyses the performance of the candidates who sat for the 

Diploma in Secondary Education Examination (DSEE) in Educational 

Research, Measurement and Evaluation subject in 2018. A total of 2,181 

candidates sat for the examination, out of which 1,274 candidates were 

using University of Dodoma (UDOM) curriculum and 907 were using the 

Tanzania Institute of Education (TIE) curriculum. The examination tested 

the candidates’ competences in using different scales of measurement in 

carrying out assessment and evaluation of performance, developing research 

skills, carrying out projects and action research as well as disseminating the 

findings to others and using assessment skills and tools for improving the 

teaching and learning process. The general performance of the candidates 

was good as Table 1 shows. 

Table 1: Performance of Candidates in Educational Research 

Measurement and Evaluation 

Candidates 

Type 
Sat 

Number of Candidates and Percentage 

Passed 
Grades 

A B C D F 

ALL 

(DSEE) 

2,18

1 

2,169 11 211 1,433 514 11 

99.50 0.50 9.68 65.73 23.58 0.50 

UDOM 

Curriculum 1,27

4 

1,268 0 57 854 357 6 

 
99.53 0.00 4.47 67.03 28.02 0.47 

TIE 

Curriculum 907 
901 11 154 579 157 5 

 
99.45 1.21 17.00 63.91 17.33 0.55 

 

Table 1 shows that 901 candidates (99.45%) under TIE curriculum passed 

the examination while 99.53% of the candidates under the UDOM 

curriculum passed. However, there was no candidate under UDOM 

curriculum who passed at ‘A’ grade. 

 

Since the assessment for the candidates who are pursuing DSEE using 

UDOM curriculum is in transition in this report, the detailed analysis was 

done on the performance in individual examination questions and topics 

based on the candidates who sat for examination using TIE curriculum only. 

 



2 

 

In the TIE Curriculum, the examination consisted of two sections, A and B, 

with a total of sixteen (16) questions. Section A had ten (10) short answer 

questions, each question carried four (4) marks; making a total of 40 marks. 

Section B had six (6) essay questions, from which candidates were required 

to attempt any four (4) questions. Each question carried 15 marks; making a 

total of 60 marks. The candidates were instructed to attempt a total of 14 

questions in all sections. The questions were set from the following topics: 

Educational Measurement, Assessing Achievement, Qualities of Test, Test 

Construction, Analysis and Interpretation of the Test Results, Educational 

Assessment and Evaluation, and Educational Research.  

 

In this report, the analysis of the questions is based on the category of the 

question items i.e. Short answer items in section A and essay type items in 

section B. In short answer items, the performance of the candidates is 

regarded as Weak if the scores range from 0 to 1.5 marks, Average if the 

scores range from 2 to 2.5 marks, and Good if the scores range from 3 to 4 

marks. For essay items the performance of the candidates is regarded as 

Weak if the scores range from 0 to 5.5 marks, Average if the scores range 

from 6 to 10 marks and Good if the scores range from 10.5 to 15 marks  

 

The performance in the examination has been categorised into five grade 

ranges. The performance of the candidates is regarded as fail (F) if the 

scores range from 0 to 39 marks, satisfactory (D) if the scores range from 

40-54 marks, Good (C) if the scores range from 55-69 marks, Very good 

(B) if the scores range from 70-79 marks and Excellent (A) if the scores 

range from 80-100 marks as shown in figure 1. 
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Figure 1 shows the performance of Candidates who were using TIE 

Curriculum. 

 
Figure 1 shows the performance of candidates with grades 

 

The analysis shows that few candidates 1.2%, 17.1% passed with grade A 

and B respectively, while most of the candidates 63.8% passed with grade 

C, whereas 17.3% passed with grade D. The candidates who failed (grade 

F) 0.6%. The General Performance in this subject was good as 99.45% 

passed with grade A to D. 

 

Samples of the candidates' answers have been attached to illustrate their 

responses. Similarly, Appendix A shows the candidates’ performance in 

each topic. It is expected that the report will enable educational 

stakeholders, tutors and student teachers to improve the teaching and 

learning process in Educational Research, Measurement and Evaluation 

subject. 
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2.0 ANALYSIS OF THE CANDIDATES’ PERFORMANCE IN EACH 

QUESTION 

2.1 Section A: Short Answers Questions 

This section had ten (10) questions and the candidates were instructed to 

attempt all ten questions. The total scores allocated for the section was forty 

(40); each question carrying four (04) marks. 

 

2.1.1 Question 1: Educational Measurement 

This question was set from Educational Measurement topic. The question 

required the candidates to identify, with examples, the two types of 

Educational Measurement based on test interpretation. Total scores for the 

question were 4 marks. 

 

The question was attempted by all 907 candidates (100%), of which, 298 

candidates (32.9%) scored from 3 to 4 marks; indicating a good 

performance, 19 candidates (2.1%) scored 4 marks. Further more 539 

candidates (59.4%) scored from 2 to 2.5 marks; indicating an average 

performance. However, 70 candidates (7.7%) scored from 0 to 1.5, of 

which, 59 candidates (6.5%) scored 0 mark; indicating a poor performance. 

Generally, the candidate performance in the question was good considering 

that 837 candidates (92.3%) scored from 2 to 4 marks. Figure 2 illustrates 

the performance of candidates in question 1. 

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

100

0 - 1.5 2  - 2.5 3 - 4

7.7

59.4

32.9

P
e
r
c
e
n

ta
g
e
 o

f 
th

e
 C

a
n

d
id

a
te

s

Scores
 

Figure 2: The Candidates’ Performance in Question 1 
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The analysis shows that 298 candidates (32.9 %) who scored from 3 to 4 

marks correctly identified the two types of educational measurements based 

on test interpretation and managed to meet the demand of the question as 

per the agreed standardized guide. They identified the types as norm and 

criterion referenced measurement. Also they managed to give correct 

examples of criterion referenced measurement like: writing skills test, 

driving tests while others wrote: music tests, typing tests. Other candidates 

identified and explained each type of Educational measurement based on 

test interpretation as: norm-referenced measurement is used to indicate 

students’ performance by comparing with other students and gave the 

example like: classroom tests such as weekly tests, terminal, annual 

examinations, and national examinations. Moreover, some candidates 

defined criterion-referenced measurement as the type of educational 

measurement used to indicate the individual performance without 

comparing to other students (used to assess what the student can do) thus, 

criterion referenced measurement is skills oriented. This shows that these 

candidates had adequate knowledge and skills in the subject as it is shown 

in Extract 1.1. 
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Extract 1.1 

 
Extract 1.1 is a sample of responses of candidates who identified 

two types of educational measurement correctly as norm and 

criterion referenced measurement with an example for each type. 

 

However, 539 candidates (59.4%) who scored from 2 to 2.5 marks 

identified the two types of educational measurement correctly, but failed to 

give correct examples for each. Some examples from such candidates' 

responses on norm referenced measurement were: weekly tests, terminal 

tests, monthly test, mid-term test, which are correct. However, many of 

them failed to give the correct examples of criterion-referenced 

measurement and they wrongly wrote examples of norm-referenced 

measurements such as national examinations; quizzes. This shows that they 

had insufficient knowledge and skills in the subject.  

 

Further analysis revealed that 70 candidates (7.7%) who scored from 0 to 

1.5 marks failed completely to respond correctly. Many of them wrote 

incorrect answers such as: formative measurement and summative 

measurement. Others wrote: formative educational measurement and 

diagnostic educational measurement. Some of them wrote types of 
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assessment instead of the types of educational measurement. Others defined 

what assessment is and what evaluation is. Some of them provided 

examples as: science subject test and essay test respectively implying that 

they had misconceived the types of educational measurement basing on test 

interpretation. Further more, candidates who scored from 1 to 1.5 marks 

(1.2%) failed to use correct examples after identifying and describing the 

correct types of Educational Measurement. Extract 1.2 is a sample of such a 

poor response from one of the candidates. 

 

Extract.1.2 

 

 
Extract 1.2 is a sample of poor responses from a candidate who failed to 

identify the types of educational measurement based on test interpretation 

as norm and criterion referenced measurement. 

 

2.1.2 Question 2: Educational Measurement 

This question consisted of two parts A and B; each carrying two (2) marks, 

composed from Educational Measurement topic. The question instructed 

the candidates to explain the concepts measurement in part (a) and 

educational measurement in part (b). Scores allocated for the question ware 

4 marks in total. 

 

The data analysis shows that 907 candidates (100%) attempted the 

question. 639 candidates (70.5%) of them scored from 3 to 4 marks; 

indicating good performance, of which, 410 candidates (45.2%) scored 4 

marks. 163 candidates (18%) scored from 2 to 2.5 marks indicating average 

performance and 105 candidates (11.6%) scored from 0 to 1.5 marks; 

indicating poor performance, of which, 45 candidates (5%) scored 0 mark. 

Generally, the performance in the question was good considering that 802 

candidates (88.5%) scored from 2 to 4 marks as shown in figure 3. 
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 Figure 3: The Candidates’ Performance in Question 2 

 

Further, the analysis shows that 639 candidates (70.5%) who scored from 3 

to 4 marks; good performance provided correct definition of measurement 

in part (a). For example, they defined measurement as: the process of 

assigning numerical values to a particular phenomenon to describe the 

degree to which an individual possesses a particular attributes. others 

wrote: it is the process of obtaining or gathering numerical data to the 

extent that individual possesses a particular subject; other candidates wrote 

that: it is the process of finding the performance of something by using 

different measures such as watch, thermometer, ruler. Others wrote: it is 

the process of gathering numbers in order to determine the attributes 

possessed by an object or individuals. In part (b) the candidates defined 

educational measurement as: the process of assigning numerical values to 

educational attributes like interest, intelligence, skills and performance. 

Others wrote that: it is the process of finding the performance of education 

in learning activities, it may be individual or grouped and it should be 

measured through tests, examinations, quizzes and exercises. The analysis 

of the candidates’ performance shows that candidates had sufficient 

knowledge on Educational measurement. Extract 2.1 is a sample of a 

correct response from one of the candidates. 
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Extract 2.1  

 
Extract 2.1 is a sample of a response from a candidate who was 

able to define the measurement and educational measurement 

concepts and gave examples correctly. 

 

Further analysis shows that 163 candidates (18%) whose scores ranged 

from 2 to 2.5 marks performed averagely in the question. It appears that 

they had partial ideas on the meanings of measurement and educational 

measurement. In part (a), some of them provided incorrect responses such 

as: Measurement it is the systematic of analysing data of certain 

phenomena/problems in useful means; instead of writing: it is the 

systematic way. They similarly defined educational measurement as: the 

process of correcting, analysing data in education system. This shows that 

the candidate was poor in the English language, the medium of the 

examination. 

 

Moreover, 105 candidates (11.6%) who scored from 0 to 1.5 marks; they 

defined measurement and educational measurement wrongly. Their 

responses were such as: measurement is process of getting full total of 

something through different things; and educational measurement  was 

defined as: the type of measurement where by experts doing for getting the 

learner who perform well and bad. Other candidates defined measurement 
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as: it refers to the science of collecting, analyzing, and recording a data for 

the aim of making evaluation and ability of an individual. In part (b), some 

of the candidates defined educational measurement as: the process of data 

collection which the education measurement during collect data. Looking 

at these responses, it can be noted that the candidates were poor in English 

grammar; which was unfortunately the designated medium of answering 

the question.  

 

Moreover, 45 candidates (5%) who scored 0 marks lacked knowledge of 

the subject matter. These provided irrelevant answers such as: measurement 

is the process of observing and recording observation that are collected as 

part of research effort; and educational measurement as: the situation of 

using education assessment and analysis of data. Others defined 

measurement: as the process of obtaining unity of something while 

Educational measurement refers to the measurement which involve 

measurement of students performance so as to know achievement of their 

performance. The responses show that candidates lacked sufficient 

knowledge of measurement and educational measurement. Extract 2.2 

presents a sample of such a poor response. 

 

Extract 2.2 

 
Extract 2.2 is a sample of a poor response from a candidate who 

failed to explain measurement and educational measurement. 

2.1.3 Question 3: Educational Research 

This question was set from a topic of Educational Research. The question 

had part (a) and (b). Part (a) instructed the candidates to define what action 

research is, while part (b) instructed them to give three areas in which 

action research can be used in education. Scores allocated to the question 

was 4 marks in total. 
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The question was attempted by 906 candidates (99.9%), of which, 425 

candidates (46.9%) scored from 3 to 4 marks; indicating a good 

performance. of which 222 candidates (24.5%) scored 4 marks, and 150 

candidates (16.6 %) scored from 2 to 2.5 marks; indicating an average 

performance. 331 candidates (36.5%) scored from 0 to 1.5 marks; 

indicating a poor performance out of which, 95 candidates (10.5%) scored 

0 mark. The general performance in the question was average considering 

that 575 candidates (63.5%) scored from 2 to 4 marks. The data analysis is 

graphically illustrated by Figure 4. 

 

 
 Figure 4: The Candidates' Performance in Question 3.  

 

Further analysis indicates that 425 candidates (46.9%) who scored from 3 

to 4 marks defined the concept of action research and provided the three 

areas in which action research can be used in education correctly. In part 

(a), the candidates’ responses were such as: action research is a practical 

approach to professional inquiry in any social situation and it is very 

important to teachers because it focuses on solving specific teaching and 

learning problems. Others wrote: an action research refers to the type of 

research which used to solve different problems in the educational issues. 

Others defined action research as: the type of an applied research which 

conducted with the aim of finding solution to the problem immediately. In 

part (b), the candidates wrote areas in which action research can be used in 

education as: in teaching methods; in area of teaching and learning 

materials; in curriculum development, during teaching and learning 
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process, undertaken directly in the situation. Others wrote: in determining 

failure and success of curriculum materials; in learners learning 

difficulties, in academic issues. The responses imply that the candidates had 

sufficient knowledge and skills required by the question. Extract 3.1 is a 

sample of such a good response from the candidates. 

 

Extract 3.1 

 
Extract 3.1 shows a correct response from a candidate who defined the 

concept of action research and showed different areas which action 

research can be used in education correctly. 

 

Moreover, 150 candidates (16.6 %) who scored from 2 to 2.5 marks, an 

average performance, did not provide complete responses for example in 

part (a) they gave responses such as: action research is the type of applied 

research in which data is planning, analysing, evaluating and reflecting 

and correcting in order to obtain real information. Others wrote: is the 

scientific and systematically way of information which used in action 

process and used to solve problem, is the type of research which formulate 

the result. In part (b), the candidates gave areas in which action research 

can be used as: in schools, in colleges, and in universities, in problem 

solving, in students' behavioural problems, in measuring learning 

difficulties, in academic performance, it can be used to treat problem of 
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truancy amongst students, it can be used where there is bad/poor 

performance at school. Thus, the responses from the candidates denote 

insufficient knowledge and skills in action research and areas in which 

action research can be used. 

 

Further analysis shows that 331 candidates (36.5%) with poor performance 

(who scored from 0 to 1.5 marks) lacked keenness in defining what action 

research is and identifying areas in which it can be used. Additionally, 95 

candidates (10.5%) who scored 0 mark deviated from the demand of the 

question. Some of them wrote the overall definition of research, as others 

gave wrong areas of education in which action research can be used. Their 

responses were such as: action research is the scientific procedures of 

solving, interpreting, observing and evaluating the certain problem 

immediately or by doing. Others wrote: action research is the proposal that 

guide research of things or topic that is going to take. Similarly, the 

candidates cited different areas in which action research can be used in 

education as: in mining industries; in hospitals; in agriculture; in 

engineering science. Others wrote: in identifying learning outcomes; in 

improving the performance of the learners. Extract 3.1 presents a wrong 

response from one of such candidates. 

 

Extract 3.2  

 

Extract 3.2 shows a response from a candidate who incorrectly defined 

action research and mentioned blooms taxonomy domains instead of areas 

in which action can be used in education. 
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2.1.4 Question 4: Assessing Aachievement. 

The question consisted of part (a) and (b) each from Assessing 

Achievement topic. Part (a) instructed the candidates to give two types of 

Interview in Educational Research, while, part (b) demanded the candidates 

to describe three limitations of using interview in educational research. 

Scores allocated to the question was 4 marks in total. 

 

This question was attempted by 907 candidates (100%), of which, 456 

candidates (50.3%) scored from 3 to 4 marks; indicating a good 

performance, of which, 168 candidates (18.5%) scored 4 marks. 226 

candidates (24.9%) scored from 2 to 2.5 marks; indicating an average 

performance. 225 candidates (24.8%) scored from 0 to 1.5 marks; 

indicating a poor performance out, of which, 66 candidates (7.3%) scored 0 

mark. The general performance in this question was good considering that 

682 candidates (75.2%) scored from 2 to 4 marks. The analysis is 

graphically portrayed by Figure 5. 

 

 
Figure 5: The Candidates' performance in Question 4. 

 

Further analysis reveals that 456 candidates (50.3%) who scored marks 

ranging from 3 to 4 marks understood the demand of the question and had 

adequate knowledge of the concept of interview. For example, in part (a), 

many of them correctly mentioned the two types of interview in educational 
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research. They gave responses such as: structured and semi-structured. 

Others wrote: unstructured interview and structured interview A few of the 

candidates wrote: face-to-face interview and telephone interview, and 

others wrote: telecast interview and face-to-face interview.. In part (b), the 

candidates described three limitations of using interview in educational 

research correctly. For example, they wrote: it consumes more time; it can 

face language barrier when two different languages are used; and it is 

difficult to be used in large population. Other candidates wrote: it creates 

biasness; it is not suitable to people with hearing problem; and it needs 

knowledge and skills in asking questions to the interviewee. Others 

managed to describe the limitations of interview as: sometimes interviewer 

can collect wrong data; sometimes it costs money when using telephone 

type of interview, and it may face technical problem if telephone interview 

is used when the network is down or insufficient power of the devices used. 

All these varied responses on the limitations in using interview in 

educational research were correct and were in line with the demand of the 

question; showing the strengths of their responses. Extract 4.1 is a sample 

of a good response from one of the candidates. 

 

Extract 4.1 

 

 
 

Extract 4.1 is a sample from a response of a candidate who gave two 

types of interview as structured and unstructured and described three 

limitations of using interview in educational research. 
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Furthermore, 226 candidates (24.9%), with average scores ranging from 2 

to 2.5 marks, had partial knowledge of the types of interview and 

limitations of using interview in educational research. They mentioned the 

types of interview in part (a), though failed to describe three limitations of 

using interview in educational research. Their responses in part (b) were 

such as: it creates fear to the learner, it can lead risk between respondent 

and an interviewer; it can lead to get wrong information, it needs high 

skills and knowledge to conduct an interview. Moreover, a few of the 

candidates wrote: sometimes interview bores if a lot of questions are to be 

asked. Despite having valuable points, their responses were not clear and 

did not meet the demands of the question. 

 

Additionally, 225 candidates (24.8%) who performed poorly (from 0 to 

1.5), of which, 66 candidates (7.3%) scored 0 marks, failed completely to 

mention the types of interview and wrongly described three limitations of 

using interview in educational research. Their responses in part (a) were: 

null interview, and action interview; open interview, and closed interview, 

questionnaire and physical interview. Others wrote: interview research, 

and conversational interview research; respondent interview and non-

respondent interview. In part (b), some wrote answers like: you are 

required to keep secret, interview has no reference, and question may not 

be understood. These responses were incorrect. Other wrote types of 

interview as: job interview and mass media interview. In part (b), others 

deviated from the question requirements, and wrote ethical issues to 

consider when researcher collecting data such as: the researcher required 

keeping secret instead of limitations of interview. This was not one of the 

limitations of using interview in educational research. Others wrote things 

such as: lack of focus; stress and out of control emotion; exclude body 

language; helps to know the difficulties of the learners which are not 

correct. Others wrote: it involves all students in participation of question, 

and it improves language using. These varied illogical responses show that 

the candidates were not certain about what interview is, and its limitations 

in educational research. Extract 4.2 illustrates poor responses from one of 

the candidates in this category. 
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Extract 4.2  

 

 
Extract 4.2 is a sample of poor responses from candidates who wrongly 

gave two types of interview and limitations of using interview in 

educational research. 

2.1.5 Question 5: Analysis and Interpretations of the Test Results. 

This question contained two parts: (a) and (b). These two parts were set 

from Analysis and Interpretations of the Test Results topic. Part (a) 

instructed the candidates to describe two measures of variability.  Part (b) 

instructed the candidates to list down two techniques of standardizing test 

scores. The total marks allocated for this question was 4 marks. 

 

The question was attempted by all 907 candidates (100%). 250 candidates 

(27.6%) scored from 3 to 4 marks; indicating a good performance, of 

which, 156 candidates (17.2%) scored 4 marks. Moreover, 329 candidates 

(36.3%) scored from 2 to 2.5 marks; indicating an average performance. 

The rest 328 candidates (36.2%) scored from 0 to 1.5 marks; of which, 278 

candidates (30.7%) scored the 0 mark; indicating a poor performance. The 

overall performance in the question was average considering that 579 

candidates (63.9%) scored from 2 to 4 as portrayed in Figure 6. 
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Figure 6: Candidates’ Performance in Question 5. 

 

The analysis reveals that 250 candidates (27.6%) who scored from 3 to 4 

marks managed to briefly explain two measures of variability and presented 

their explanation in organized manner. They also cited the formula for each 

measure correctly. In part (a), many of the candidates demonstrated 

adequate knowledge of measures of variability. Their responses on 

measures of variability were such as: range; variance; and standard 

deviation. The candidates correctly defined range, variance, and standard 

deviation as: range shows the difference obtained between the highest and 

the lowest score in the observation, variance is the squared deviation over 

the number of objects, and standard deviation is the square root of 

variance respectively. In part (b) of the same question, many of the 

candidates correctly listed the two techniques of standardizing test scores, 

such as: Z-score and T-score. Some of the candidates went as far as by 

writing their formulae and examples for each technique. They listed and 

wrote formulae as:  

Z - Score = 
SD

XX )( 
 and T - Score = 10Z + 50. These formulae were 

correct. This demonstrates that the candidates were knowledgeable of 

measures of variability. Extract 5.1 presents a correct response from a 

candidate who scored full marks. 
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Extract 5.1 

 
Extract 5.1 is a sample from a candidate who correctly described 

measures of variability as standard deviation and variance and listed two 

techniques of standardising test scores as T-score and Z-score. 

 

Further analysis indicates that 329 candidates (36.3%) who performed 

averagely (from 2 to 2.5 marks) had inadequate knowledge and skills on 

part (a) or part (b) of the question. Some of them confused measures of 

variability with measures of central tendency such as: median and range, 

variance and mean, standard deviation and mode, deviation and standard 

deviation. In part (b), many of the candidates listed the two techniques of 

standardizing the test scores as: Z-Score and T-Score but they failed to 

elaborate them by words or formulae which lowered their marks. Some of 

the candidates wrote Z- Score formulae as:  Z-Score = 
SD

XX )( 
 instead of 

Z-Score = 
SD

XX )( 
. 
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In addition, 328 candidates (36.2%) who scored from 0 to 1.5 mixed 

different ideas their responses on part (a) of the question were such as: 

content; range; concrete; criterion related; objective test and subjective 

test. Although some of these responses were correct, some were incorrect. 

In part (b), the candidates’ responses were such as: rating; objective test 

and subjective test; Z - Score; decimal values; negative and positive values. 

As only range was correct out of the six responses, they were awarded low 

marks. Another candidate instead of writing measures of variability wrote 

measures of central tendency such as: mean, mode, and median. In part (a), 

some of them wrote the types of variables such as: independent and 

dependent variable instead of measures of variability such as: range, 

variance, and standard deviation. In part (b), some of the candidates listed: 

spearman's rank order method; and split half method, these two are the 

methods of estimating tests reliability (coefficient correlation). Extract 5.2 

shows such incorrect response from one of the candidates. 

 

Extract 5.2 

 
Extract 5.2 shows a response from a candidate who failed to explain two 

measures of variability as standard deviation, variance and range and 

techniques of standardizing test scores as T-score and Z score. 

2.1.6 Question 6: Assessing Achievement 

The question required the candidates to identify the four functions of 

objective test. The question was set from Assessing Achievement topic. 

The total scores allocated to the question were four (4) marks, whereby, 

each correct response carried 1 mark. 

 

All 907 candidates (100%) attempted this question. 832 candidates (91.7%) 

scored from 3 to 4 marks; indicating a good performance, of which, 564 
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candidates (62.2%) scored 4 marks. 49 candidates (5.4%) scored from 2 to 

2.5 marks; indicating an average performance. However, 26 candidates 

(2.9%) scored from 0 to 1.5 marks; indicating a poor performance, of 

which, 7 candidates (0.8%) scored 0 mark. The general performance in the 

question was good considering that 613 candidates (97.1%) scored from 2 

to 4 marks. Figure 7 illustrates the candidates' performance in question 6. 

 

 
Figure 7: The Candidates’ Performance in Question 6 

 

Detailed analysis shows that 832 candidates (91.7%) who scored from 3 to 

4 marks, high performance, had sufficient knowledge of the four functions 

of objective tests. They correctly identified four functions of objective test 

such as: it is used to measure ability of recalling for the student, objective 

tests enable students to be attentive in their course of study, helps to give 

out short answers; easy to mark it. Extract 6.1 presents a sample of such 

good responses in question 6. 
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Extract 6.1 

 
Extract 6.1 shows correct responses from a candidate who correctly 

identified four functions of objective test  

 

Moreover, 49 candidates (5.4%) scored from 2 to 2.5 marks; which is 

average. The candidates identified near correct responses such as: objective 

tests take few times to mark and they enable students to respond more 

quickly to the item, it cover small domain range, they encourage high 

degree of guessing due to presence of pre-determined answers, especially 

multiple choice questions are easy to construct objectives tests. These 

candidates had partial knowledge on the types of tests. 

 

Additionally, 26 candidates (2.9%) who scored from 0 to 1.5 marks, a poor 

performance lacked knowledge and skills in functions of objective 

questions. They gave wrong responses such as: high maximum rate of 

guessing; can be scored by using machines or man power; ability to grasp 

meaning; to measure learners thinking capacity. Most of those who scored 

0 mark skipped the question. Extract 6.2 is a sample from a candidate who 

performed poorly in the question.  

 

Extract 6.2  

 
Extract 6.2 is a sample of incorrect responses from one of the 

candidates who was unable to identify functions of objective test as 

intensive coverage of content, can scored quickly, student are able to 

respond quickly and encourage student to pay attention to what they 

are studying. 
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2.1.7 Question 7: Assessing Achievement 

This question was derived from Assessing Achievement topic. The question 

required the candidates to briefly explain four effective uses of anecdotal 

records in assessing student achievements. Scores allocated to the question 

was 4 marks in total. 

 

This question was the most poorly attempted question since 866 candidates 

(95.5%) scored from 0 to 1.5 marks; indicating a poor performance, of 

which, 474 candidates (52.3%) scored 0 mark. 32 candidates (3.5%) scored 

averagely, from 2 to 2.5 marks. The rest 9 candidates (1%) scored from 3 to 

4 marks, a good performance. Generally, the performance in the question 

was poor considering that 866 candidates (95.5%) scored from 0 to 1.5 

marks. Figure 8 presents the students' performance in question 7. 

 

 

Figure 8: The Candidates’ Performance in Question 7 

 

 

Detailed analysis shows that 866 candidates (95.5%) who scored from 0 to 

1.5 marks lacked knowledge and skills in the effective uses of anecdotal 

records in assessing students' achievement. Some of the candidates, in this 

category, did not answer the question at all. Others incorrectly provided 

effective uses of anecdotal records. For example, one defined it as: 

anecdotal records is used to determine performance of the learners. For its 

effective uses, the candidate wrote: a teacher used records to solve 

learners' problem, helps to know why some students performed well, it can 
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be used to evaluate learning achievement of learners. Furthermore, some of 

the candidates defined anecdotal records correctly, but failed to give its 

effective uses. For example one wrote: anecdote is the factual description 

of behaviour observed soon after happening which include time, place, day, 

and comments on the event observed. Some of the candidates however 

mixed correct and incorrect use of anecdotal records. The exemplary uses 

are such as : help to make a record on incidence as soon as researcher 

observe and used to determine cognitive ability of the learners, to assess 

students' achievement to a course, and it helps in continuous assessment, 

respectively. 

 

Extract 7.1 

 

 
Extract 7.1 is a sample of poor responses from candidates who failed to 

explain the uses of anecdotal records as determine what to observe, 

observe and record situation, record the incidence as soon as you observe, 

record both positive and negative behaviour incident. 
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Moreover, the analysis shows that 32 candidates (3.5%) who scored averagely 

(from 2 to 2.5 marks) gave responses such as: used to show behaviour of the 

students, Help to collect number of incidences (anecdotes) before drawing, 

used to solve the educational problem, limits each anecdote to a brief 

description while the second and third response are correct, the first and fourth 

are incorrect. These indicate that, the candidate had partial knowledge on the 

tool of assessing student archievement. 

 

In addition, the analysis shows that 4 candidates (1%) scored from 3 to 4 

marks, which is good score. These gave the effective uses of anecdotal records 

such as: used to make a record of events as soon as they appear, help to record 

all positive and negative behaviour observed and draw conclusion on them, it 

should be documented in various way by considering day, time and event itself. 

Others wrote that: it is used in grading or identifying students with different 

behaviour; help observer in recording learner's changes of behaviour by 

considering when, where, and time the incident occurred and finally interpret 

such behaviour observed. Extracts 7.2 illustrates such a good response from 

the candidates. 

 

Extract 7.2 

 
Extract 7.2 presents responses from a candidate who satisfactorily 

defined and explained the four uses of anecdotal records. 
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2.1.8 Question 8: Test Construction 

The question required the candidates to briefly explain four advantages of 

using table of specifications in test construction. The question was set from 

Test Construction topic, and carried 4 marks in total. 

 

The question was attempted by all 907 candidates (100%). The analysis 

shows that 328 candidates (36.2%) scored from 3 to 4 marks; indicating a 

good performance, of which, 93 candidates (10.3%) scored 4 marks. 368 

candidates (40.5%) scored from 2 to 2.5 marks; indicating an average 

performance and 211 candidates (23.3%) scored from 0 to 1.5 marks; 

indicating a poor performance, of which, 36 candidates (4%) scored 0 

mark. The general performance in the question was good considering that 

796 candidates (79.7%) scored from 2 to 4. Figure 9 illustrates the 

performance in question 8. 

23.3%

40.5%

36.2%

0 - 1.5

2  - 2.5

3 - 4

Scores

 
         Figure 9: The Candidates’ Performance in Question 8 

 

Detailed analysis shows that 328 candidates (36.2%) who scored from 3 to 

4 marks briefly explained four advantages of using table of specifications 

they started with definition of table of specifications and proceeded to 

explaining its four advantages. An exemplary response is: table of 

specification (blue print) is a two way chart showing the relationships 

between the content/topic area in one hand and the domain levels on the 

other hand. In explaining its advantages, the candidate wrote: it helps to 

indicate the content to be tested; it helps to show the cognitive domain to be 

measured by a teacher, it helps to show number of questions appear in 

each topic so as to determine the length of the test; it helps to show the 
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topic in which a teacher give more weight in the examination. These 

responses were correct. The responses imply that the candidate had 

sufficient knowledge of the concept of table of specification. Extract 8.1 is 

a sample of such good responses. 

 

Extract 8.1 

 

 
 Extract 8.1 shows responses from a candidate who correctly

 explained four advantages of using table of specification. 

 

The analysis equally shows that 368 candidates who scored from 2 to 2.5 

marks had partial knowledge and skills in the advantages of using table of 

specifications, or misconceived it. For example, some of their responses 

were such as: it helps to identify the total number of items to be constructed 

thus can enable the teacher to understand the number of test items to be 

constructed. It helps to understand the percentage that carried out on each 

item cross ward and down ward, can guide during test construction, it 

helps to identify the content to be tested: this can enable the teacher to stick 
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and concentrate to topics in the table of specifications; helps determine the 

purpose of the test – all these responses were correct but not clear. 

  

Further, analysis shows that 211 candidates (23.3%) who scored from 0 to 

1.5 marks gave incorrect or incomplete responses like: to determine the 

strengths and weaknesses of teaching methods; helps teacher determine the 

techniques of preparing the test. Others wrote: it helps teacher to pay 

attention about the ability of each student; helps to understand the 

objective of the test; it is used to measure the whole content on the specific 

topic; it is used in evaluation. The responses demonstrate the candidates 

lack of knowledge of table of specifications. Extract 8.2 is a sample of such 

poor responses. 

 

Extract 8.2  

 

Extract 8.2 presents responses from a candidate who failed to explain the 

uses of table of specifications as; Specify systematically the domain of 

knowledge to be covered in a test, indicate the weighting of different 

content areas, determine the number of items to be included and Ensures 

that the test has a proper balance 
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2.1.9 Question 9: Qualities of Tests 

This question required the candidates to provide a brief explanation on the 

four qualities of a good test. Scores allocated to the question was 4 marks in 

total. 

 

All 907 candidates (100%) attempted the question, of which, 273 

candidates (30%) scored from 3 to 4 marks, of which, 24 candidates (2.6%) 

scored 4 marks; indicating a good performance, 500 candidates (55.1%) 

scored from 2 to 2.5 marks; indicating an average performance. However, 

134 candidates (14.8%) scored from 0 to 1.5 marks, of which, 29 

candidates (3.2%) scored 0 mark; indicating a poor performance. 

Generally, the performance in this question was good considering that 723 

candidates (85.2%) scored from 2 to 4 marks. Figure 10 presents the 

candidates' performance in question 9. 

 

 
 Figure 10: The Candidates’ Performance in Question 9 

 

The detailed analysis shows that 273 candidates (30%) who scored from 3 

to 4 marks correctly explained the four major qualities of a good test and 

elaborated each quality of a good test. For example, one candidate wrote: 

test should be valid to test what the test intended to test, test should be 

reliable by providing identical results when it is administered in different 
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time, test should be clear. Another one wrote: test should indicate the 

distribution of test items by regarding the table of specifications; test 

should show the domain to be assessed. Extract 9.1 is a sample of such 

good responses. 

 

Extract 9.1 

 
Extract 9.1 is a sample from a candidate who correctly explained the 

four qualities of a good test. 

 

Moreover, data analysis shows that 500 candidates (55.1%) who scored 

averagely (from 2 to 2.5 marks) wrote partially correct responses. For 

example, they wrote: validity which refers to consistency in measuring 

student achievement, instead of, validity measures what the test intended to 

measure, a good test must be specific; a good test should be relevant to the 

level of the learner. Others wrote: it should be reliable in providing similar 

results. Some of the candidates wrote: clarity; applicability; practicability; 

specificity with no explanation. Though all of these are correct, they could 

not explain each quality correctly.  
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Likewise, 134 candidates (14.7%) who performed poorly (from 0 to 1.5 

marks) lacked knowledge and skills needed. They gave wrong responses 

such as: capability, should show time and content, simplicity, should 

consider learning ability. Extract 9.2 is a sample of such poor responses 

from the candidates. 

 

Extract 9.2 

 
Extract 9.2 is a response from a candidate who failed to explain the four 

qualities of a good test correctly. 

2.1.10 Question 10: Analysis and Interpretations of the Test Results  

This question had part (a) and (b). The question required the candidates to 

distinguish between the measures of dispersion. The measures asked in part 

(a) included range and standard deviation, and in part (b), variance and 

standard deviation. Total scores allocated to this question was 4 marks in 

total. 

 

The question was attempted by all 907 candidates (100%), of which, 461 

candidates (50.8%) performed well (from 3 to 4 marks). Moreover, 124 

candidates (13.7%) performed averagely (from 2 to 2.5 marks). 322 

candidates (35.5%) performed poorly (with the scores ranging from 0 to 1.5 

marks). The overall performance in the question was average considering 

that 585 candidates (64.5%) scored from 2 to 4 marks as shown in 

 Figure 11. 
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 Figure 11: The Candidates’ Performance in Question 10 

 

The analysis shows that 461 candidates (50.8%) who attempted the 

question and scored well (from 3 to 4 marks). This proves sufficient 

knowledge and required skills. In part (a), they, for instance, wrote: range 

as the different between highest and lowest number in the distribution while 

standard deviation is the under root of variance. Others wrote: Range 

refers to different between the highest and lowest scores and provided an 

example of series of scores to determine the range as 40, 45 68, 70, and 80. 

Thus, range = 80-40 =40. Other candidates defined and write the formula 

for each measure of variability as: range refers to highest score minus 

lowest =h - l while standard deviation is the value after under rooting the 

variance value SD= V . In part (b) of the question, the candidates with 

good correctly provide correct distinguished between variance and standard 

deviation and provided example for each measure. They wrote: variance is 

the average of the squared deviations from the mean V=   while 

standard deviation is the square root of the variance. it is the measure of 

degree in which scores tend to deviate from the mean  SD= . 

Extract 10.1 shows a sample of good responses from the candidates. 
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Extract 10.1 
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Extract 10.1 is good responses from a candidate who correctly 

distinguished measures of dispersion. 

 

Further, the analysis shows that 124 candidates (13.7%) who performed 

averagely (from 2 to 2.5 marks) misconceived on measures of dispersion in 

either part (a) or part (b) of the question. They wrote things such as: range 

is high item minus low item while standard deviation is the under root of 

variance. Others wrote: the range is the differences which occur from the 

higher score to lower score in the examination while standard deviation is 

the under root of the number which multiply with themselves. In part (b) of 

the question some of the candidates distinguished between variance and 

standard deviation as: Variance =  and Standard deviation as: 

SD=  without any explanation. The responses though correctly 

lacked elaborations. 

 

Furthermore, 322 candidates (35.5%) who performed poorly, with the 

scores ranging from 0 to 1.5 marks, failed to distinguish between the 

measures of variability in both parts or in one part of the question. For 

instance in part (a), one distinguished range and standard deviation as: 

range refers to the measure of dispersion in which involve the highest score 

to minus or substitute the lowest score in a given population while 
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Standard deviation refers to measures of dispersion in which it is 

calculated by . The responses which are only partially correct. 

Others wrote: range is difference between highest and lowest number while 

standard deviation is the sum of scores divide by their number. In part (b), 

the candidates distinguished between variance and standard deviation as: 

Variance is the variable value from mean while standard deviation is 

dispersion deviated from variance. Extract 10.2 presents a sample of poor 

responses from the candidates. 

 

Extract 10.2 

 

 
 Extract 10.2 is from a candidate who  failed to distinguish between the 

 measures of dispersion. 

 

2.2 SECTION B: Essay Questions 

This section had six (6) questions. Question eleven (11) was compulsory to 

candidates while other five (5) questions were optional. The total scores 

allocated to this section was sixty (60) marks; each carrying 15 marks. 

2.2.1 Question 11: Analysis And Interpretations of the Test Results 

This question had two parts: (a) and (b). Part (a) required the candidates to 

calculate the correlation coefficient between students’ performance of the 

two tests (A and B) by using Spearman’s Rank Order Method. Part (b) 
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required the candidates to give reasons on whether the two subjects indicate 

the same students’ ability or not. The allocated scores to this question were 

15 marks. 

 

The question was compulsory and was attempted by all 907 candidates 

(100%). 143 candidates (16.6%) scored from 10.5 to 15 marks; indicating a 

good performance, of which, 1 candidate (0.1%) scored the highest 4 

marks. 206 candidates (22.9%) scores from 6 to 10 marks, indicating an 

average performance. The other 546 candidates (60.5%) scored from 0 to 

5.4 marks; indicating a poor performance, of which, 242 candidates 

(26.7%) scored 0 mark, the lowest. Generally, the performance in the 

question was average considering that 349 candidates (39.5%) scored from 

6 to 15 marks. Figure 12 illustrates the candidates’ performance in the 

question. 

 

 Figure 12: The Candidates’ Performance in Question 11 

 

The analysis of the candidates' performance shows that 143 candidates 

(16.6%) who scored from 10.5 to 15 marks, a good performance, managed 

to use the Spearman's Rank Order Method effectively to calculate the 

correlation coefficient between scores in test A and scores in test B 

according to the procedures. In part (a), they managed to draw a table 

consisting of seven (7) columns and labelled them as: Students' Name (SN), 

Scores in Test A (TA), Scores in Test B (TB), Rank in Test A (RTA), Rank 
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in Test B (RTB), Rank Difference (D), and Squared Difference (D
2
). The 

candidate also wrote the Spearman's Rank Order Method formula as: 

r = 
)1(

6
1

2

2





NN

D
 and used this formula to get the correct correlation 

coefficient of the Test A and Test B = 0.9. In part (b), they managed to 

interpret the correlation coefficient. They wrote: the test A and B indicate 

that students in test A and B had the same ability because the value of 

correlation coefficient was positive. Other wrote that: The two tests indicate 

students' same ability. Extract 11.1 is a sample from a candidate with good 

responses. 

 

Extract 11.1 
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Extract 11.1 is good responses from a candidate who successfully 

 calculated correlation coefficient and interpreted the correlation value 

 between test A and test B. 

 

Further analysis reveals that 206 candidates (22.9%) who scored from 6 to 

10 marks, average, draw a table and labelled the heading of each column 

according to the need of formula. However, they were correct in part (a) but 

incorrect in part (b). Their responses in part (a) were such as: the 

correlation coefficient is calculated by using the formula as r = 

)1(

6
1

2

2





NN

D
 and managed to get ∑ D

2
=16 correctly and use the 

Spearman's Rank Order Method to get r = 0.9. Further, they were unable to 

interpret whether the test A and B showed the same students' ability or not. 

For instance in part (b), many of the candidates wrote: there were no same 

students’ ability in test A and test B. This response was incorrect. Many 

other candidates wrote: yes, the two tests indicate the same students’ ability 

(correct response) while others wrote: the two tests indicate no students’ 

ability (incorrect response). These two varied answers lacked elaboration. 

 

Furthermore, the data shows that 562 candidates (60.5%) who scored 

poorly in part (a) were unable to write the formula of Spearman's Rank 

Order Method appropriately. They also failed to follow the procedures of 

calculating the correlation coefficient of test A and B correctly. In part (b), 

they failed to explain whether the two tests showed the same student ability 

or not. The reasons for part (b)'s responses depended much on the 

correctness of the value of correlation coefficient computed in part (a). The 

candidates wrote: the test indicates the same ability because some students 

in the two tests administered obtained the same results for example Kime, 

Magu and Kinani. Others wrote: students scored the same in test A and B. 

The following extract 11.2 presents a sample of such poor responses from 

the candidates. 
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Extract 11.2 

 

 
Extract 11.2 is from a candidate who failed to calculate the correlation 

coefficient of two tests by use of the spearman’s ranks order method 

formula and reasons as to whether the two tests indicated the same student 

ability. 



40 

 

2.2.2 Question 12: Test Construction 

` In this question, the candidates were instructed to analyze five factors 

affecting subjectivity of a test. Total marks allocated for this question was 

15 marks. 

 

The question being optional, was attempted by only 401 candidates 

(44.2%), of which, 30 candidates (7.5%) scored from 10.5 to 12.5 marks; 

indicating a good performance. 291 candidates (72.5%) scored from 6 to 10 

marks; indicating an average performance. Moreover, the rest 80 candidates 

(20%), scored from 0 to 5.5 marks, of which, 1 candidate (0.1%) scored the 

lowest 0 mark; indicating a poor performance The general performance in 

the question was good – considering 321 candidates (80.1%) scored from 6 

to 15 marks. Figure 13 below gives summary of the performance in the 

question. 

 
  Figure 13: The Candidates’ Performance in Question 12 

 

The detailed analysis shows that 30 candidates (7.5%) who scored from 

10.5 to 15 marks provided relevant introduction and clearly analyzed five 

factors affecting subjectivity of the test such as: unclear instructions that 

the test provide, there is no pre-determined answer, differences in words 

and grammar may affect subjectivity, marking criteria may affect 

subjectivity. Some of them wrote: unclear marking scheme, improper panel 

system during scoring exercise when one marker marks more than one 
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essay question, use of candidates' number instead of candidates' name, the 

use of difficult language. Other candidates wrote: poor construction of test 

items, absence of marking scheme, the use of ambiguous words may lead to 

confuse the markers. Extract 12.1 illustrates a correct response from the 

candidates. 

 

Extract 12.1 
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Extract 12.1 is from a candidate who correctly analysed five factors 

affecting subjectivity of a test. 
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Furthermore, the candidates who scored from 6 to 10 marks had some 

weaknesses in their responses. The samples of their responses were such as: 

language difficulties; repetition of points; lack of knowledge and skills; 

ambiguity of the test; lack of enough time; inappropriate level of difficult; 

unclear instruction or direction; the long of the test. Some of them wrote: 

lack of knowledge and skills, ambiguity of the test, instead of writing, the 

use of ambiguous words without elaboration showing that candidates had 

insufficient knowledge of the factors affecting subjectivity.  

 

Detailed analysis shows that 80 candidates (20%) who scored from 0 to 5.5 

marks had insufficient knowledge of the factors affecting subjectivity of a 

test. As the result, they gave wrong responses such as: maturity; 

atmosphere; gender balance; secure the preparation; age of the learners; 

lack of table of specifications. Some confused the concept of subjective test 

with other concepts. For example they wrote things such as: atmosphere, 

gender balance lack of table of specification and generally. Extract 12.2 is 

a sample of such poor responses from the candidates. 
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Extract 12.2 

 

Extract 12.2 is from a candidate, who failed to analyse factors affecting 

subjectivity of a test as nature of scoring criteria, biased coverage of 

content, timing, Unclear test instructions, there are no pre-determined 

correct answers, The examinees are required to respond using their own 

words. 

 

2.2.3 Question 13: Educational Assessment and Evaluation 

This question instructed the candidates to explain five objectives of 

examinations in Tanzania. The total marks allocated to the question were 

15 marks. 
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The question was optional and was thus attempted by only 852 candidates 

(93.9%). The analysis shows that 176 candidates (20.7%) scored from 10.5 

to 14 marks; indicating a good performance. 661 candidates (77.6%) scored 

from 6 to 10 marks; indicating an average performance. The rest, 15 

candidates (1.8%) scored from 0 to 5.5 marks, of which, 1 candidate (0.1%) 

scored the lowest 0 mark; indicating a poor performance. The general 

performance in the question was good considering that 837 candidates 

(98.3%) scored from 6 to 14 marks. Figure 14 presents the performance in 

the question. 

 

 Figure 14: The Candidates’ Performance in Question 13 

 

The data analysis shows that 176 candidates (20.7%) who scored from 10.5 

to 14, a good performance, provided relevant introduction and explained 

the five objectives of examinations in Tanzania satisfactorily. Example of 

their responses are such as: assessing individual achievement in different 

education levels, used to select students for placement and further learning, 

examination used for certification, for informing policy makers and 

education stakeholders on education matters, helps to identify and address 

challenges encountering education sector. Others wrote: examinations help 

provide feedback to parents, help to improve education sector, increase 

status of education in the country,. Others wrote: examinations help to 

upgrade students, help to determine difficulties in students learning and 

plan for correct measures, help to encourage competition from the rank the 

candidate got. Generally, the question was well attempted and was well 
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performed. Extract 13.1 portrays a correct sample from one of the 

candidates. 

 

Extract 13.1 
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 Extract 13.1 is from a candidate who satisfactorily explained the 

 objectives of examinations in Tanzania. 

 

Detailed analysis shows that 661 candidates (77.6%) who scored from 6 to 

10 marks provided relevant introduction and relevant points but failed to 

elaborate them and conclude them well. Exemplary responses from the 

candidates in this category are such as: examinations provide value of 

education, help to select learners for further studies, examinations help to 

motivate learners, to grade the students' performance and examinations 

help to evaluate education system. Other candidates wrote: to determine the 

level of country's education, to get competent expertises, to develop 

curriculum. 

 

Further, 15 candidates (1.8%) who scored poorly (from 0 to 5.5 marks) 

demonstrated several weaknesses in their responses. Some of them 

provided irrelevant introduction or mixed relevant and irrelevant points. 

Some of their irrelevant points were such as: examinations must have a 

time limit, must have a section, must have instruction, and must have 

arranged in number. These responses were incorrect and irrelevant because 

the candidate gave steps to consider when preparing/constructing the test, 

instead of explaining the objectives of examination in Tanzania. Further, 

some of their relevant points were: examinations help to provide quality 

education, to identify and determine learning outcomes, it aimed at 

providing quality certificate, examination aim to give students employment, 

aimed at producing student who will serve in different sector in a country. 

Extract 13.2 portrays such wrong responses from the candidates. 
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Extract 13.2 

 

 
Extract 13.2 is from a candidate who poorly explained the 

 objectives of examinations in Tanzania. 
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2.2.4 Question 14: Qualities of Tests 

This question instructed the candidates to explain five strategies to consider 

in ensuring test validity. Total marks allocated to the question were 15 

marks. 

 

The question was opted for by 609 candidates (67.1%), of which, 59 

candidates (9.7%) scored from 10.5 to 13 marks; indicating a good 

performance, and 454 candidates (74.5%) scored from 6 to 10 marks; 

indicating an average performance. The rest 96 candidates (15.8%) scored 

from 1 to 5.5 marks; indicating a poor performance. The general 

performance in the question was good considering that 572 candidates 

(84.2%) scored from 6 to 13 marks. Figure 15 presents the candidates' 

performance in graphical form. 

 

 
Figure 15: The Candidates’ Performance in Question 14 

 

The analysis indicates that 59 candidates (9.7%) who scored from 10.5 to 

13 marks, a good performance, answered the question correctly and some 

of their points were relatively well presented. This is probably because of 

adequate knowledge of the topic from which the question was derived. 

These candidates satisfactorily explained five strategies to consider in 

ensuring test validity some with supportive examples. For example, one 

candidate pointed out: language used should be well understood to most of 
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the learners, to ensure all test items are of moderate or appropriate level of 

difficult, the sentence should be out of ambiguity, the constructed questions 

should reflect the table of specification – the responses which are correct. 

Other candidates wrote: it enables the teacher to understand if all 

alternatives functioned as what the test intend, the test should be relevant 

according to level of understanding, test should use clear language, test 

should not be too short or too long but it should be of appropriate length 

according to the time set. Extract 14.1 illustrates good responses from the 

candidates. 

 

Extract 14.1 

 

 
 



51 

 

 
 Extract 14.1 is from a candidate who satisfactorily explained strategies 

 to consider in ensuring test validity. 
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Further analysis indicates that 454 candidates (74.5%) who scored from 6 

to 10 marks, average, had inadequate knowledge of strategies to consider in 

ensuring test validity. The candidates also failed to focus on the demands of 

the question. Consequently, they provided fewer points or skipped some 

parts of the question. Some of these explained three or four correct points 

out of five needed points. The exemplary answers are: language used must 

be clear, test must be conducted in conducive environment, students should 

be motivated, and time indicated must reflect maturity level of the learners. 

Others wrote: to ensure test administration, test should be specific, test 

should use simple language, the constructed items must relate with the 

taught content. The points though partially correct are not supported with 

good explanations. 

 

Moreover, 96 candidates (15.8%) who scored poorly (from 1 to 5.5 marks) 

explained the needed five strategies to consider in ensuring test validity 

correctly. For example, one candidate wrote: clarity, fairness, validity, 

specificity, and applicability which are not correct responses to the 

question. Another candidate wrote: culture belief, attitude, absenteeism, 

maturity, and language. The responses show that many of the candidates in 

this category lacked skills and knowledge of the subject matter. The general 

performance in the question was good (considering that 609 candidates 

(67.1%) scored from 6 to 13 marks). Extract 14.2 presents a satisfactory 

response from the candidates. 
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Extract 14.2 

 

 
Extract 14.2 is from a candidate who failed to explain strategies to consider in 

ensuring test validity as test items are clear and free from ambiguity, clear 

directions are given on what and how to respond, Language used is well 

understood, time allocated for the test is sufficient etc. 

2.2.5 Question 15: Analysis and Interpretations of the Test Results 

This question instructed the candidates to evaluate five roles of item 

analysis in curriculum development. Scores allocated to the question was 

15 marks in total. 
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This was the most skipped question [since 728 candidates (80.3%) did not 

attempt the question]. It was attempted by only 179 candidates (100%), of 

which, 32 candidates (17.9%) scored from 10.5 to 13 marks; indicating a 

good performance. 127 candidates (70.9%) scored from 6 to 10 marks; 

indicating an average performance. The rest 20 candidates (11.2%) scored 

from 0 to 5.5 marks, of which, 1 candidate (0.1%) scored 0 mark; 

indicating a poor performance. The general performance in the question 

was good considering that 159 candidates (88.8%) scored from 6 to 13 

marks. Figure 16 presents the candidates' performance in question 15. 

 

11.2%

70.9%

17.9%

0 - 5.5

6 - 10

10.5 - 15

Scores

 

Figure 16: The Candidates’ Performance in Question 15 

 

The analysis shows that 32 candidates (17.9%) who scored from 10.5 to 13 

marks, a good performance, had good organization of points and evaluated 

the five roles of item analysis in curriculum development quite well. For 

example, one candidate wrote: item analysis provides feedback developers 

on level of difficulties for some contents, the results from item analysis help 

to determine some specific areas that require support to improve teaching 

and learning, item analysis helps to know higher and lower achievers on 

the given test, it helps the analyst to know the way different items function 

in the test. These responses were correct and well elaborated. Others wrote: 

helps to develop new knowledge of students, provide facts upon students' 

scores, it is used in educational evaluation, the analysis helps to enable 

curriculum developers to address the teaching and learning difficulties, 

helps to improve learners’ achievement in the future. Extract 15.1 presents 

a satisfactory from one of the candidates. 
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Extract 15.1 
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 Extract 15.1 is from a candidate who satisfactorily evaluated roles of item 

 analysis in curriculum development 

 

Further analysis show that 127 candidates (70.9%) who scored from 6 to 10 

marks had average understanding of the roles of item analysis in curriculum 

development. They would point out the roles of item analysis but fail to 

provide a connection between it and the curriculum development. As a 

result, they could not score above 10 marks. Others provided only a few 

correct roles. For example, one candidate wrote: it promotes the foundation 

for curriculum development, direct sources of curriculum content, it leads 

of picture of curriculum, enhancing effectiveness of curriculum, it suggests 

source of curriculum. All these points were shallow and had some elements 

of repetition.  

 

In addition, 20 candidates (11.2%) who scored poorly (from 0 to 5.5 marks) 

had insufficient knowledge of roles of item analysis in curriculum 

development. Most of them started well but ended poorly. Others mixed 

relevant with irrelevant points, for instance one candidate gave the 

following responses: it helps a teacher to set a very difficult examination; it 

is easy to put marks; the students cannot cheat properly, to identify 

difficulties in learning, identify higher and lower achievers. That is, the last 

two points are correct but the first three points are not correct. Extract 15.2 

a sample of a poor responses from one of the candidates. 
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Extract 15.2 

 

 

Extract 15.2 is from a candidate who un satisfactorily evaluated roles of 

item analysis in curriculum development. 
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2.2.6 Question 16: Educational Measurement 

This question instructed the candidates to identify five characteristics of 

norm-referenced measurement. Scores allocated to the question was 15 

marks in total. 

 

The question was attempted by 672 candidates (74.1%), of which, 245 

candidates (36.5%) managed to score from 10.5 to 14 marks; indicating a 

good performance. 390 candidates (58.0%) scored from 6 to 10 marks; 

indicating an average performance. The rest 37 candidates (5.5%) from 0 to 

5.5 marks, of which, 1 candidate (0.1%) scored 0 mark; indicating poor 

performance. Generally, the performance in the question was good – 

considering that 635 candidates (94.5%) scored from 6 to 14 marks. Figure 

17 presents the candidates' performance in the question. 
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 Figure 17: The Candidates' Performance in Question 16 

 

 

Detailed analysis reveals that 245 candidates (36.5%) who scored from 

10.5 to 14 marks, a good performance, had high understanding of the 

question. As a result, they satisfactorily identified five characteristics of 

norm-referenced measurement. They also showed high ability of 

associating points asked on question one of the paper. Further, they ensured 

coherence from introductory part of the question to the end point. What is 

more, they clearly identified the five characteristics of norm-referenced 

measurement are such as: table of specifications is used when constructing 

the items, sometimes normal distribution curve is used in assessing 

learners' achievement, students' scores are the bases of judging position 

between individuals.. Some of the candidates wrote: it leads to 

discriminations among students; it is characterized by competitions; it is 

used in predicting future performance; it characterized by human biases; it 

is characterized by the teacher to know the problem existing among the 
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learners. Another candidate wrote: it is used to motivate learners; it 

involves large domain of measurements; it favours average item of 

difficulties. Extract 16.1 is a sample of good responses from the candidates. 

 

Extract 16.1 

 

 
Extract 16.1 is from a candidate who satisfactorily identified 

characteristics of norm-referenced measurement. 
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Further, analysis reveals that 390 candidates (58.0%) who scored 

averagely, from 6 to 10 marks, provided good introduction, conclusion and 

correct points, though with partial explanations. Others fragmented one 

points into several points unnecessarily. The following extract is a case in 

point: compare the performance of an individual, characterized by relative 

decisions made to different students, norm referenced measurement used to 

select students to next level of education, it is used to screen students for 

further studies. This candidate identified the characteristics of norm 

referenced measurement correctly in point one and two but, confused it 

with the advantages of norm-referenced measurement in point three and 

four. 

  

In the analysis, 37 candidates (5.5%) who scored poorly (from 0 to 5.5 

marks) identified five the characteristics of criterion - referenced 

measurements instead of those of norm-referenced measurement. For 

instance, one wrote: norm referenced measurement is skills oriented, it 

covers small domain range, it avoids discrimination amongst students, and 

it deals with affective rather than cognitive and psychomotor domains. The 

varied responses from this candidate denote uncertainty about the concept 

in question. Some of them failed to provide a good introduction on norm-

referenced measurement. For example, one candidate wrote: norm-

referenced measurement is the type of educational measurement where by 

performance of students cannot be compared, it is used for outlying 

students’ mastering of contents, It is not good for comparison of students 

and schools, is used to punish students who do not study hard. Extract 16.2 

is a sample of unsatisfactory response to the question. 
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Extract 16.2 

 

Extract 16.2 is from of a candidate who unsatisfactorily identified 

characteristics of norm-referenced measurement. 
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3.0 PERFOMANCE OF CANDIDATES IN EACH TOPIC 

The Educational Research, Measurement and Evaluation examination 

comprised of seven topics into which the examination questions were 

organised. The analysis of candidates performance in each topic shows that, 

candidates had good performance in the following topics; Educational 

Assessment and Evaluation (98.2%), Educational Measurement (91.7%), 

Qualities of Test (82.4%) and Test Construction (75%). On the other hand, 

the candidates had an average performance in the topics of Educational 

Research (69.4%), Analysis and Interpretation of Test Result (63.8%) and 

Assessing Achievement (50.8%). For detailed information see Appendix A. 

4.0 CONCLUSION 

Statistical data analysis for each question shows that the candidates’ overall 

performance in Educational Research Measurement and Evaluation subject 

for Diploma in Secondary Education Examination (DSEE) in 2018 was 

good. The analysis shows that the candidates’ good performance was 

caused by their ability to identify the demands of questions, sufficient 

knowledge of the subject matter and computation skills. Only a few 

candidates revealed low ability in these areas; which earned them low 

marks.  

5.0 RECOMMENDATIONS 

Based on the observations made in this Candidates’ Item Response 

Analysis (CIRA) report, the following are recommended to improve the 

performance of prospective candidates in this subject: 

(a) Student and tutors should be encouraged to use English so as to 

improve their language skills. This can be done through practicing 

speaking English inside and outside the classroom, during 

discussion as well as essay writing competitions. 

(b) More effort is needed in the topics of Analysis and Interpretation of 

Test Result, and Assessing Achievement. A topic such as Analysis 

and Interpretation of Test Results should be taught through many 

exercises and tests because it requires mastery of mathematical 

operations. 

(c) Tutors should guide students in studying all topics in the 

Educational Measurement and Evaluation syllabus to equip them 
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with knowledge and skills needed for answering examination 

questions. 

(d) Candidates should be guided on how to identify the demands of 

questions. This could be done through giving them enough 

homework, assignment, tests, and inter-college examinations. 

Equally, tutors should provide timely feedback to teacher students 

after such tests. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



64 

 

Appendix A 

THE PERFORMANCE OF THE CANDIDATES IN EACH TOPIC DSEE 2018 

S/N Topics Examined 

DSEE 2018 

Average 

Performanc

e per Topic 

in % 

Remark

s 

Questions 

Number 

Percentage of 

the Candidates 

who Scored an 

Average of 40 

Percent and 

Above. 

1 

 

Educational 

assessment and 

Evaluation 

13 

3 

4 

98.2 

63.5 

84.2 

98.2 Good 

2 

Educational 

Measurement 

1 

2 

16 

92.3 

88.4 

94.5 

91.7 

 

Good 

3 
Qualities of Test 9 

14 

85.2 

79.5 

82.4 

 

Good 

 

4 

Test Construction 8 

12 

76.7 

80.0 

 

75 Good 

 

5 

Educational 

Research 

3 

4 

63.5 

84.2 

69.4 

 

Average 

 

6 

Analysis and 

interpretation of test 

result 

5 

10 

11 

15 

63.8 

64.5 

38.2 

88.8 

63.8 Average 

7 
Assessing 

Achievement 

6 

7 

97.1 

4.5 

50.8 

 

Average 

General performance 
75.9 Good 

From the Appendix A, the overall performance in all topics was good with the average 

of 75.9%. The topic of Educational assessment and Evaluation was the highly performed 

followed by topics of Educational Measurement, Qualities of Test, Test Construction, 

Educational Research, Analysis and interpretation of test result and the last with an 

average performance was Assessing Achievement. 

 




