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● About Test13 

Test13 is a 13-item multiple-choice cognitive test having arithmetic items written decades ago, well 

before electronic calculators were developed. The items in Test13 were intended to assess how well 

primary school students had mastered selected objectives and presumably were based on, and 

drawn from, a maths syllabus. 

The actual items are seen in Appendix A.  Each item presents a problem to solve and offers four 

possible answers.  Students were instructed to circle the answer they considered to be correct. 

● Terminology 

The question, or problem to solve, is said to be the item’s “stem”.  As seen in Appendix A, the stem 

for the first item is “Solve the following, 7097 + 1903”. 

There is just one right answer to each item, referred to as the “keyed-correct” response.  The 

incorrect answers are known as “distractors”.  In Test13, possible item responses are 1,2,3,4 for each 

item.  We will be using the Lertap5 app to analyse Test13 results and, in Lertap5, res=(1,2,3,4) is the 

way this test’s items will have their valid response codes specified (seen in the “CCs” lines on p.11). 

● Student responses recorded in an Excel workbook 

 

Figure 1 

Figure 1 displays the initial nine records in an Excel workbook with the item responses given by 

seven students.  Column 15 has a code indicating the geographic zone a student resided in at the 

time of the test – there were four zones in the country in which Test13 was administered. 
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Of the seven students whose item responses are seen in Figure 1, note that two students, the 6th 

and the 7th, have an item response of “9”.  In this dataset, a 9 was used to indicate a missing 

response.  Student 6 did not answer Q13.  Student 7 did not answer Q12. 

The columns in Figure1 are numbered.  In Excel terminology, the “R1C1” reference style has been 

activated in this case.  Some Excel users will find Excel to be using letters instead of numbers to label 

columns, with A being the first column, a reference style referred to as “A1”.  See Figure 2 for an 

example.  The Excel-based data analysis app used in this document, Lertap5, has an inbuilt shortcut 

for switching from R1C1 to A1 –  see “Ref. style”.  The R1C1 reference style is preferred when 

working with Lertap5.  This page from Microsoft shows another way to change the reference style. 

 

 

Figure 2 

● Lertap5 

Lertap5 is an Excel-based app used to analyse tests and surveys.  An introduction to Lertap5 is found 

at this website.  The use of Lertap5 is addressed in a number of places.  A recommended start is this 

PowerPoint presentation (also available as a PDF).  Another suggested guide is the “Cook’s Tour”. 

To follow the steps presented in this document readers will need to (1) have Excel running on their 

computer (Windows or Macintosh); (2) install Lertap5; and (3) get a copy of the Test13 dataset (an 

Excel workbook). 

This web page has a link to download the Lertap511.zip file.  Within this zip file are three Excel files 

which, taken together, constitute the Lertap5 data analysis system (or “app”).  The zip also contains 

a few PDF documents.  All of these files are extracted from Lertap511.zip by unzipping it using the 

instructions found on the web page. 

A copy of the Test13 Excel workbook used in this discussion may be downloaded from this link. 

● Get “Freqs” 

We’ll begin by getting Lertap5 to summarise item response frequencies for Test13. 

To do so we need to have Lertap5 open and running in Excel, and we also need to have opened that 

copy of Test13 results. 

After opening Lertap5 and the workbook with Test13 results, click on the “Interpret” option seen in 

the Lertap5 “tab” in Excel; refer to Figure 3. 

 

https://lertap5.com/HTMLHelp/HTML/index.html?excel.htm
https://docs.microsoft.com/en-us/office/troubleshoot/excel/numeric-columns-and-rows
https://www.lertap5.com/lertap/index.html?introduction.htm
https://1drv.ms/p/s!Av-OegfFZFc-j4EciB2KB45HMB6S2g?e=Jpehgf
https://lertap5.com/Documentation/PPTslides/An_introduction_to_Lertap_5.pdf
https://lertap5.com/HTMLHelp/HTML/index.html?gettingstarted.htm
https://lertap5.com/HTMLHelp/HTML/index.html?how_to_get_lertap.htm
https://www.lertap5.com/Documentation/Samples/Test13/Test13-n2727.xlsx
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Figure 3 

The Interpret option adds a worksheet called “Freqs” to the Test13 workbook.  Figure 4 displays 

response frequencies for the first two test items. 

 

Figure 4 

We see that 78.3% of the students chose 3 as their answer to Q1.  This was the keyed-correct 

response for that item.  Of interest is the considerable number of students who did not answer the 

second item, Q2 – Figure 4 shows that almost 10% of the students did not respond to this item.  The 

keyed-correct response for Q2 was 1. 

We’d be inclined to say that Q1 was easy as so many students (78%) got it right, but Q2 was not 

easy; less than half of the students (37%) were able to correctly answer Q2.   

Note the small underlined blue h towards the top of Figure 4 – if clicked on it will open a help topic 

with an explanation of the contents of a Freqs “report”.  (See that help topic here.) 

https://lertap5.com/HTMLHelp/HTML/index.html?freqs.htm
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At this stage we would want to check on the response frequencies for items Q3 through Q13.  In 

most cases, we will probably want to make sure that the number of students failing to answer each 

item is well below 10% or so.  If this is not the case, we might think that the test items may not have 

been appropriate for the students who were assessed. 

● Get item statistics and student scores with “Elmillon” 

Elmillon is the name of the main item analysis routine in Lertap5.  The meaning of the name is given 

here.  In Figure 3 the Elmillon option is seen immediately below the Interpret option. 

A classical item analysis for a cognitive test, such as Test13, will tell us how difficult each item was, 

how the responses students gave to an item correlated with their responses on the other items 

(called the “item discrimination”), and provide an estimate of the reliability of the test (how much 

measurement error might there be in the test scores?). 

I’ll use Elmillon now.  When it finishes it will have added four new worksheets: Stats1b, Stats1f, 

Stats1ul, and Scores. 

These three Stats worksheets all have to do with item statistics, looking at item performance from 

different perspectives.  I’ll pose a few questions to guide a discussion of the steps commonly found 

in classical item and test analyses for cognitive items. 

Q1: Which items were the easiest / which the most difficult? 

We could answer this question just by using the Freqs report (Figure 4).  But Stats1b makes it much 

easier, have a look at Figure 5: 

 

Figure 5 

The “Difficulty” column in a Stats1b report (or worksheet) gives the proportion of students getting 

each item correct.  Of the five Test13 items seen in Figure 5, the easiest item was Q1; Q2 was the 

most difficult.  Columns 2 through 5 repeat the information found in the Freqs report but now it’s 

more obvious which options were the distractors, and which was the item’s keyed-correct response: 

https://lertap5.com/HTMLHelp/HTML/index.html?elmillonitemanalysis.htm
https://lertap5.com/HTMLHelp/HTML/index.html?elmillonitemanalysis.htm
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the keyed-correct option is underlined.  The “Other” column corresponds to the percentage of 

students who did not answer an item.   

To be noted is that difficult items are those having the lowest proportion correct.  Q2 was more 

difficult than Q1, 0.37 vs 0.78.  A high item difficulty figure will actually be an easy item.  This is 

obviously the reverse of what would be expected, but this terminology dates way back to the 

beginning of CTT, classical test theory, and is now embedded. 

Over the years some have proposed solutions to this semantic anomaly by, for example, changing 

the label to “item facility”, but, except in rare cases (such as “MOODLE”) , this suggestion has not been 

adopted. 

Answering Q1: Which items were the easiest / which the most difficult?  Figure 5 displays results 

just for the first five of Test13’s items.  Of those five, the easiest was Q1 (difficulty 0.78), the most 

difficult, the hardest, was Q2 (difficulty 0.37).  It turns out that none of the other eight items were 

easier or harder than these two. 

There are times when our analysis of test results may end with Stats1b.  This may happen, for 

example, when a teacher simply wants to identify problem areas, topics which may need going over 

again with their class.  In this example, Q2 stands out as a possibility as only 37% of the students got 

it right. 

Now, at the same time, a coordinator at a national maths curriculum centre might look at Figure 5 

and like to have a breakdown of results over all of the country’s geographic zones.  

This can be done using the code found in column 15 of the Test13 workbook (see Figure 1). 

The “Item responses by groups” option in Lertap5 will do what the coordinator wants.  It will 

produce the “Ibreaks1” report as captured in Figure 6. 

 

Figure 6 

https://moodle.org/
https://lertap5.com/HTMLHelp/HTML/ibreaks.htm
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The results in Figure 6 suggest a possible problem in Zone 3.  The students tested in this zone were 

noticeably less proficient on item Q1 – only 63% got the item right in Zone 3 compared to 80% or 

more in the other zones. 

Q2: Another research question, a very common one: which of the 13 items can be used to pick out 

the strongest students? 

As we know, often a test is used so that we have some means of identifying the “best”, or the 

“strongest”, students.  When this is an objective, we want to have items with a demonstrated ability 

to discriminate, to give us the means of picking out the cream of the crop, and/or, to perhaps be 

able to single out students who might need remedial work. 

One way to index the discriminating ability of an item is to have beforehand a sample of students 

with known proficiency levels.  We might have, for example, two proficiency levels in the sample: 

known low achievers and known high achievers.  A discriminating item will be one correctly 

answered by only the strongest students. 

However, it is not all that common to have a student sample with known proficiency levels.  What 

Lertap5 and other item analysis packages do is create a test score for all students and use that score 

to identify achievement/proficiency levels.  We’ll give the test, score it, sort the scores from highest 

to lowest, and then, for example, pick out the top 20% of the scores, the next 20%, the middle 20%, 

the next-to-bottom 20%, and the bottom 20%.  Then for each item we’ll say that we have a 

discriminating item when only the top students get the item right. 

The Stats1ul report in Lertap5 does this.  Figure 7 is an example of results for two of Test13’s items, 

Q1 and Q2. 

 

Figure 7 

In a Stats1ul report, the top 20% is referred to as “Grp1”, the bottom as “Grp5”.  The correct answer 

to an item will have its proportion-correct figures underlined. 

https://lertap5.com/HTMLHelp/HTML/index.html?stats1ul.htm
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We would say that Q1 has shown some ability to discriminate among the students tested.  In Grp1, 

the group with the highest test scores, 95% got Q1 correct, dropping to 52% in Grp5, the lowest 

group. 

The U-L disc.2 statistic for Q1 is 0.43, being 0.95 (Grp1’s proportion correct), minus 0.52 (Grp5’s 

proportion correct).  Q2’s value isn’t that far behind but note that the proportion correct for the best 

group is only 0.59 – students found Q2 to be a difficult item. 

A quick way to assess item discrimination in a Stats1ul report is to scan down the U-L disc. col.  It 

turns out that the best discriminator was Q4 with a value of 0.85 – 95% of the strongest students 

answered Q4 correctly, going down to just 10% in the bottom group. See Figure 8. 

The two little plots in Figure 9 demonstrate item discrimination.  The blue lines trace the proportion 

correct for each of the five groups while the other lines trace the proportions for the three distrac-

tors; the light-blue line with asterisks tracks the proportion of missing data for each item over the 

five groups. 

These are Lertap5 “quintile plots”.  These plots are rather striking examples of what item discrimina-

tion means.  Q4 is a much better discriminator than Q2 as the trace line for the correct answer (the 

blue line in each plot) begins at a low value on the left and rapidly rises to nearly reach the maximum 

possible value of 1.00 on the right.  The slope of Q4’s correct answer trace line is much greater than 

the corresponding trace line for Q2’s correct answer. 

The Grp5 proportions for both items, as seen in the plots, are rather similar.  But note (Figure 9) how 

the proportions for Q4’s distractors fall to just about zero as we move left to right across the plot, 

from the weakest students to the strongest (that’s not the case for Q2).   

As seen in the plots, in the case of Q4, almost all students in the top group, Grp1, were able to pick 

the correct answer while in the case of Q2 some students in the top group selected one of the item’s 

distractors – that’s not desired if test items are meant to discriminate the strong from the weak – we 

don’t expect the top students to select an incorrect answer (a distractor).  

 

 

Figure 8 

 
2 U-L for “upper-lower” 

https://lertap5.com/HTMLHelp/HTML/index.html?quintileplots.htm
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Figure 9 

The Diff and Disc figures seen at the base of each quintile plot are the classic measures of item 

difficulty and discrimination found in Stats1b reports (see Figure 5). 

In turn, the difficulty and discrimination figures in Stats1b are really lifted from the most detailed of 

Lertap5’s various statistical reports, Stats1f. 

Figure 10 displays Stats1f’s results for Q4.   

 

Figure 10 

The p column in Figure 10 gives the proportion of students selecting each of the item’s options.  The 

p value for the keyed-correct option (underlined) is the classic index of item difficulty.  The pb(r) 

column is the point-biserial correlation of each option with the total test score and is the classic 

index of item discrimination.  The avg. figure corresponds to the average test score for all those 

students who selected each option.  When an item is a discriminating one, the avg. for the keyed-

correct option (underlined) will be greater than the avg. values for each of the distractors.   

This webpage has much more information about Stats1f. 

Answering Q2: Which of the 13 items can be used to pick out the strongest students? 

The question is asking for the item having the greatest discrimination value.  We can answer it by 

scanning down the Discrimination column in the Stats1b report (Figure 5), or by scanning down the 

U-L disc column in Stats1ul (Figure 7). 

Q4 had the highest discrimination (0.52) in the Stats1b report, and also the highest U-L disc value 

(0.85) in Stats1ul.  These figures differ as they estimate discrimination in different ways.  The pb(r) 

point-biserial correlation computed by Lertap5 and found in Stats1f and Stats1b reports is by far the 

most common classic discrimination index. 

https://lertap5.com/HTMLHelp/HTML/index.html?stats1f.htm
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A recommended reference is Chapter 7 of the Lertap user manual; page 10 discusses pb(r).  This 

reference has more information about quintile plots, such as those see in above in Figure 9. 

Not mentioned to this point is the importance of item distractors.  They will always be present in 

multiple-choice tests.  Their job is to pose plausible alternatives to the correct answer.  If they fail in 

this crucial task, the chance of weak students getting an item right increases. 

Both the Stats1b report and the Stats1f report have “flags” that appear whenever an item’s distrac-

tors appear to have failed.  See this topic. 

Q3: What about Test13’s reliability? 

The reliability of a measuring instrument has to do with its accuracy.  If I measure something twice, 

are the two measures exactly the same?  For example, if I use a scale to measure the weight of a 

package of apples purchased at the supermarket, record the weight, remove the bag from the scale, 

and then weigh it again, how close are the two readings?  How consistent is the scale and my use of 

it?  If I use a different scale, will it agree? 

Similar questions pertain to the use of tests and surveys.  If I were to retest the students who 

answered Test13 yesterday, would they get the same test scores?   

They may very well do so.  They may remember the items and the answers they gave yesterday. 

That might be likely for many of the students, but let’s imagine this: I change Test13 items so that 

they’re not exactly the same. 

Item1’s stem in Appendix A is 7097 + 1903.  I’ll change it to 1952 + 7048.  Then I’ll also alter the 

other items so that the exercises are the same but not precisely identical.  I’d most likely change the 

distractors too.  Once I have done this,  I’ll have what’s called a parallel version of Test13, known as a 

“parallel form”. 

I’ll have the same students answer my parallel form and then compare results with the original test 

scores.  In doing so I will be said to be looking at the parallel forms reliability of Test13.  The test’s 

reliability will be the correlation between the two test scores.  Perfect reliability will be a correlation 

of 1.00 .  

Parallel forms are not necessarily easy to create3.  The example I’ve suggested above for Item 1 may 

seem reasonable, but that would not likely be the case for many of the other items.  So, what I could 

do instead is divide the test into two parts, correlate the scores from each part and take that as an 

initial estimate of reliability, an approach known as “split-halves”. 

There are some item analysis apps that output split-half reliability estimates, but not many4; 

coefficient alpha, also known as Cronbach’s alpha, is the preferred and universal method used to 

derive a reliability estimate for both tests and surveys.  It’s used in Lertap5 and reported towards the 

bottom of Stats1f reports.  The Reliability section in Chapter 7 of the Lertap manual (pp. 11-13) is a 

recommended read. 

For Test13, alpha came out to be 0.76; were we able to test the students again, perhaps with a 

parallel form, this is an estimate of how their test scores might correlate with those from the initial 

testing.  For a short test, such as Test13, a reliability of 0.76 could be acceptable for some purposes.  

 
3 An example of a parallel forms reliability study is here. 
4 The Iteman program from Assessment Systems is one.  jMetrik is another (recommended).  

https://www.lertap5.com/Documentation/Chapter7.pdf
https://www.lertap5.com/lertap/index.html?visual-item-analysis.htm
https://www.lertap5.com/lertap/index.html?visual-item-analysis.htm
https://lertap5.com/HTMLHelp/HTML/index.html?stats1b_column.htm
https://lertap5.com/HTMLHelp/HTML/index.html?summary_item_stats.htm
https://www.lertap5.com/Documentation/Chapter7.pdf
https://lertap5.com/HTMLHelp/Lrtp59HTML/index.html?stuiq.htm
https://assess.com/iteman/
https://itemanalysis.com/jmetrik-download/
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But if test scores were to be used for grading purposes, we’d want to have an alpha value at or 

above 0.85, hopefully even getting close to 0.90. 

Q4: Measurement error 

The fact that we do not expect scores from parallel forms to be the same acknowledges that they 

will vary.  We’re not using exactly the same items.  They’re parallel in the sense that they mirror the 

original items, but item stems, keyed-correct responses, and distractors will all have changed. 

Given a particular test, such as our Test13, in classical test theory a student’s “true score” is said to 

be the average score as obtained over repeated administrations of the test, or over (in theory) an 

infinite number of parallel forms.  A student’s actual score on Test13 is their “observed score”.  The 

difference between the observed score and the true score is referred to as measurement error. 

 

 

Figure 11 

The “Summary statistics” section of a Stats1f report is shown in Figure 11. 

The standard error of measurement (SEM), seen at the bottom of the section, may be used to form a 

confidence interval around a student’s Test13 observed score which we believe will include their 

true score at a given probability level. 

In this case SEM was 1.57.  For a student with an observed score of 8, adding and subtracting 1.57 

gives an interval which in theory would have a 68% chance of including the student’s true score.  In 

this case the interval would be about 6.4 to 9.6.  A 95% confidence interval would involve a range of 

just below 5.0 to just above 11.0.  Page 12 in Chapter 7 of the Lertap manual has more details about 

the formation and use of such confidence intervals.  The greater the reliability of a test, the smaller 

the standard error of measurement, and the shorter the 68% and 95% confidence intervals. 

https://www.lertap5.com/Documentation/Chapter7.pdf
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Q5: How might Test13’s reliability be improved? 

Have a look again at Appendix A and at Q2 in particular.  Assume that the objective of Test13 is to 

assess competency in arithmetic skills. 

Getting the right answer to Q2 requires students to know the number of days in the months of June 

and July.  This is curious indeed.  Why was this item in the test?  We’ll never know, but we might well 

be interested in knowing what the reliability of the test would be if Q2 were omitted. 

You could try this for yourself: add an “exc” line to the CCs sheet in the Test13 workbook: 

*col (c2-c14) 

*sub res=(1,2,3,4), Name=(13-item MCtest), Title=(MathTest) 

*key 31312 13223 325 

*exc (c3) 

The *exc line means “exclude the item found in column 3 of the Data worksheet”. 

That’s where student responses to Q2 are found – See Figure 1 above. 

Take Lertap5’s Interpret and Elmillon options again. 

The test reliability with Q2 omitted is 0.77, an increase over the 0.76 reliability figure for all 13 items.  

And now the standard error of measurement has gone down to 1.49 from the previous value of 1.57. 

These may seem like modest gains, but in this business they’re not insubstantial.  We’ve removed a 

“bad item” from the test and have seen benefits. 

Q6: How to identify problem items? 

Q2 may be referred to as a “problem” item because its inclusion in the test has lowered test 

reliability (coefficient alpha). 

Now, keep in mind that when we talk about test reliability and measurement error, we’re dealing 

with overall test scores.  It just might be that the creators and users of Test13 may not have been at 

all interested in test scores.  Their interest may have been simply in item level results as seen, for 

example, in the first five columns of the Stats1b report, Figure 5 above, and in district results such as 

those seen in Figure 6.   

At the item level there might not be “bad” and “good” items.  Items which turned out to be easy, 

correctly answered by perhaps at least 75% of the students, may indicate satisfactory student 

mastery of whatever the item was meant to cover, something that, in turn, may reflect well on an 

instructor’s teaching.  Items which turned out to be difficult, say with less than half of the students 

getting them wrong, may point to a need for more teaching.  Perhaps even Q2 was an item included 

in the district’s math syllabus, as odd as that might seem to us. 

But if we want reliable test scores with minimal measurement error, as mentioned above, we want 

coefficient alpha to be at least approaching 0.85.  We might then use the scores for grading pur-

poses.  We might confidently use them to identify students needing help. 

There are numerous spots in Lertap5’s portfolio of reports that help identify problematic items.  My 

favourite, my personal “go-to” report, is the plot included in Statsb worksheets, such as that seen in 

Figure 12. 
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Figure 12 

There are three “outliers” in Figure 12: Q1, Q2, and Q13.  All three have item discrimination figures 

below 0.30, a cutoff point I tend to use when looking for problem items (other item analysts may 

lower this cutoff to 0.20). 

It was the results seen in Figure 12 that led me to look at excluding Q2 from test scoring.  Indeed, 

just looking at Q2 in Appendix A had already tended to tip me off.  It seemed markedly different to 

the other items. 

I didn’t suspect problems with Q13 when looking at Appendix A, but, sure enough, excluding Q13 

and Q2 boosted alpha to 0.78, and lowered the standard error of measurement to 1.40. 

Anther Lertap5 worksheet useful for identifying poorly performing items is “IStats”: weak items will 

be those with low squared multiple correlations, “SMCs” (see this topic).  The “Closed-form lambda 

estimates” at the very bottom of IStats may also be useful at times (this topic). 

Summary comments 

This document has presented the terms, statistics, and common objectives found in classical item 

analysis.  Two levels of analysis have been discussed: the item level and the test score level. 

Item level statistics are fairly simple – our focus is on the number of students getting each item 

correct.  We might not mind if nearly all students are able to pick out the keyed-correct answer to an 

item; such an outcome might indicate that our teaching has been adequate.  At the same time, the 

items have distractors for a good reason – if the correct answer is very obvious there will be little 

challenge for students, and perhaps little useful feedback for instructors – looking at the perfor-

mance of item distractors is consequently likely to be an important part of our review of the results.  

We want distractors to distract some of the students; that’s why they’re called distractors. 

Getting an overall test score for each student takes us to another level.  First of all, we seek some 

assurance that such a score makes sense – here our main statistic will be the test reliability index, 

coefficient alpha.  Should alpha be low, below 0.70 for example, the implication is likely to be that 

the test score may be of limited use.  If we were able to retest students, their scores would be 

expected to differ noticeably from those observed in the first testing, an indication of low reliability, 

a caution flag waving to say that we ought to view results with limited confidence. 

https://lertap5.com/HTMLHelp/HTML/index.html?smcs.htm
https://lertap5.com/HTMLHelp/HTML/index.html?omega.htm
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Test reliability will be high when items show an ability to “discriminate”.  This will result when item 

distractors are performing well. 

The quintile plots seen above in Figure 9 might be one of the best and easiest to use of Lertap5’s 

“reports” when it comes to assessing distractor performance.  The “popularity” of every distractor 

should decline as we move across each plot from left to right. 

In Grp5, the least-capable students, few should be able to identify the item’s correct answer, while, 

over on the right, in the strongest group, few should fail to identify the correct answer. 

The quintile plot for item Q4, as seen in Figure 9, shows the highly desired pattern for a discriminat-

ing item.  The plot for Q2, on the other hand, shows that some the best students, some of those in 

Grp2 and Grp1, are showing some favour for two of Q2’s distractors.  Only 60% of the strongest 

students (Grp1) correctly answered Q2, compared to near 100% on Q4. 

These results suggest that Q2 needs attention and revision.  It’s not working as desired.  Above I 

showed what might well happen when poorly performing items are excluded from the total test 

score; reliability improved after Q2 had been taken out. 

As a final observation, my discussion here has not addressed cases where we might want a “mastery 

test”, one used for pass/fail decisions, a test where, for example, a student must get 70% of the 

items correct in order to pass.  Such tests are fairly common.  See this topic for more information 

and also perhaps this technical journal paper. 

 

Notes:  This document has more about analysing Test13 results. 

 Importing data from csv5 files and other sources is discussed here. 

 

 

  

 
5 csv files are text files with commas used to separate information fields 

https://lertap5.com/HTMLHelp/HTML/index.html?stats1ulmastery.htm
https://www.lertap5.com/Documentation/JERM2007d.pdf
https://lertap5.com/Documentation/Samples/Test13/ObservationsAndComments.pdf
https://lertap5.com/HTMLHelp/HTML/index.html?import-csv-macro.htm
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Appendix A 

Test13 Items 

 

1. Solve the following. 

 

  7097 

+ 1903 

 

What is the answer? 

 

(1) 89100 

(2) 8990 

(3) 9000 

(4) 8000 

 

2. Mike reached Sydney on 13th June in the morning and left 

on 4th August in the night.  For how many days did Mike 

stay in Sydney? 

 

(1) 53 days 

(2) 52 days 

(3) 51 days 

(4) 50 days 

 

3. What is the place value of 3 in 683941 ? 

 

(1) 3 

(2) 300 

(3) 3000 

(4) 30000 

 

4. What is the place value of 8 in 548762 ? 

 

(1) 8000 

(2) 800 

(3) 80000 

(4) 8 
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5. Solve the following 

 

   7895 

-  5704 

 

 What is the answer? 

 

(1) 1191 

(2) 2191 

(3) 2101 

(4) 1101 

 

 

6. 8763 – 6998 = ? 

 

(1) 1765 

(2) 2910 

(3) 2875 

(4) 15761 

 

7. If the cost of 6 shirts is $ 480, then what will be the 

cost of 8 shirts? 

 

(1) $ 288 

(2) $ 384 

(3) $ 640 

(4) $ 360 

 

8. Bus fare for four people is $ 100.  What will be the fare 

for 10 people for the same journey? 

 

(1) $ 25 

(2) $ 250 

(3) $ 400 

(4) $ 1000 
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9. The price of one toy motor is $ 15.50.  What will be price 

of 10 such motors? 

 

(1) $ 1550 

(2) $ 155 

(3) $ 155.50 

(4) $ 1550.50 

 

10. Janice bought onions for $ 10, potatoes for $ 8, and 
tomatoes for $ 5.  She gave $50 to the shopkeeper.  How 

many dollars will she get back as change? 

 

(1) $ 37 

(2) $ 32 

(3) $ 27 

(4) $ 26 

 

11. A box can contain 50 apples.  How many boxes are needed to 
contain 2550 apples? 

 

(1) 501 

(2) 510 

(3) 51 

(4) 105 

 

12. 20000  200 = ? 
 

(1) 1000 

(2) 100 

(3) 200 

(4) 2000 

 

13. 2016  2 = ? 
 

(1) 18 

(2) 108 

(3) 1003 

(4) 1008 

 

 


