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ABSTRACT 

The primary purpose of this study is to determine the content validity index of the items in assessing the performance of the student teachers considering the 

seven domains of teaching practice namely: content knowledge and pedagogy; learning environment; diversity of learners; curriculum and planning; assessment 

and reporting; community linkages and professional engagement; and personal growth and professional development.  

The study involved 6 content experts who rated in determining the relevance and clarity of the items stipulated in the instrument utilizing two stages. Stage I 

focuses on development and stage II emphasizes on judgement and quantification. 

Through the results of the content validity index, findings reveal that all items are relevant to teaching practices but there are 8 items out of 47 considered as not 

clear which need to be eliminated. 

Based on the overall observation and analysis, content validity is very vital in determining the relevance and clarity of instrument development. It ensure 

alignment of content to teaching practices in assessing performance. 
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1.Introduction 

 Student teaching evaluation is a form of assessing the performance of student teachers during their stay in the real world of teaching. Since 

the very start state colleges and universities utilized different rating system to gather evidences on how student teachers play their role in the field. 

Universities and university colleges have developed relatively complex procedures and instruments for collecting, analysing, and interpreting these data 

as the dominant or, in some cases, the sole indicator of teaching quality. This wide spread use is largely due to the apparent ease to collecting the data 

and presenting and interpreting the results (Penny, 2003). More recently, student evaluation of teaching procedures have been included as a key 

mechanism in internal quality-assurance processes as a way of demonstrating an institution’s performance in accounting and auditing practices 

(Johnson, 2000). 

 Student evaluation of teaching serves three purposes: improving teaching quality; providing input for appraisal exercises ( e.g., 

tenure/promotion decisions; and providing evidence for institutional accountability ( e.g., demonstrating the presence of adequate procedures for 

ensuring teaching quality ( Kember, Leung, & Kwan, 2002). 

 Further,DepED Order No. 36, s. 2013 stressed out that teachers play a crucial role in nation building. Through quality teachers, the 

Philippines can develop holistic learners who are steeped in values, equipped with 21
st
 century skills, and able to propel the country to development and 

progress. This is in consonance with the Department of Education vision of producing: “Filipinos who passionately love their country and whose values 

and competencies enable them to realize their full potential and contribute meaningfully to building the nation”.  

It is indeed, that in our end as the training ground of future teachers we need to keep abreast with the new trends and teaching practices that will answer 

the demands of the global teaching society to make our graduates promising and assets in their respective teaching career.  

 With this present study, this can greatly help the school administration to mention, the school deans, chairpersons, faculty members, 

cooperating teachers and other individuals who can benefit the output of this research endeavour.  

 Thus, the researcher was motivated to pursue this research endeavour to have an aligned and justifiable rating system to the student teachers. 
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2. Statement of the Problem 

The study aims to determine the Content Validity index of the items in assessing the performance of student teachers.  

 

3. Theoretical Framework/Model 

The study is anchored on the theory-Based Item Analysis. Scale items are often developed on the basis of theoretical definitions of the construct, and 

sometimes they are even analyzed for content validity and item selection is usually purely empirical. A set of items is completed by a sample of 

participants, and response frequencies and indicators of reliability such as item-total correlations are used to select the best-functioning items. Rossiter 

(2008) criticized that at the end of such purely empirical item-selection processes, the remaining items often measure only one narrow aspect of the 

target construct. In such cases, it would perhaps be possible to retain the diversity of the original items by constructing subscales. Some authors, such 

as Gittler (1986) and Koller et al. (2012), have long highlighted the importance of theory-based analysis. For example, Koller and Lamm 

(2015) showed that a theory-based analysis of items measuring cognitive empathy yielded important information concerning scale dimensionality.  

 

4. Methodology 

 
A. Development Phase 

 

Design 

 

For the developmentof the new instrument, the approach described by Lynn (1986) was followed. This approach advocate stages. 

Stage I (development) results in the generation of the instrument’s items which was lifted from the literature reviewed and from the existing 

instruments from other higher teacher education institutions.  

 

 

Research Instrument 

 

 The research instrument were lifted from various authors concerning on student teachers appraisal and assessment with reference 

to the existing rating system of the school. Items were carefully examined to align the teaching practices stipulated in the Philippine 

Professional Standards for Teachers (PPST). 

 

 

Data Gathering Procedure 

 

 The researcher made a literature review of the studies conducted relative to validation and development of instruments in 

evaluating the performance of student teachers. Items were identified through the PPST teaching practice to ensure alignment of teaching 

culture virtually or through formal setting. After such, the instrument were finalized for the evaluation of experts in determining its 

relevance and clarity which was identified during the computation of the items content validity index. 

 

 

Data Analysis 

 

 The researcher consulted experts on the method of analysing the data gathered to arrive relevant and clear items in rating the 

performance of student teachers in their whole duration of student teaching. Thus, the approach of Lynn (1986) was considered.  

 

 

B. Validation Phase 

 

Design 

 

For thecontent validity of the new instrument, the approach described by Lynn (1986) was followed. This approach advocates 

stage II which intend to evaluates the performance of the instrument’s items (judgement and quantification) performed by the content 

experts which includes the school dean, university psychometrician, program chairperson, student teachers coordinator, Master teacher, and 

Faculty Federation President.  
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Research Instrument 

 

 The research instrument utilized was taken from the existing rating system for student teachers of the university and other i tems 

of the instrument were lifted from other SUCs to come up with a substantial content of the rating system in assessing the performance of 

student teachers. 

 

Data Gathering Procedure 

 

Prior to the final crafting of the instrument to be fielded, the researcher made constant consultation with the research professor 

and other experts from the university. After such, letters of permission were prepared to formally administer the instrument to the panel of 

experts. Finally, data were tabulated and interpreted to answer the objective of the study. 

 

Data Analysis 

 

 After the retrieval of the instruments from the experts, computation of content validity index of each item were performed. After 

determining the CVIs, it was interpreted based on the standard as stipulated in table 2. Thus, the researcher made implications based on the 

results. 

 

 

5. Results and Discussion 

a. Development Phase 

The researcher evaluated the existing rating system for student teachers assessment utilized for a long period of time. After such, 

literature review were made, benchmarking from other higher educational institutions and revisited the teachers’ practices in the Philippine 

Professional Standards for Teachers (PPST). Further, finalization of the items following the domains of PPST were made.  

 

b. Validation Phase 

Experts is asked to rate the instrument items in terms of relevance and its clarity to the construct underlying study using i ts dimensions 

on a 4-point ordinal scale (1[not relevant], 2[item need some revision], 3[relevant but need minor revision], and 4[highly relevant]). 

 

Table 1. The scoring method of experts  

 Relevance                                                                                             Clarity                                                                     

1 [not relevant]     1 [not clear] 

2 [item need some revision]   2 [item need some revision] 

3 [relevant but need minor revision]  3 [clear but need minor revision] 

4 [very relevant]     4 [very clear] 

  

To obtain content validity index for relevance and clarity of each item (I-CVIs, the number of those judging the item as relevant or clear 

(rating 3 or 4) was divided by the number of content experts. 

 

Table 2. The number of experts and its implication on the acceptable cut-off score 

 

Number of Experts  Acceptable CVI Values      Source of Recommendation 

                                                                                                           

Two experts        At least 0.80                   Davis (1992)  

Three to five experts        Should be 1      Polit& Beck (2006), Polit et al., (2007) 

At least six experts        At least 0.83  Polit& Beck (2006), Polit et al., (2007) 

Six to eight experts        At least 0.83                            Lynn (1986) 

At least nine experts                            At least 0.78    Lynn (1986)                                                                                                

 

 Table 2 summarizes the recommended number of experts with its implication on the acceptable cut-off score of CVI. It can be concurred 

that for content validation, the minimum acceptable expert number is two, however most of recommendations propose a minimum of six experts. 

Considering the recommendations, the number of experts for content validation should be  at least 6 and does not exceed 10. 

   

Table 3 presents the results of the content validity index conducted to determine the validity of the instrument in assessing the performance 
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of the student teachers. 

Table 3. Content Validity Index on Relevance of the Items 

 

Item No.                I-CVI     Interpretation                                                                              

1     1    Appropriate 

2     1    Appropriate 

3     1    Appropriate 

4     1    Appropriate 

5     1    Appropriate 

6     1    Appropriate 

7     1    Appropriate 

8     1    Appropriate 

9     1    Appropriate 

10     0.83    Appropriate 

11     1    Appropriate 

12     0.83    Appropriate 

13     0.83    Appropriate 

14     1    Appropriate 

15     1    Appropriate 

16     0.83    Appropriate 

17     1    Appropriate 

18     1    Appropriate 

19     1    Appropriate 

20     1    Appropriate 

21     1    Appropriate 

22     1    Appropriate 

23     1    Appropriate 

24     1    Appropriate 

25     0.83    Appropriate 

26     0.83    Appropriate 

27     1    Appropriate 

28     1    Appropriate 

29     1    Appropriate 

30     1    Appropriate 

31     1    Appropriate 

32     1    Appropriate 

33     1    Appropriate 

34     1    Appropriate 

35     1    Appropriate 

36     1    Appropriate 

37     1    Appropriate 

38     1    Appropriate 

39     1    Appropriate 

40     1    Appropriate 

41     1    Appropriate 

41     1    Appropriate 

42     1    Appropriate 

43     1    Appropriate 

44     1    Appropriate 

45     1    Appropriate 

46     1    Appropriate 

47     1    Appropriate 

     S-CVI=0.97829 

                                                                                               

 

 As shown in table 3, all items were rated ranging from 0.83 to 1 interpreted as appropriate. This indicates that items developed are relevant 

to the teaching practice expected from the student teachers. 
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Table 4. Content Validity Index on Clarity of the Items 

 

Item No.                        I-CVI    Interpretation                                                                              

1     1    Appropriate 

2     1    Appropriate 

3     1    Appropriate 

4     1    Appropriate 

5     1    Appropriate 

6     1    Appropriate 

7     1    Appropriate 

8     1    Appropriate 

9     0.83    Appropriate 

10     0.83    Appropriate 

11     1    Appropriate 

12     1    Appropriate 

13     1    Appropriate 

14     1    Appropriate 

15     1    Appropriate 

16     0.83    Appropriate 

17     1    Appropriate 

18     1    Appropriate 

19     1    Appropriate 

20     1    Appropriate 

21     1    Appropriate 

22     0.66    Eliminated 

23     1    Appropriate 

24     1    Appropriate 

25     0.66    Eliminated 

26     0.83    Appropriate 

27     1    Appropriate 

28     1    Appropriate 

29     1    Appropriate 

30     1    Appropriate 

31     1    Appropriate 

32     0.66    Eliminated 

33     1    Appropriate 

34     1    Appropriate 

35     0.66    Eliminated 

36     0.66    Eliminated 

37     1    Appropriate 

38     1    Appropriate 

39     1    Appropriate 

40     1    Appropriate 

41     1    Appropriate 

42     0.83    Appropriate 

43     1    Appropriate 

44     1    Appropriate 

45     1    Appropriate 

46     0.66    Eliminated 

47     0.66    Eliminated 

     S-CVI=0.95255 

 

As shown in table 4, items 1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17,18,19,20,21,23,24,27,28,29,30,31,33,34,37,38, 39, 40, 41,42,43,44, and 

45 were rated ranging from 0.83 to 1 inferred as appropriate while items 22,25,26,32,35,36,46, and 47 were rated 0.66 which should be eliminated.  
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6. Conclusion and Recommendation 

 Content validity is very important to ensure the overall validity of the tool proposed in evaluating performances, therefore a systematic 

approach for content validation should be done based on the evidence and best practice. Thus, this research endeavor has provided a systematic and 

evidence-based approach to conduct a proper content validation. 
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