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Abstract

An instrumenteither a self-developed, adapted or adopted, is the most importartt @speesearch. In the main study,
two instruments Word Reading Test Kit an2lLA Reading Text) were adapted from other resources to assess the word-
recognition accuracyt is fundamental to test the validity and reliability of the instrumentisf self developed or adapted
from any resources. The aim of this pilot study is to determine the vadiddyreliability of the two instruments for
measuring the word-recognition accura€wo groups of samplings were selected. First, a groupeapert panels to get
their feedback on face validity and content validity. The seewa® 8 Year 3 pupils to measure their scores for the test-
retest reliability. The results showed that both instruments got 100% for 5 out of 8 ciitehia face validity which fié
under the excellent category. For the content validity, battiuments obtained a high level of agreement among the 7
expert panels with (CVI =100%) for instrument 1 and (CVI = 98.57%) frument 2. In terms of test-retest reliability,
the Pearson Correlation was r(8)=0.881 which indicated good rejafmlitthe first instrument. Meanwhile, for the
second instrument, the Pearson Correlation was r(8)=0.916. Thus, ittéddeecellent reliability. After some minor
amendment, the instruments were valid and reliable for data colléttiba main study. A pilot study helped to identify
the design flaws, gain experience and learn important information priadéstaking the main study
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1. Introduction

Word-recognition accuracy must be acquired by young learners atrgnage. Prior to a
guantitative research of a quasi-experimental design of high frequency word gaemmnce the word
recognition accuracy among Year 3 pupils in a rural school, two instrumarts adapted from other
resources to assess the word-recognition accuracy. Thus, a pilot atutdyle carried out to test the validity
and reliability of the instrument#\ pilot study is carried out to see whether something can be done before a
major study, and should the researchers proceed with the mairostodly It also asks how to carry it out. In
simple words, a pilot study is paramount for the enhancement gfidiity and efficiency of the main study.
According to Arnold et al. (2009), a pilot study is the first sttproentire research protocol and is often a
small-sized study, which helps in designing and modifying the main studyddition, Ismail et al. (2018)
state that testing a data collection instrument is important in ensuring the feasibilitpraistency of the
instrument in measuring an intended outcome of a research. This pilptadtosi to determine the validity
and reliability of the two instruments to be implemented for measuringctivessof the word-recognition
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accuracy in the main study. For this pilot study, face validity anteobwalidity are the key types of validity
and test-retest is the type of reliability. It is conducted to sort out all gghp® problems that might lead to
failure of the main study. The procedures include the research time managhkmeg the COVID-9
pandemic.

2. Literature Review

2.1 Piloting Instruments for Validity and Reliability

Validity and reliability were very important aspects of quantitative research. According tmaNeu
(2003) there were multiple meanings of validity and reliability. He added that theyepeesented in many
types or forms. In short, testing for the validity and reliability were crifoiaresearchers. Klenke et al.
(2016) defined validity as the accuracy of an instrument in measuringnti@pated construct within a
research. There were 7 key types of validity in a research: 1) face validity, 2)togaliéity, 3) Construct
validity 4) Internal validity, 5) External validity, 6) Statistical conclusion validity andCit)erion-related
validity. Face validity was the degree to see if the instruments appear tiklals what it was supposed to
measure. Gelfand and Hartmann (1975 as cited in Azwani et al., 2017) put fonaafdr an inter-rater
agreement, a minimal acceptable value of Kappa capitulated at 0.60 (60%) wherea Ble(@003) stated
that the percentage of inter-rater agreement yielded 70% [Kappa value = 0.71jdetl a fair to good
category. On the other hand, content validity was the degree to see to whiathexiiams on the instruments
were fairly representativef what it should measure. Content validity must be checked in the development
process of an instrument to minimize any potential error associated with thenerstriVith reference to
Sangoseni et al. (2013), a CVI (content validity index) of 78% and abdiaaied a high level agreement if
the rating was done by members of seven expert panels or more. On thbhaoitheBraun et al. (2019)
defined reliabiliy as the stability and consistency of scores from an instrument. There wepes3dly
reliability: 1) internal consistency, 2) equivalent form and 3) test-reAesbrding to Price et al. (2015), a
test-retest Pearson correlation of +.80 or greater, generally considered aselji@oitityz Test-retest
reliability coefficients of stability varied between 0 to 1, where below +0.6 considgereguestionable
reliability.

3. Research Method

It would not be an easy task to carry out a big scale quantitative reseairtd tther COVID49
pandemic among young learners. Thus, only one rural schoohan State was selected by the researcher to
conduct the major study and this pilot study. The instruments emplogesl used to assess the word-
recognition accuracy among young learners. Both instruments focudedhofiequency words that must be
acquired accurately by young learners.

3.1 Samplings
In order to test the validity and the reliability of the instruments used ipitbisstudy, two groups
of samplings were selected. First sampling was selected for the validity. It was ahesxpert panels to get

their feedback on face validity and content validity. The second samplingeleasesl for the reliability. It
was a small group of Year 3 pupils to measure their scores for the test-retetityeliab
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3.1.1 First Samplings

In order to review and rate the face validity and content validity of the two nmsitits, 7 expert
panels were selected by the researcher. All of them were experienced academiciamsimitmraxperience
of 5 years and above in the field of teacher education and major @hifigeEnglish as Second Language
(TESL). From the 7 expert panels, two of them were ex LINUS2.0 facilitators, oneev@kSii+ officer, one
was the Head of English Panel of a rural school and the other three expert pané&laglish teachers.

3.1.2 Second Samplings

For the major study, the researchers had identified 23 samples from 3lipapiear 3 class who
met the criteria selection for a purposive sampling. Hence, the balancemipii8from the same class were
selected as respondents for the pilot study. The researchers had to cityptsese 8 pupils as there were not
enough pupils. In addition, it was not possible during this COVID-1%lgraic to get pupils from other
classes who were willing to participate in this study. These 8 respondents would routbedrin the major
study to avoid bias. These 8 respondents were average and good readers.

3.2 Instruments to be piloted

The two instruments to be examined for validity and reliability were 1) WordiRgdest Kit and
2) A Reading Text. Word Reading Test Kit is an individual assessment afigethé 100 high frequency
words accurately. For this Word Reading Test Kit, the researchers adoptedaptetigtie ideas from the
Burt Word Reading Test (110 words) and from the Fountasnfadgfl Benchmark Assessment System (25
words).For the assessment of this Word Reading Test Kit, the respondents were allowed sedprids to
recognize each word and say it out. There were 10 words on a word-distTae researchers prepared 5 lists
of 50 words for Form A and another 5 lists of 50 words for Form B. The 10 lists were student’s copy while
Form A and Form B were teacher’s copy to record the score.

On the other hand, the reading text was a story from the collection ofBB€s and Pictures - Fun
with Phonics entitled ‘Tam’s top hat’. It was a very short story with only 14 simple sentences which consisted
of 12 high frequency words. The researchers chose this story becastsef the words were repeatedly used
in the story. In order to make it as a reading text instrument, the reseaadhsrdntened the story to only 10
sentences, but still with those 12 high frequency words in it. Student’s copy was in paragraph form while the
teacher’s copy was 10 sentences in table form. The researchers adapted some ofstireddgaloping this
instrument from the LINUS2.0 Screening for reading screening Constwdeic@ was terminated by MOE in
2019. The rules for using this instrument were also adapted from it. $tande, each sentence carries one
mark and only one error or mispronounced word in each sentendd e accepted. Respondents were
allowed to read at their own pace.

3.3 Procedures of piloting the instruments

The researchers piloted the two instruments to examine the validity and relidhiligrms of
validity, the instruments were given to the expert panels to get their review arglfeatiiace validity and
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content validity. In determining the face validity of the instruments, the respoh#es expert panels were
indicated by using “Yes” and “No” scale. The criteria of face validity of this study were as indicated below:

e The overall structure of the instruments in terms of construction arfdrtmat.

e The suitability of the format with young learners.

e The correct spelling of the words.

e The appropriateness of the font type and font size.

e The appropriateness of the amount of words/sentences.

e The appropriateness of the rules

e The appropriateness of the time allocated to read.

In addition, the expert panels were also requested to identify any deficienaadepsovide either
suggestions or recommendations on ways to polish up the two instunivMeanwhile, in determining the
content validity, the responses were indicated by usingAlese” and “Disagree” scale. Agree denoted that
the items in the instruments were relevant, laconic and needed minor amendmentrdst,cdisagree
denoted that the items in the instruments were either irrelevant or needed majomaimiz

The meaning of reliability was the consistency of a measure. In terms ofilitglighe two
instruments were piloted for test-retest reliability as a measure of stability. It wasctashdamong the
second sampling by measuring the scores of the 8 respondents fordhatiments at two different times. The
test-retest was carried out via WhatsApp or Telegram apps, as there was a MovemehOZoetr(MCO)
due to the current COVID-19 pandemic. In between, no treatment or irtiervemas applied to the
respondents. The researchers measured the scores for a second admimiigabiarays.

3.4 Data Analysis

For data analysis, the responses of the 7 expert panels and the scores of 8 resperaatitdbuted
to an excel worksheet and checked for any missing data values. The data were amélgdedualitatively
and quantitatively. For face validity the data was analysed based on the comntlemtsxplert panels and the
inter-rater agreement. Bowling (2009) stated that the coherence level of calculatirigraater agreement
was using the percentage. Face validity was analysed using inter-rater ag@emeis Kappa Index (CKI)
introduced by Cohen (2013). According to Wynd and Schaefei3j2@0perfect agreement between two or
more raters was when the value of Kappa equal to +1 (100%). On the other haguhtém validity was
analysed using Content Validity Index (CVI) as it was related to the degreeeehsgrt among the expert
panels.. The ‘Agree’ responses were assigned a score of +1 while the ‘Disagree’ responses were assigned a
score of +0.As for the test-retest reliability, the data were computed to see the correlation betvéga th
scores of each instrument. The data were analysed using the statistical measune @eardation
Coefficient (PCC) which was also known as Pearson’s r.

4. Results and Discussion

4.1 Face validity
Theresults and comments by the expert panels for “Word Reading Test Kit’ instrument were shown

WWw.ijrp.org



Kalsum Mohamed / International Journal of Research Publications (1JRP.ORG) @ IJ RP.ORG

ISSN: 2708-3578 (Online)

137

in Table 1 and for ‘A Reading Text” instrument were shown in Table 2.

Table 1: Result and Comments on Word Reading TesbKFdce Validity

Yes

Criteria R Percentage Comments
esponses
Format 7 100 Acceptable. Good.
N Suits the primary school.

Suitability 7 100 10 words per list is good.

Spelling 7 100 Good.

Font type 5 71.43 Use ‘syazalina83v3’ or ‘WakNan’

Font size 3 42.86 Enlarge the font for student's copy
Good, but try not to test all at one time. /

Amount of words 7 100 50 words would be enough for a research./
Test only 25 to 30 words.

Rules 7 100 Acceptable./ Fair enough. / Don't tell students the time limit,

Time allocated it makes the_m nervous.

4 57.14 Do not setatime./ If student paused for more than 10 sec, then

to read skip to next word. Give them a chance to read otloeds.

The result in Table 1 showed that five criteria obtained 100%, which fell undekdkéent category. Most
comments were good and acceptable except for the amount of wordgh&uwgh all the expert panels chose
“Yes’ for this particular criteria, some of them suggested not to use all the 100 high frequency words to
measure the score for a research. Some suggested to keep the same anwdstasf the Fountas & Pinnell
Benchmark Assessment System which was 25 wdrlascriteria ‘Font type’ was in a fair to good category.
The font type used in the instrument wa&®ntury Gothic’ that looked like ‘syazalina83v3’ and ‘WakNan’
font which were recommended in the comments column by both expert panels who chose ‘Yes’ and ‘No’ as
the responses. The other two criteria were below the minimal acceptable value of Kappa whiclk feerte th
size (Kappa value = 0.42) and time allocated to read (Kappa value = 0.57)ostAdith expert panels
recommended to enlarge the font size, especially for the student’s copy (the 10 words in 10 lists). Three
expert panels disagreed with the time allocated to read the words and most ebtheranted not to set a
time limit for children to read the words in a list. All the comments were consolidateéreatysed for
amendment to the instrument for the major study.

Table 2: Results and Comments on A Reading Text fog Matidity

Criteria Yes Responses  Percentage Comments
Format 7 100 Good format. Acceptable
Suitability 5 71.43 Divide into two short paragraphs
Spelling 7 100 on to or onto?
Font type 5 71.43 Use ‘syazalina83v3’ or ‘WakNan’
Font size 7 100 Good.
Amount of sentences 5 71.43 Add more sentence$.Try to shorten sentence no
and no 8
Rules 7 100 Fair enough. Good.
Time allocated to read 7 100 Just don’t let them paused for long.

The result in Table 2 showed that five criteria obtained 100%, which fell under tHieixcategory and the
other three criteria obtained 71.43% which were in a fair to good category. The expert panels’ comments were
consolidated and analysed for any amendment.
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The CVI resultsof the expert parie for the items in ‘Word Reading Test Kit* instrument were

shown in Table 3 and for the items in ‘A Reading Text’ instrument was shown in Table 4.

Table 3: Results on CVI for the items in ‘Word Reading Test Kit’

Item No Item No of Agreement CVI
1 Word Reading Form A 7 100
2 List A/lForm A 7 100
3 List B/[Form A 7 100
4 List C/Form A 7 100
5 List D/Form A 7 100
6 List E/Form A 7 100
7 Word Reading Form B 7 100
8 List A/lForm B 7 100
9 List B/Form B 7 100
10 List C/Form B 7 100
11 List D/Form B 7 100
12 List E/Form B 7 100

Total = 1200/1200 ( 100%

The result in Table 3 indicated a high level of agreement (CVI =100%)@ithe 7 expert panels. Thus, the

content validity of this instrument was valid.

Table 4: Results on CVI for the items in ‘A Reading Text’

No Item No of Agreement CVI
1 The sunisup. 7 100
2 Itishot. 7 100
3 Min sitson the hut. 7 100
4 Min is hot. 7 100
5 Tam huntsn the hut. 7 100
6 Tam spots red top hatnd dragsit to the pond. 7 100
7 Tam hopsnto the hatand rests. 7 100
8 The hat hitsa rockand sinksin the pond. 7 100
9 Tam hopon to the rock. 6 85.71
10 Tamcan get to Min. 7 100

Total = 985.71/1000 ( 98.57%

The result in Table 4 showed a high level of agreement (CVI = 98.57%) ahwiigexpert panels. It

indicated that the content validity of this instrument was valid.

4.3 Test-retest Reliability

The Pearson’s r correlation SPSS output were shown in Figure 1 for “Word Reading Test Kit’ and

Figure 2 for ‘A Reading Text’.
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[DataSet0]

Correlations

FirstScore SecondScore
FirstScore FPearson Correlation 1 asl
Sig. (2-tailed) 004
™~ 8 B8
SecondScore Pearson Correlation 881 1
Sig. (2-tailed) o004
N 8 a8

==, Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)

Figure 1: Pearson’s r for Word Reading Test Kit

The Pearson Correlation in Figure 1 showed r(8)=0.881. Thus, it indligatal reliability for the instrument
‘Word Reading Test Kit’

Correlations
[DataSetc0]
Correlations
TestScore TestScore2
TestScoral Pearson Correlation 1 a16
Sig. (Z-tailsd) oo
~ a8 "\
TastScora2 Pearson Corralation Q16 1
Sig. (2-tailled) ool
4 8 a
= Correlation Is significant at the 0.01 laval (2-talled)

Figure 2: Pearson’s r for A Reading Text

The Pearson Correlation in Figure 2 showed r(8)=0.916. Thus, it indiealent reliability for the
instrument ‘A Reading Text’

4.4 Discussion

In accordance with the results of the face validity, content validity and test-retest rgjizboifite
amendments were done to both instruments by the researcher for the ahaitnstonducting the pilot study
to measure the scores of the two instruments, the researcher took almost sevensiissiom 8 respondents
and each session took about 30 minutes. In conjunction, the researched tieeidiele by the comments of
the expert panelsn choosing and testing only 50 words for the ‘Word Reading Test Kit” instrument for the
main study and keep the original instrument for another research or innovation

5. Conclusion
A few minor amendments wereade to the “Word Reading Test Kit’ instrument such as in time

allocated to read. The researchers removed and changed it as a rule whele lilevemunted as an error and
skipped to read if the reader paused for more than 10 secomdsesdarchers a®nlarged the font size and
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decided to use thfont ‘syazalina83v3’ as it looked bigger and clearer. In addition, the researchers reduced
from 100 words to only 50 high frequency words for the major study. An adjustment was made to the ‘A
Reading Text’ instrument where only the font was changed to font ‘syazalina83v3’. Overall, the value of this
pilot study was clear when the researchers could identify some factors to beedrtteridould possibly have
a negative impact on the main study. After the minor amendment, the instrumentakccamd reliable for
data collection in the main study of ‘High Frequency Word Games to Enhance Word-Recognition Accuracy
among Year 3 Pupils’. The pilot study did help the researchers to identify the design flaws, gain experience
and learn important information prior to undertaking the main study. Ot atrengths of both instruments
wasthat both could be carried out either faodace or via online medium applications such as WhatsApp
Telegram, Zoom, Google Meet or Microsoft Team. Thus, if there were lociglaue to the current
pandemic, data collection could still be carried out.
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