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Content and Face Validity Evaluation Form 

Instruction: Using the rating scale and the survey questionnaire, please rate each item in terms 

of relavancy and clarity as shown below; please check () only one from the selection.  

 

Example: Use this as an example  

Domain 1: Assessment 

Tested Items Relevancy Clarity 
       1                 2                 3                 4 1                 2                 3                 4 

1   
2   

Additional Comments (If any): Please use the space below to provide any additional comments you 

may have that would be helpful to this project.  

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 

 

Domain 1: Assessment 

Tested Items Relevancy Clarity 
       1                 2                 3                 4 1                 2                 3                 4 

1   
2   
3   
4   
5   
6   
7   
8   

Additional Comments (If any) 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

 

Domain 2: Content 

Tested Items Relevancy Clarity 
       1                 2                 3                 4 1                 2                 3                 4 

9   
10   
11   
12   
13   
14   
15   
16   
17   
18   

Additional Comments (If any) 

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

Item 2: KWL Charts are only one way to assess students. Specifying a specific assessment method is out of place 
within the context of the other questions asked in this section. None of the others ask about the use of a specific 
method, they ask about a range of approaches, and I'm not sure why  KWL Charts are referred to individually as 
they do not derive from DI in the way that cubing might. I would suggest making the question more 
inclusive and broad - allowing respondents to identify a range of different pre-test methods they might use. 
Listing a single approach is limiting. Items 4 & 7 - could be re-worded to assist with clarity. 

Item 11: Should it be "concepts" or "content"? 
Item 15, 16 & 17 - there is a lot of overlap with these items and the construct of "Process" in DI. For  me, 
are these are more related to "Process" not "Content".

Rebecca Saunders

Murdoch University 
r.saunders@murdoch.edu.au

Lecturer - Education 
90 South Street, Murdoch, Perth, Western Australia
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……………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

 

Content Validity Evaluation Form 
 

Domain 3: Process 

Tested Items Relevancy Clarity 
       1                 2                 3                 4 1                 2                 3                 4 

19   
20   
21   
22   
23   
24   
25   
26   
27   
28   

Additional Comments (If any) 

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

 
Domain 4: Product 

Tested Items Relevancy Clarity 
       1                 2                 3                 4 1                 2                 3                 4 

29   
30   
31   
32   
33   
34   
35   

Additional Comments (If any) 

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

 
Domain 5: Instructional and Management Strategies for Differentiation 

Tested Items 

36 

Relevancy Clarity 
       1                 2                 3                 4 1                 2                 3                 4 

1   
2   
3   
4   
5   
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6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

Additional Comments (If any) 

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………\……………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

Instruction: Please rate item 37 as a whole. 

Domain 6: Frequency of Use of Strategies 

Tested Items Relevancy Clarity 
       1  2  3  4 1  2  3  4 

37 

Additional Comments (If any) 

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

Domain 7: Factors that help/hinder the Practice of Differentiated Instruction 

Tested Items Relevancy Clarity 
       1  2  3  4 1  2  3  4 

38 

39 

40 

Additional Comments (If any) 

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

Thank you for taking the time to validate the survey questionnaire. I sincerely appreciate your time, 

effort, and constructive comments and suggestions. 

Item 10: Jigsaw could be better described to include the correct critical attributes: "a cooperative learning 
strategy where students meet in expert groups to learn content and return to their home group to share it".

Item 14: I would clarify in this item that cubing usually involves the use of a physical cube. The kinaesthetic 
aspect of cubing is an important aspect in DI in terms of catering for the needs of kinaesthetic learners

Item 40: Consider adding "peers/colleagues" - other teachers are a great source of support for 
sharing ideas and practices. It would be good to capture this. Also, perhaps consider adding "websites" - this is 
another common source of information teachers use to support the implementation of instructional practice.

Rebecca Saunders
Murdoch University 

r.saunders@murdoch.edu.au

Lecturer - Education 
90 South Street, Murdoch, Perth, Western Australia




