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Keywords: State University, which is paperless. The aim of this study was to show the
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results of the validity and reliability test of the developed android-based speaking
performance assessment instrument. The research method used is quantitative
description of 3 expert judgments. The validation instrument developed in the
form of an expert assessment sheet with 4 criteria, there are ease of use, visuals,
content, and benefits. Analysis of the content validity of the assessment sheet
using the V coefficient by Aiken and the reliability of the instrument content
using the Interclass Correlation Coefficient (ICC) analysis with the help of SPSS
version 16.0. The results showed valid results with all criteria valued> 0.3,
namely with the lowest index 0.8 and the highest 1.0. Inter-rater reliability test
using ICC obtained a value of 0.875, which means that all the criteria for the
developed android-based speaking performance assessment instrument have a
good level of consistency. Based on the results, it can be showed that the android-
based speaking performance assessment instrument can be used.
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INTRODUCTION

Tests and assessments have the same
objective, which is to assess students' abilities but
in different implementation. Tests
assessments have clear differences, such as tests

and

are scheduled activities written in the school
curriculum, and aim to determine the peak ability
of students (Brown, 2004: 4). In every assessment
of language activities, the clarity of the assessment
indicators is very important to pay attention to
before the test is made (O'Sullivan, 2013: 156). To
know the abilities and attitudes of students as a
whole, it is necessary to have a performance
appraisal, which in this study focuses on speaking
performance (Rusilowati, 2014: 781). This is in
line with Masrukan's (2017: 6) opinion that
assessment is an activity of systematically
collecting data and analysing the information
obtained for later use as material for improving
decision-making.

One of the learning activities that requires
non-test assessment is speaking. English as an
international language is needed to support easier
global communication. The ability to speak has
an important role in society because it is a way of
communicating, expressing ideas, opinions,
messages, feelings, thoughts, and socializing with
others (Putra, 2017: 36). On a global scale,
speaking ability is increasingly in demand, and is
sometimes recognized as a highly sought-after
ability and as a benchmark for ability in the
current  educational context and work
environment (Isaacs, 2016: 131). Because it is an
important ability, in the context of learning,
assessment of speaking skills must be taken
seriously.

The problem is in the assessment of
speaking performance which is considered as one
of the types of assessments that are difficult to do
in learning second and foreign languages (Beltran,
2016: 1). Speaking ability is an ability that is
difficult to assess objectively and its reliability
because it involves a combination of different
variables that have little or no correlation with
each other (Ulker, 2017: 135). Most of the
complexity of the speaking assessment comes
from the different point of view of the construct

definition, about what is required in the speaking
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assessment and how to assess it (Fulcher, 2013:
322).

The research developed was an android
based assessment rubric. Like other assessment
instruments, rubrics have different purposes and
procedures for use with others, the main purpose
of scoring using a rubric is to assess performance
(Brookhart, 2013: 4). In designing the speaking
assessment test, it must be based on an assessed
activity model so that the type of assessment
chosen will be assessed based on a ranking scale
that is in line with the expected linguistic
behaviour (Beltran, 2016: 2). The rubric that was
developed was an analytic type. Analytical or
descriptive rubrics have separate criteria, have a
scale and a description of each assessment
component (Berger, 2011: 174).

The results of a preliminary study through
interviews that conducted at the Faculty of
Language and Arts, Semarang State University to
several students who are taking or have taken the
speaking course and the teaching lecturers of the
speaking course, it can be concluded that there is
no speaking assessment instrument based on the
android application. Moreover, some students
said that the assessment carried out in speaking
activities was not transparent, which means that
students did not know what aspects were assessed
and how many grades were obtained. This
strengthens researchers to develop an android-
based speaking performance
instrument. The application developed will
support the conservation value of Semarang State

assessment

University, which is paperless and support
lecturers to show the value of students and their
indicators easily through the results of
screenshots.

In accordance with the description above,
an  android-based  speaking performance
assessment instrument needs to be developed to
assist in assessing speaking activities. Before being
used, the speaking performance assessment
instrument made in the form of an Android
application must be analysed first to determine its
quality. The formula used in the content validity
test is the Aiken's V validity index because the
instrument was tested or assessed by 3 experts. As
for the interrater reliability test using the Interclass

Correlation Coefficient (ICC) analysis.
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METHODS

The method used in this research is
descriptive quantitative because the data obtained
from the results of the content validity and
reliability tests. The data on the validity
instrument content was obtained by providing an
assessment questionnaire to 3 experts with
different backgrounds, such as 1 research and
evaluation expert, 1 English linguist, and 1
technology and informatics expert. There are 4
criteria assessed by experts, the criteria for user
ease, appearance or visuals, content, and benefits.
The results of the three experts' assessments were
then analysed using the Interclass Correlation
Coefficient (ICC) analysis. Based on these
calculations, the value of content validity and
interrater reliability of the problem-solving ability
assessment instrument can be obtained.

Content validation is the validity that is
estimated through testing the test content with
rational analysis or through professional
judgment (Rusilowati, 2014: 23). (Aiken, 1985:
133) formulates a formula for calculating the
content-validity coefficient which is based on the
results of an expert's assessment of n people on an
item regarding the extent to which the existing
items can represent the construct being measured
or commonly referred to as Aiken's V. The
assessment is carried out by giving a number] to
5, the number 1 to represent the assessment is
irrelevant until 5 represents the most relevant
(Azwar, 2015: 112-113). The content validity test
used the Aiken's V formula. The Aiken's V
formula used was as follows:

_ s
V= n(c—1)
Notes:
S=r-lo
Lo = the lowest number of validity

assessments (= 1)
C = the highest number of validity
assessments (= 4)
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R = number given by an assessor

N = number of evaluators

If the validity coefficient is less than 0.30, it
means that the item is inadequate (invalid), on the
other hands, if the validity coefficient is > 0.3, it
means that the item is adequate or valid (Azwar.
2015: 134).

The reliability of the instrument content
developed using the ICC approach with the help
of SPSS 16.0 to calculate the level of agreement
between the five Expert Judgments, before using
the ICC approach, the reliability value was
estimated using the Cronbach Alpha coefficient.
The coefficient value must be more than r,,, > 0,5
because ICC less than 0.5, it indicates low
reliability, while values between 0.5 and 0.75
indicate fairly good reliability, a value between
0.75 and 0.9 indicates good reliability, and a value
of more than 0.90 indicates perfect reliability.
(Portney & Watkins, 2009: 186).

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The validity assessment was carried out by
experts with different backgrounds. There are 1
research and evaluation expert, 1 English linguist,
and 1 informatics expert. The expert appointed
makes an assessment of two main things, there are
assessing whether the grid is made showing that
the classification of the grid represents the aspects
and indicators to be assessed, namely speaking
performance and after that the expert assesses
whether each of the criteria in the speaking
performance assessment application is relevant
with the classification grid that has been
determined and in accordance with the product
being made. Analysis of the content validity of the
instrument used the Aiken coefficient V, where V
index> 0.3. The following is Table 1 of the results
of the content validity test using the Aiken V
formula.
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Table 1. Content Validity Results using Aiken V

No. Items Rater Rater 2 Rater 3 V indeks Remarks
1

1 4 4 4 1,0 Valid

2 3 4 3 0,8 Valid

3 4 4 4 1,0 Valid

4 4 3 4 0,9 Valid
(Source: Researcher Data, 2020)

In Table 1, the results of the Aiken V researchers to make improvements to the

analysis produce all items that are declared valid
with the lowest index 0.8 and the highest index of
1.0. These results indicate that all items are
declared valid.

Through the validation questionnaire also
shows qualitative data from the validator in the
form of suggestions and input which are notes for

instruments and products developed. From the
expert suggestions, revisions are made so that the
application product can have a more attractive
appearance, improve grammar on the instrument,
and provide the option to save the assessment
results document. The advice given by experts on
the instrument can be seen in Table 2.

Table 2. Assessment Results and Suggestions from the Validator

Experts Name Comments/Suggestion

Expert 1
Expert 2
Expert 3

Revised grammar on the instruction
Instruction made with interesting impressions (photos / moving images)
Give initial info a description of the application and what can be done to get started

Can it not be documented / stored?

(Source: Researcher Data, 2020)

The suggestion that provided by the expert
will later be used as a reference in improving
instruments and applications before small and
large scale trials are carried out. Improvements
include improving grammar in the application,
especially in the instruction section, besides
checking grammar in other parts of the
application. In the instruction section there are
also suggestions for adding images, it can make
the interface will be more attractive. The last
expert's suggestion is to provide a value storage

Table 3. Validity Test Result by 5 Expert

feature after the user will conduct an assessment
in class.

The reliability test between validators was
tested using the ICC (Interclass Correlation
Coefficient) formula using SPSS 16.0 to estimate
the reliability by showing the
comparison between variations caused by the

interrater

attributes measured with the overall measurement
variation. The calculation of the content
reliability using SPSS 16 can be seen in Table 3.

Cronbach’s Alpha

N of Items

875

3

(Source: Researcher Data, 2020)

From the results of the reliability test
above, it can be seen that the range of reliability
of the assessment instrument developed is> 0.5,
which means that it has met the good reliability
requirements. According to Khumaedi (2012: 29)
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that the reliability coefficient> 0.5 is quite
accepted as good reliability. Based on Cronbach's
Alpha analysis, it shows that the result of
agreement interrater is the coefficient value ry -
0,874, so the coefficient value 7, > 0,7 it can be
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continued with the ICC (Interclass Correlation
Coefficient) analysis with the help of SPSS 16.The

following are the results of the ICC test for
agreement interrater in Table 4.

Table 4. Interclass Corellation Coeficient Agreement of Inter-Rater

Interclass Correlation Coefficient

Single Measures
Average Measures

Intraclass Correlation®
.700°
.875¢

Based on the ICC output results above
from Single Measures = 0.700. Based on the
Portney & Watkins classification, the ICC value
between the ranges of 0.5 to 0.75 indicates a fairly
good reliability (2009: 186). Therefore the
assessment instrument developed and tested for
validity and reliability by 3 experts using the
Aiken V formula and reliability using Interclass
Correlation Coefficient (ICC) analysis produced
valid and reliable results.

Through the results of the validity and
reliability tests that have been carried out, it can
be said that the application of the speaking
performance assessment instrument developed is
valid and reliable for use. This study produced an
assessment that supports the
conservation value of the State University of

instrument

Semarang (UNNES), namely reducing paper use
in lecture activities and administration.
Previously, there was no speaking performance
assessment application developed in the scope of
learning English at UNNES so this research
provides new objectives for the development of
speaking performance assessment instruments in
the future. In addition, by developing this
application, researchers hope that this application
can later be used and helps make it easier for
lecturers to make paper-free assessments.

CONCLUSION

The speaking performance assessment
instrument and the developed android application
product were declared feasible after going through
the content validity test by the expert and
analysed with the Aiken V formula with the
lowest index result of 0.8 and the highest index of
1.0. This shows that the aspects and criteria of the
speaking performance assessment instrument
developed are valid.
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Through the reliability test, the speaking
performance appraisal instrument also had good
reliability after getting a value of 0.700 with the
Interclass Correlation Coefficient (ICC) analysis
assisted by SPSS 16.0. Thus the speaking
performance assessment instrument and the
developed android application have a fairly high
agreement Interrater.
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