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Abstract:

The academic workload of teachers is an important factor to assess, as it
significantly influences both educational outcomes and teacher well-being.
This study was conducted to validate an instrument, through expert
consultation, for measuring teachers’ workload in secondary schools. A review
of the literature highlights that excessive workload can contribute to teacher
burnout, declining job satisfaction, and adverse effects on students’ academic
achievement. These challenges are further intensified by the modernization of
the education system and increasing administrative demands, which add to the
complexity of teachers’ professional responsibilities. The current study aimed
to authenticate a tool, via expert validation, specifically created to assess the
workload of teachers in secondary schools, with a focused consideration of its
ramifications for research activities. To ensure the instrument’s validity, a
panel of experts in educational leadership, curriculum, and teacher professional
development evaluated its clarity, relevance, and comprehensiveness. The
Content Validity Index (CVI) and inter-rater agreement (IRA) methods were
employed to determine the level of consensus among experts. The results
showed that the instrument achieved a high level of content validity across all
domains, confirming its appropriateness for assessing teachers’ academic
workload in the secondary school context. However, a small number of items
required revision based on expert recommendations. This validated tool
provides a reliable foundation for future empirical research, policy
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formulation, and administrative practices aimed at optimizing workload
management. By offering a systematic approach to evaluating academic
workload, the instrument contributes to improving teacher well-being,
supporting professional development, and promoting more effective and
sustainable educational practices.
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Introduction

Workload is conceptualized here as the effort or cost borne by an individual, relative to their
capacities, in attaining a certain level of performance on a task with defined demands (Hart &
Staveland, 1988). Teachers' workload consists of many essential professional duties: preparing
and delivering lessons, assessing and grading student work, managing administrative tasks,
participating in meetings, handling documentation, and supervising extracurricular activities
(Ab. Wahab et al., 2024; Chua et al., 2013; Ma & Wei, 2023); shaped by escalating societal
demands for educational quality (Wang et al., 2025). Moreover, this workload is shaped by the
interplay among task requirements, personal competencies and expertise, feedback
mechanisms, as well as the physical, cognitive, and various other exertions necessary to fulfil
responsibilities (Jerrim & Sims, 2021). Beyond their professional efficacy, the effects of
teachers' workload extend to their holistic wellbeing and levels of job satisfaction (Wang, 2024;
Zhou et al., 2024). Consequently, a heightened workload can detrimentally impact teacher
engagement, leading to burnout, health problems, and increased turnover, thereby
compromising the continuous development of educational institutions and the achievement of
school goals (Zhang et al., 2021).

Teaching has become an increasingly attractive career choice; however, it entails multifaceted
and intensifying responsibilities that substantially escalate teachers' workload, as evidenced by
growing empirical concerns (Ab. Wahab et al., 2024; Cao et al., 2023). Teachers' core duties
include educating, instructing, and fostering students' holistic development—encompassing
academic, physical, emotional, spiritual, and intellectual dimensions—to support national
progress (Chua et al., 2013; Schuelka & Sherab, 2019; Ulfatin et al., 2020). These extend
beyond classroom instruction to lesson preparation, assessment, administrative tasks,
homework correction, meetings, paperwork, and extracurricular activities (Ab. Wahab et al.,
2024; Ma & Wei, 2023) all amplified by surging societal demands for higher educational
quality (Wang et al., 2025). Consequently, this perceived workload surge undermines teachers'
psychological states, work engagement, and overall well-being (Wang et al., 2025; Zhou et al.,
2024).

The Ministry of Education has defined and maintains its mission and vision to support
educational reform and transformation (Ahmad, 1998). Unfortunately, these initiatives have
contributed to an increase in teachers' workload in schools, particularly through additional
responsibilities like systematic research implementation (Creagh et al., 2025; Haniff &
Abdullah, 2024), thus necessitating an assessment of their impact on educators' wellness and
learning results (Avola et al., 2025; Cann et al., 2024). Therefore, understanding the
relationship between workload and teacher well-being is essential for developing truly effective
solutions that not only satisfy teachers but also sustain continuous school development (Haque,
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2025; Zhang et al., 2021). Hence, it is imperative to design an evaluative instrument (Chua et
al., 2013; Wan Ibrahim et al., 2024) that enables a holistic understanding of research
participation levels, highlights improvement areas, and informs future strategic actions (Bougie
& Sekaran, 2020). Moreover, the accurate measurement of teaching staff workload plays a
critical role in shaping policies aimed at advancing professional competencies and
strengthening organizational effectiveness (Tatto, 2021).

Literature Review

The workload placed upon secondary school teachers represents a significant obstacle within
the educational landscape, characterized by varying interpretations, perspectives, and effects
on the calibre of instruction as well as the overall well-being of teachers. A comprehensive
examination of this phenomenon elucidates critical elements that affect teacher workload and
its consequent ramifications. A significant concern that exacerbates the burden on teachers is
the extensive bureaucratic and administrative obligations imposed upon them. (Wang et al.,
2025) agreed that the academic workload for teachers is profoundly affected by non-academic
responsibilities, restricting their time for lesson development. Additionally, they are burdened
with supplementary obligations stemming from administrative functions. The necessity for
teachers to meticulously record classroom engagements and student achievements can result in
considerable temporal constraints, which may ultimately exacerbate teacher turnover because
of occupational discontent (Bukhari et al., 2023; Gobena, 2022).

A common origin of workload pertains to bureaucratic and administrative responsibilities. For
instance, Asman et al. (2023) agree that an excess of clerical tasks constrains teachers’ capacity
to adequately prepare for instructional sessions, whereas Orange (2014) observes that the
necessity to document classroom engagement and student performance introduces temporal
pressures, which may culminate in occupational discontent and turnover. Similarly, Bourlakis
et al., (2023) and Rademaker et al. (2023) contends that the escalating requisites associated
with technology integration exacerbate workload, underscoring the imperative for robust
leadership support to mitigate overload.

From a psychological standpoint, Pan et al. (2023) emphasize that insufficient training paired
with restricted autonomy exacerbates the adverse consequences associated with substantial
workloads. Wang (2024) further elucidates that workload exhibits a negative correlation with
organizational support and work engagement, thereby highlighting the critical role of nurturing
school environments in preserving teacher satisfaction and enhancing performance.

Furthermore, the ramifications of elevated workloads experienced by teachers extend beyond
teachers themselves to encompass student outcomes, suggesting that substantial workloads
considerably diminish the calibre of pedagogical practices (Kim, 2019; Ogundare et al., 2022;
Stezycka & Etherington, 2020). This observation resonates with the findings articulated by
Goksoy & Akdag (2014), who underscored the intrinsic relationship between teachers'
perceptions of their workload and the efficacy of their pedagogical practices. This
unequivocally demonstrates that highly workload among teachers results in a deterioration of
pedagogical quality, which subsequently exerts adverse effects on student learning outcomes
and academic performance.
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From a demographic standpoint, scholars investigating the phenomenon of job satisfaction
have identified that teachers at the secondary school level exhibited diminished levels of job
satisfaction attributable to increased workloads in comparison to their counterparts in primary
education (Assaf & Antoun, 2024; Chalghaf et al., 2019; Conlon, 2014). Mitigating these
inequities is paramount for cultivating a more just pedagogical environment and improving
comprehensive educational results (Haque, 2025). Consequently, the results revealed that there
is a pressing need for a valid and reliable instrument which can capture a multidimensional
aspect of teacher workload, while remaining attuned to both contextual realities and policy
demands.

The design of this instrument embraced a crucial phase of expert validation to ascertain that it
remains both elaborate and contextually suitable. Expert validation encompasses a methodical
evaluation performed by individuals possessing specialized expertise and experience in the
pertinent field, aimed at assessing the clarity, relevance, and representativeness of the items
incorporated within the instrument (Polit & Beck, 2006). This methodology bolsters the content
validity of the tool by verifying that the items sufficiently encapsulate the construct of teachers’
workload in accordance with the theoretical and practical dimensions inherent to the teaching
profession (Yusoff, 2019). The insights provided by expert judgment also yield invaluable
feedback regarding the appropriateness of terminology, cultural relevance, and potential
redundancies, thus facilitating the refinement of the instrument to enhance its precision and
applicability (Zamanzadeh et al., 2015). In the context of this study, expert validation was
conducted not solely to evaluate the relevance and clarity of the items but also to ascertain that
the instrument accurately mirrors the Malaysian educational landscape, policy directives, and
the professional challenges encountered by teachers within schools (Tatto, 2021; Yaakob et al.,
2019).

While several established instruments exist for measuring workload; such as the NASA Task
Load Index (NASA-TLX) developed by Hart & Staveland (1988), the Teacher Stress Inventory
(Fimian, 1984), and adaptations of the Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) model (Bakker &
Demerouti, 2007), these tools were primarily designed for general occupational or
psychological contexts, or they emphasize stress and burnout rather than the holistic
responsibilities of teachers. Moreover, instruments developed in Western contexts may not
fully capture the unique expectations, cultural values, and educational policies influencing
teachers’ workload in Malaysia (Yaakob et al., 2019). The instrument developed in this study
is therefore distinctive, as it integrates not only instructional and administrative demands but
also incorporates elements of research involvement and professional development activities,
reflecting the current reform initiatives in the Malaysian education system. By addressing these
contextual dimensions, the instrument provides a more comprehensive and culturally relevant
measure of teacher workload, thereby offering insights that can inform both policy and practice.

Teachers encounter various duties shaped by administrative obligations, bureaucratic tasks, and
limited autonomy, which obstruct their lesson planning and adversely affect their health. These
stressors diminish job satisfaction, elevate turnover rates, and undermine pedagogical quality,
thereby affecting student performance outcomes. In contrast to primary school educators,
secondary school teachers bear greater burdens, underscoring the imperative for equitable
workload management strategies. Current assessment tools, such as NASA-TLX, the Teacher
Stress Inventory, and adaptations of the JD-R model, are predominantly context-general or
focused on stress, thereby constraining their applicability to the educational landscape in
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Malaysia. Consequently, this study has developed and validated a culturally pertinent
instrument that encompasses dimensions of instruction, administration, research, and
professional development, thus ensuring both contextual relevance and alignment with policy
frameworks. This positions the instrument in a unique capacity to facilitate evidence-based
reforms aimed at enhancing teacher workload management and the overall quality of education
within Malaysian schools.

Methodology
This research endeavour was initiated with the main aim of creating and validating a
measurement tool for research culture specifically tailored for secondary schools in Malaysia.

Tool Development

The initiation of the teacher workload assessment instrument's development was predicated
upon a comprehensive examination of the extant literature pertaining to workload measurement
in educational settings. Key constructs of academic workload were identified, including
facilitator of learning and assessment, development and implementation of co-curricular
activities, engagement in professional learning, and formation of collaborative relationships
with beneficiaries. Based on these constructs, a survey questionnaire aimed at assessing
academic workload among teachers was carefully crafted, consisting of twenty items. The
items were intentionally designed to encapsulate the essential constructs of academic
workloads of teachers within secondary schools, thus ensuring consistency with both the
theoretical framework and the practical realities of the school environment.

Each item was assessed using a 7-point Likert scale, where a rating of 1 indicated "very not
manageable at all" and a rating of 7 indicated "very manageable." This methodological
approach was chosen to enable precise evaluations of each dimension of academic workload
while simultaneously reducing ambiguity in participant responses.

Content Validation & Inter-Rater Agreement

Fraenkel et al. (2012) define content validity as the degree to which a measurement instrument
adequately captures the construct it is intended to assess. In this study, content validity was
established through the involvement of a panel of ten subject matter experts. The panel
comprised individuals with substantial experience in educational research and secondary
school practices, as well as methodologists with specialized expertise in survey design and
validation (Carpenter, 2018; Fisher, 2020; Rubio et al., 2003) to evaluate each item in the
questionnaire for relevance, clarity, and representativeness in relation to the construct of
teacher workload.

The validation process employed two complementary approaches: the Content Validity Index
(CV]) and Inter-Rater Agreement (IRA). Item-level CVI (I-CVI) was calculated to gauge the
degree of consensus among experts regarding the relevance of each item, with a cut-off value
of 0.80 set as the minimum acceptable threshold (Polit & Beck, 2006). The Scale-Level CVI
(S-CVI) was also computed to evaluate the adequacy of content coverage across the entire
instrument. Items that did not meet the required threshold were revised based on expert
feedback to enhance their clarity and representativeness. To further strengthen the process,
inter-rater agreement was assessed to ensure consistency across expert judgments, providing
additional evidence of the instrument’s reliability.
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In addition to the CVI, Inter-Rater Agreement (IRA) was calculated to determine the
consistency of expert judgments across the instrument items. The IRA provides an additional
layer of validation by confirming that experts not only considered the items relevant but also
demonstrated a high degree of agreement in their evaluations (Hallgren, 2012). An IRA
threshold of 0.80 was set as the minimum acceptable level, consistent with established
recommendations for reliability (Polit & Beck, 2006). Items that scored below this benchmark
were flagged for further revision or removal to ensure that the instrument maintained both
statistical rigor and practical relevance. This combined use of CVI and IRA enhanced the
robustness of the validation process, ensuring that the final instrument reflected expert
consensus in both content coverage and rating consistency.

Expert Feedback and Revision

Beyond the numerical assessments, qualitative feedback from the expert panel provided
valuable insights for refining the instrument. Common concerns raised included redundancy
between certain items, ambiguous phrasing that could lead to misinterpretation, and the need
for stronger alignment with the Malaysian educational context. For instance, some items were
identified as overlapping in scope, while others required adjustments to better reflect the
realities of administrative and co-curricular responsibilities faced by teachers. In response,
revisions were made through an iterative process: redundant items were consolidated, unclear
wording was simplified, and culturally relevant terms were incorporated to ensure contextual
appropriateness (Boateng et al., 2018; Osman et al., 2021). This step was essential in
strengthening the clarity, accuracy, and applicability of the instrument, ensuring that it
accurately represented the multidimensional construct of teacher workload.

Finalization of the Tool

Following the incorporation of expert feedback and the confirmation of satisfactory CVI and
IRA values, the final version of the teacher workload instrument was established. The
instrument retained four core constructs—Facilitator of Learning and Assessment,
Development and Implementation of Co-curricular Activities, Engagement in Professional
Learning, and Formation of Collaborative Relationships with Beneficiaries—which together
provide a comprehensive framework for assessing the multifaceted dimensions of academic
workload among secondary school teachers. Each construct demonstrated strong content
validity and inter-rater agreement, with items revised to enhance clarity, eliminate redundancy,
and ensure contextual alignment with the Malaysian education system. The finalized
instrument is therefore positioned as a reliable and contextually grounded tool, ready for
subsequent pilot testing and further psychometric evaluation.

Future Validation

Although the content validation process provided strong preliminary evidence of the
instrument's validity, additional validation is required to establish its psychometric properties,
including reliability and construct validity (Martin-dorta et al., 2021). The subsequent phase
will involve a pilot study with secondary school teachers to generate empirical data on
workload dimensions. These data will undergo exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses
to examine the construct validity of the instrument (Gleeson et al., 2023). Furthermore,
reliability analyses, including Cronbach's alpha calculations, will be conducted to determine
the internal consistency of the workload scale and ensure its robustness for broader application.
Undertaking these steps is critical to developing a psychometrically sound instrument that can
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inform policy decisions, support teacher wellbeing, and contribute to the overall effectiveness
of the education system.

Result and Discussion

Results

The findings of this study focus on the content validation process undertaken for the academic
workload assessment instrument. The evaluation conducted by the expert panel yielded
important insights into the instrument’s validity, with analyses at both the item and scale levels
providing strong evidence of its effectiveness. Boateng et al. (2018) note that a panel
comprising five to seven experts is generally sufficient for content validation, if they represent
diverse areas of expertise. Accordingly, this study utilized seven of the eight returned rubrics
for analysis. Table 1 presents the CVI and IRA values at both the item and scale levels. The
results confirm that the academic workload construct achieved the established thresholds for
content validity and inter-rater agreement, thereby supporting its acceptance. Nonetheless,
several revisions were made based on expert feedback, particularly to address issues of clarity,
redundancy, and alignment with contextual realities.

Among the cohort of ten experts, eight submitted the validation instrument; two out of the ten
experts provided responses to evaluate the items, yet it is plausible that their inability to return
the completed instrument within the designated month was attributable to their demanding
professional commitments. Following a comprehensive evaluation, seven experts whose
validation instruments were deemed satisfactory were selected for subsequent analyses.

Lynn & Redman (2006) posits that a minimum of three experts is sufficient for content
validation. Conversely, Rubio et al. (2003) recommend a panel comprising three to ten experts
to ensure diversity in expertise. In the present study, seven experts were engaged, representing
academia, consultancy, and professional practice, thereby meeting the recommended threshold
outlined in the literature. Following the established formula, Table 5 presents the extracted
values used for the calculation of the Content Validity Index (CVI) and Inter-Rater Agreement
(IRA). The demographic characteristics of the seven experts who successfully completed the
validation form are presented in Table 1.

Table 1: Profile of panel experts

Expert Gender Educati Designation Relevance
Code on (Organisation)
Expert #1 Male PhD Associate Professor 23 years’  experience  in

(Public University) quantitative research and as
academician in public university
Expert #2 Female PhD Language Teacher 14 years’ experience in teaching
(Public University) as Language teacher in the
University and familiar with
quantitative methodology
Expert #3 Male PhD Associate Professor Fifteen years of experience
(Public University) associate professor in the School
of Education a University in
Malaysia. With a specialization
in educational management and
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Expert Gender Educati Designation
Code on (Organisation)

Relevance

Expert #4 Female PhD Senior Lecturer
(Leadership
Institute)

Expert #5 Male Degree Public School
Teacher

Expert #6 Male PhD Public School
Teacher

Expert #7 Male PhD Lecturer  (Public
Teachers’ Training
Institution)

administration, he possesses
extensive  knowledge  and
expertise in various education-
related areas.

Having taught for two decades
with a  specialization in
innovation and quality, the
individual brings the expertise
required to guarantee that the
research culture questionnaire
remains accurate and
contextually relevant.

The individual's 14 years of
experience as a teacher and
involve in school innovation
activities equips them with the
practical insights and expertise
needed to validate the content of
a research culture questionnaire
effectively.

The individual's 15 years of
teaching experience, combined
with a PhD in leadership,
uniquely positions them to
effectively validate the content
of a research culture
questionnaire,  ensuring its
accuracy and relevance to
educational settings and
leadership dynamics.

With nearly two decades of
professional experience, he has
developed substantial mastery of
educational topics. His
involvement in research and
innovation development reveals
a comprehensive skill set and
expansive  knowledge  base
encompassing a wide spectrum
of educational disciplines

In accordance with the methodological stipulations, Table 2 delineates the pertinent
information requisite for the computation of both the Content Validity Index (CVI) and the
Inter-Rater Agreement (IRA). In particular, the table aggregates the evaluations provided by
experts for each item, thus supplying the critical data points—such as the degree of consensus
among experts—that underpin the ensuing calculations of CVI and IRA wvalues. This
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methodical extraction and presentation of values guarantee transparency within the validation
process and promotes a comprehensive understanding of how expert assessments were
converted into measurable indices of content validity and inter-rater agreement.

Table 2: Summary of experts’ ratings in validation form
Item Expert Expert Expert Expert Expert Expert Expert nr

Code #1 #2 #3 #4 #5 #6 #7
FLO1 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 7
FLO02 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 7
FLO3 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 7
FL04 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 7
FLO5 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 7
CO01 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 7
CO002 1 4 4 4 4 4 4 6
CO03 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 7
CO04 1 4 4 4 4 4 4 6
CO05 1 4 4 4 4 4 4 6
PLO1 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 7
PLO2 1 4 4 4 4 4 4 6
PLO3 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 7
PLO4 1 4 4 4 4 4 4 6
PLO5 1 4 4 4 4 4 4 6
FI01 1 2 4 4 4 4 4 5
FI02 1 2 4 4 4 4 4 5
FI03 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 7
FI04 1 2 3 4 4 4 4 5
FI05 1 2 3 4 4 4 4 5
Table 3: CVI and IRA for Academic Workload Constructs
Construct Item ne I-CVI S-CVI  Xn, I-IRA S-IRA
(Academic code
Workloads)
FLO1 7 1.000 7 1.000
Facilitator of FLO02 7 1.000 7 1.000
Learning and FLO3 7 1.000 1.000 7 1.000 1.000
Assessment (FL) FL04 7 1.000 7 1.000
FLO5 7 1.000 7 1.000
Development and COO01 7 1.000 7 1.000
Implementation  CO02 6 0.8571 6 0.8571
of Co-curricular COO03 7 1.000 09143 7 1.000 09143
Activities (CO) CO04 6 0.8571 6 0.8571
CO05 6 0.8571 6 0.8571
Engagement in PLOI 7 1.000 7 1.000
Professional PLO2 6 0.8571 6 0.8571 09143
Learning (PL) PLO3 7 1.000 09143 7 1.000
PL04 6 0.8571 6 0.8571
PLO5 6 0.8571 6 0.8571
FIO1 5 0.7143 0.7714 5 0.7143 0.7143
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Construct Item ne I-CVI S-CVI  Xn, I-IRA S-IRA
(Academic code
Workloads)
Formation of FI02 5 0.7143 5 0.7143
Collaborative FI03 7 1.000 7 1.000
Relationships F104 5 0.7143 4 0.5714
with
Beneficiaries
(FD)
FI05 5 0.7143 4 0.5714

Note. N; = Number of Experts Rated the Item As “Representative” (Score 3 And 4). ¥n, = Sum of
Individual Item’s Agreement (Score 3 And 4).

Table 3 delineates the Content Validity Index (CVI) and Inter-Rater Agreement (IRA) metrics
for the items encompassed within the four constructs of academic workload. For the construct
Facilitator of Learning and Assessment (FL), all five items (FLO1 to FL0O5) were unanimously
rated as representative by the panel of seven experts (nr = 7), resulting in perfect [-CVI and I-
IRA values of 1.000 across all items. The scale-level indices (S-CVI and S-IRA) also achieved
1.000, indicating complete consensus that the items accurately reflect this dimension of
workload.

In the construct Development and Implementation of Co-curricular Activities (CO), three items
(CO01, CO03, and COO05) achieved full consensus with I-CVI values of 1.000, while CO02
and CO04 recorded slightly lower I-CVI values of 0.8571, reflecting minor divergence in
expert evaluations. Nevertheless, the scale-level indices (S-CVI = 0.9143; S-IRA = 0.9143)
remained well above the 0.80 threshold, confirming the overall validity and reliability of this
dimension.

For Engagement in Professional Learning (PL), similar patterns were observed. Items PLO1
and PLO03 reached I-CVI values of 1.000, whereas PL02, PL04, and PLO5 were rated at 0.8571.
The corresponding scale-level indices (S-CVI = 0.9143; S-IRA = 0.9143) provided robust
support for this construct’s validity, with only minor refinements required for certain items.

The construct Formation of Collaborative Relationships with Beneficiaries (FI) revealed
comparatively lower agreement among experts. While FI03 achieved full consensus (I-CVI =
1.000), the remaining items (FI0O1, F102, FI04, and FI05) recorded I-CVI values between
0.7143 and 0.7143, with FI04 and FI05 yielding slightly lower IRA scores (0.5714). The scale-
level indices (S-CVI = 0.7714; S-IRA = 0.7143) did not fully meet the ideal threshold of 0.80,
suggesting the need for further refinement of this construct to strengthen its representativeness
and clarity.

Discussion

Overall, the findings highlight that three constructs—Facilitator of Learning and Assessment,
Development and Implementation of Co-curricular Activities, and Engagement in Professional
Learning—exhibited strong content validity and inter-rater agreement, while the construct
Formation of Collaborative Relationships with Beneficiaries requires further refinement to
ensure clarity and contextual relevance.
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A Content Validity Index (CVI) value of 0.80 is deemed adequate for confirming the existence
of content validity pertaining to a specific variable, reflecting a substantial agreement among
experts concerning the importance of the elements integrated within the measurement tool
(Davis, 1992; Osman et al., 2021). Furthermore, an Inter-Rater Agreement (IRA) value of 0.80
indicates a commendable degree of inter-rater reliability in the evaluation of a specific variable
(Rubio, 2003; Osman, 2021). Additionally, a 0.80 Inter-Rater Agreement (IRA) indicates a
significant reliability among evaluators regarding a specific variable (Rubio, 2003; Osman,
2021).

Overall, all items within the academic workload construct satisfied the criteria for content
validity and inter-rater reliability. Nonetheless, four items—FI01, FI02, F104, and FI05—fell
marginally short of the minimum S-CVI and S-IRA threshold of 0.80, each obtaining a score
of 0.7143. This outcome was due to two experts (Expert #1 and Expert #2) assigning low
ratings of 1 and 2 to these items. In contrast, the remaining five experts provided higher ratings
of 3 and 4, indicating more favourable evaluations. Accordingly, these items are recommended
for retention, with revisions made to their wording to improve clarity and ensure the intended
meaning of the questions is effectively conveyed. Table 4 presents the comments of Expert #1
and Expert #2 on the four items.

Table 4: Expert #1 and Expert #2 feedback

Item I-CVI / 1I- Overall Experts Comment
code IRA

Expert #1 — These items are important and clear. However, they
FI01, seem unrelated with collaborative relationships.
F102, 0.7143 Expert #2 - The items do not explicitly address the formation of
F104, ’ collaborative relationships with parents, the community within
FI05 and outside the school, and KPM management. To better align

it with this context, consider revising them.

Table 4 presents the comments of Expert #1 and Expert #2 on the four items. Their feedback
suggested that the wording of these items might cause ambiguity and reduce clarity. To address
this, the items have been revised and refined, particularly in terms of sentence structure, to
ensure clearer phrasing, better alignment with the intended construct, and improved
comprehensibility for respondents. These corrective actions have strengthened the content
validity of the items while maintaining their original meaning.

Conclusion

This article has provided a comprehensive examination of the methodological procedures
involved in conducting a content validity study, which is an essential element in developing
robust assessment tools and research instruments. The involvement of a panel of experts—
comprising methodological academic scholars, language experts, and practitioners—has
proven instrumental in evaluating the Academic Workload measure. The diversity of expertise
among the panel members not only enhances the evaluation process but also brings forth a rich
tapestry of insights that contribute to the refinement and clarity of measurement items. This
multifaceted approach is critical in ensuring that the assessment tool accurately reflects the
multifarious dimensions of Academic Workload.
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The extensive scrutiny performed by qualified analysts generated noteworthy evidence
affirming the validity of the content and the inter-evaluator reliability of the tool designed for
assessing teacher workload. Three out of the four constructs—Facilitator of Learning and
Assessment, Development and Implementation of Co-curricular Activities, and Engagement in
Professional Learning—attained elevated CVI and IRA values, thereby confirming their
robustness in effectively encapsulating the multifaceted dimensions of teacher workload.
Notably, the construct Formation of Collaborative Relationships with Beneficiaries exhibited
a lower level of consensus; however, the feedback procured provides explicit guidance for
refinement aimed at enhancing its clarity and contextual relevance. The collective findings
support the notion that this tool can reliably measure academic workload in secondary schools
in Malaysia, although additional empirical investigations are crucial to establish its construct
validity and reliability in practical use.

Recommendations

Based on empirical findings, a series of recommendations are articulated to enhance the
academic workload and to ascertain its relevance across varied educational paradigms. At the
outset, pursuing further statistical validation through a pilot study with secondary school
educators is of utmost importance, succeeded by both exploratory and confirmatory factor
analyses to substantiate construct validity. Furthermore, engaging in reliability evaluations is
sensible, incorporating elements like Cronbach’s alpha along with composite reliability
measures, to ensure the internal consistency for all constructs. Thirdly, a process of iterative
refinement of the Formation of Collaborative Relationships with Beneficiaries construct is
warranted, particularly through the elucidation of item phrasing and ensuring coherence with
the practical realities of teacher-stakeholder collaboration within Malaysian educational
institutions.

Further, the addition of this tool within educator development schemes and workload
assessment frameworks would allow educational policymakers and leaders to recognize spots
of overwork and to introduce data-driven solutions focused on boosting teacher wellness.
Lastly, subsequent research endeavours may investigate the instrument's adaptability for
application in alternative cultural and institutional contexts, thereby broadening its
applicability as a standardized evaluative tool for measuring teacher workload in both domestic
and global settings.
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