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ABSTRACT 
The assessment of content validity is a critical and complex step in the 
instrument development process, frequently used to measure complex 
constructs in social science research. Nevertheless, there is scarce 
documentation in the field of tourism and hospitality on how content validity 
should be analysed. This study aimed to present the assessment of content 
validity of an instrument developed to assess domestic ecotourism in 
protected areas. A 54-item survey was designed based on previous 
literature. The content validity assessment was conducted by recruiting a 
panel of experts to evaluate the instrument’s elements and rate them based 
on their relevance to provide a content validity index for each item.  

 
KEYWORDS 



 
 
 

M.R. Nordin; S.A. Jamal; N.A.M. Anuar 
 

566 
 

Enlightening Tourism. A Pathmaking Journal, Vol 12, No 2 (2022), pp. 565-599                       ISSN 2174-548X 
 

Instruments development; Content validity index; Modified Kappa; 
Ecotourism; Protected areas. 

 
ECONLIT KEYS 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

  

 Research instruments are the most widely used data collection tools, especially in 

social science research, because of their many advantages. Among the benefits 

include collecting data from a vast population in a limited time and at a lower cost, 

offering convenience to respondents, providing anonymity, ensuring lack of interviewer 

bias, and enabling standardisation of questions. However, the disadvantages of a 

questionnaire are poor data quality due to incomplete and inaccurate questions, 

wording problems, and a flawed development process. These problems are critical and 

can be avoided or mitigated (Gillham, 2008).  

 To ensure the quality of an instrument, using a previously validated questionnaire 

can be useful. This will save time and resources in the development process and 

testing of its validity and reliability. However, there can be situations whereby a new 

questionnaire is needed (Boynton, 2004), or an adapted and modified questionnaire to 

suit the new context, setting, industry, population, or culture (Bahkia et al., 2020; Eom 

& Lu, 2019) may become necessary. Thus, a validity assessment must be conducted 

to validate the new or modified instrument, mainly if the original instrument was 

developed in the population of different cultures and industries from the present study 

(Ehido et al., 2020 & Ghorbanzadeh et al., 2019). Even when the item or scale adopted 

is unaltered, it is still necessary to validate them to assess their relevance to different 

countries or regions (Elangovan et al., 2021). 

 Whenever a new scale or questionnaire needs to be developed, adopted, adapted 

and modified, a structured validation method will essentially help to produce a quality 

instrument. However, novice researchers are often confused when selecting and 

conducting proper validity checks to test their research instrument (questionnaire/ 

survey), especially among undergraduate or postgraduate researchers, who are 

considered novices in this area. Most of the time, these novice researchers will address 

the question and seek the answer on research design in social networking research 
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groups, such as Research Gate, Doctorate Support Group (DSG) on Facebook, or 

other related research groups in Telegram and WhatsApp applications. 

 There are many approaches to validating the “goodness” of the instruments 

developed. Validity assessments are grouped under three main forms: content validity, 

criterion-related validity, and construct validity (Sekaran et al., 2016). Amongst them, 

content validity is a precondition for the other types of validity, thus, it should be given 

the utmost importance in the instrument validation process (Zamanzadeh et al., 2014). 

Content validity gives information on the representativeness and clarity of items and 

assists the improvement of an instrument by obtaining expert panel recommendations 

(Polit & Beck, 2006; Polit et al., 2007). In addition, it provides preliminary evidence on 

the construct validity of an instrument.  

 Practices of content validation have gained significant attention in the tourism 

literature and studies on the instrument or scale development have been researched 

in various settings such as food tourism (Huang & Choi, 2019), medical tourism (Sag 

et al., 2022), rural tourism (Pratama & Wulandari, 2019), ecotourism (Beall & Boley, 

2021), memorable tourism experience (Kim & Ritchie, 2014), tourist engagement 

(Chen et al., 2019; Choe & Kim, 2019; Xie et al., 2020) and anime tourism motivation 

(Liu et al., 2020). Unfortunately, most of those studies reported an unrigorous 

validation process, limited to the judgemental method, describing content validity and 

how the content validity process was conducted qualitatively. 

 Some studies abovementioned have not comprehensively revealed the criteria of 

the experts’ appointment, how they analysed the content review with statistical 

methods, and how this empirical result should be reported and documented. Moreover, 

some of these studies only focused on a scale refinement or purification (Churchill, 

1979) that used exploratory and confirmatory analysis (EFA & CFA) in validating the 

instruments, which abandoned the sequential preliminary procedures, starting from 

content validation (Almanasreh et al., 2019), that are crucial before the factor analysis 

is conducted (Elangovan & Sundaravel, 2021).  In addition, Koc & Ayyildiz (2021) in 

their review of 253 scale development studies in the Hospitality and Tourism field found 

that 58% of 150 studies failed to report the content validity. This deficiency is coinciding 

with Gursoy et al. (2015), as some of the authors did not explain the process in detail 

or some might consider it unimportant.  
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 Thus, the purpose of this study was to report on the item development and initial 

validity of a new survey to assess ecotourists’ perceptions of destination image, 

perceived value, satisfaction and quality of life, especially in the ecotourism context 

claimed by Koc & Ayyildiz (2021) as remain lacking in instruments and scales. This 

study mainly focuses on developing and applying complex constructs in tourism 

research that frequently go through expert validation as part of the content validity 

process. It is an assessment among professionals or field experts to ensure that the 

instrument is measuring what it is supposed to measure (Gursoy et al, 2015).  

 This study employed a two-stage approach (Lynn, 1986). To enlighten the readers 

on the practicality of conducting the process, guidelines are provided consisting of five 

steps that are easy to follow and beneficial to novice researchers. The content validity 

evidence is represented by a content validity index (CVI) (Davis, 1992; Polit & Beck, 

2006; Polit et al., 2007; & Lynn, 1986), for instance, several recent studies (Gregori-

Giralt et al., 2021; Mason et al., 2020; Shahsavari et al., 2020; Tay et al., 2021) have 

established content validity using CVI to support the validity of the assessment tool. 

Based on the evidence, this study describes the best practices and steps to quantify 

the content validity of an assessment tool using CVI and modified kappa (k*). 

 The remainder of this article is structured as follows. Section 2 discusses various 

literature studies on the fundamentals of content validation and the stages involved in 

content validation. Section 3 presents the methodology by introducing the practical 

steps in conducting the content validation process. Section 4 provides the results of 

the study. The section ends with a discussion of the findings, implications, and possible 

future research avenues. Section 5 concludes the paper with a note on the study’s 

contribution. The article concludes with three rather simple but important implications 

for future research. 

 

2. LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

 The strength of a research study design is strongly dependent on how precisely the 

identified variables are measured; known as the validity (Kelley, 1999). Validity denotes 

the extent to which specific items on a tool accurately assess the concept of being 

measured in a research study. Validity ensures that the questions being asked would 
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allow valid inferences to be made. There are many approaches to the validation of 

instruments which involve a sequence as one is a precondition to another. The three 

types of validity considered for this tourism and hospitality research are (1) content 

validity; (2) criterion-related validity; and (3) construct validity (Creswell, 2014; DeVellis, 

2016; Sekaran et al., 2016). Nonetheless, this study only focused on content validity 

and although criterion and construct validity are considered important, information on 

measuring the content validity is necessary as a prerequisite for all assessment 

instruments (Beckstead, 2009; Polit & Beck, 2006; Shrotryia & Dhanda, 2019). 

 In the literature, Lennon (1956) was the first person who defined content validity as 

“the extent to which a subject’s responses to the items of a test may be considered to 

be a representative sample of individual responses to a real or hypothetical universe of 

situations which together constitute the area of concern to the person interpreting the 

test”. In 1971, Cronbach presented his definition of content validity as the extent to 

which the items on instruments are sampled adequately from the specified domain of 

content. Since then, many scholars also phrased content validity as the degree to which 

the measured items represent a proper sample of the theoretical content domain of a 

construct (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994; Polit & Beck, 2006).  

 In general, content validity is the process of evaluating an instrument to verify that it 

contains all of the necessary items while excluding those that are unimportant to a 

certain construct area (Lewis et al., 1995; Boudreau et al., 2001). Content validity is 

assessed early in an instrument's development by a panel of experts who score each 

element's relevance and representativeness to the content domain. Thus, the validity 

process will determine the instrument's ability to accurately reflect or quantify the 

concept of being evaluated (Grove et al., 2013).  

 Researchers could gain significant information by conducting a systematic and 

comprehensive content validation. However, developing a valid measure of an 

instrument is not as simple as it seems. There is a myriad of proposed processes for 

conducting content validity. Sireci (1998) classified the process of content validity 

based on judgemental and statistical (quantifying). Other scholars such as Shrotryia et 

al. (2019) and Zamanzadeh et al. (2014) categorised the process as a two-stage 

process involving development and judgement (quantifying). On the other hand, Amos 

et al. (2022) followed prior researchers such as Almanasreh et al. (2019), who 
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recommended a three-stage process involving the development stage, judgement and 

quantifying, and then revision and reconstruction.  

 Based on the comparison of numerous recommended processes, this study 

concluded that all the studies mentioned above are based on Lynn (1986), who 

introduced two stages of the content validity process consisting of the development and 

judgement-quantification stages. Thus, utilising a single-stage method (either 

development or judgement) to evaluate content validity is frequently insufficient and 

may result in a low-quality construct (Almanasreh et al., 2019). Hence, we concurred 

with Lynn (1986) that these two stages are considered essential for the instrument 

validity process. However, a third stage is also advisable to be conducted after the 

judgement and quantification stages. 

 

2.1) DEVELOPMENT STAGE 

 

 The first stage (development phase) involved a thorough literature search (Liu et 

al., 2020) on an existing scale of the constructs and dimensions intended to measure 

with consultation from the experts (Chen et al., 2019). The thorough literature search 

process is guided based on conceptual and operational definitions, the attributes and 

characteristics of the desired construct, dimensions, components and its boundaries 

(Zamanzadeh et al., 2014). Even though all studies intend to adapt previously validated 

instruments or adapt and modify them, it is necessary to determine the conceptual and 

operational definitions of the construct to be measured. Both definitions should be 

defined clearly and serve as the cornerstone to the subsequent steps before 

developers sample the suitable items (Beck, 1999). During this process, the experts 

play a role in checking the appropriateness of the selected construct and dimension 

(Elangovan & Sundaravel, 2021). 

 It is always recommended for novice researchers to opt for the systematic literature 

searching process (Shaffril et al., 2020) when selecting the research and academic 

articles relating to the intended constructs, dimensions, and existing instruments. It is 

believed that this method is the most explicit, reproducible, and comprehensive. Thus, 

by employing this approach, researchers could summarise and critically interpret prior 

studies on specific intended constructs and dimensions, explore new and emerging 
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trends, identify the dearth, and help assess potential shortcomings for future research, 

if any (Major & Savin-Baden, 2010; Pickering & Byrne, 2014). 

 This method begins with the formulation of research questions and acts as 

guidance on the overall review process (de Menezes & Helliher, 2011). This is followed 

by clarification on the theoretical or conceptual context of the subject area. Then, 

experts or the supervisory team on the area of study are consulted in assisting for 

keyword identification suitability (Vada et al., 2020) developed from the research 

questions (Okoli, 2015), scoping from prior studies, keywords suggested by database 

engines or relying on online thesaurus (Shaffril et al., 2020). Next, the search is run on 

different selected leading and supporting databases on the main and enriched 

keywords by advanced searching techniques. Several leading databases that are 

recommended are Scopus, Web of Science, and Science Direct (Gusenbauer, 2019; 

Haddaway et al., 2015; Shaffril et al., 2020; Vada et al., 2020) 

 Specific inclusion and exclusion criteria to screen the articles need to be applied. 

As Okoli (2015) argued, it is almost impossible for a researcher to review a plethora of 

published articles, thus applying specific criteria is a more realistic idea. The selection 

criteria are specific to the context of the study, time frame, empirical data and published 

in a journal, appropriate methodology and English version articles to avoid confusion 

on understanding. After this screening process, the teams could assist the researcher 

in conducting a quality appraisal of the retrieved articles sorting the articles that meet 

the objective of the study.  Now, the researcher is eligible to generate pool items from 

the high-quality existing instruments.   

 Then, input from the thorough selection of generated pool items is translated to 

generate proposed items of validation that need to be done by experts. At this stage, 

the generated pool items from existing instruments are refined and organised in a 

suitable format and sequenced so that the finalised items are transformed into a 

structured validation assessment form. DeVellis (2016) suggested that during this 

refinement process on generated items, there are several tasks that researchers should 

consider for the inclusion criteria of validation items. The selected items should 

accurately reflect the instrument's purpose in measuring the dimensions and the 

underlying latent variables. Items should be in logical sequence and researchers should 

avoid lengthy items, as this would increase complexity and reduce clarity. Moreover, 
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researchers need to consider the reading difficulty level, exclusion or inclusion of 

positively or negatively worded items, redundancy, and avoid double-barrelled, 

confusing and misleading items. A good item should be unambiguous and unbiased to 

the specific groups such as gender, minority or linguistic differences (Elangovan & 

Sundaravel, 2021) and should represent the domain of interest (Thoyre et al., 2014). 

 Researchers are required to confirm that the instrument items and overall 

instruments have content validity by a specific number of experts. There are myriad 

suggestions for determining the number of experts, and it is always considered 

subjective and inconsistent (Lam et al., 2018). The essence of determining the number 

of experts is to decrease the probability of chance agreement if a high number of 

experts are involved (Shrotryia & Dhanda, 2019; Zamanzadeh et al., 2014). Thus, the 

smaller the better in controlling chance agreement. The renowned recommendation is 

a minimum of three experts (Lynn, 1986). However, the maximum number of experts 

has not been specified. The final decision on the number of experts’ appointments, 

depends on the complex nature of the study, the desired level of expertise, and the 

range of knowledge to represent the areas of study (Grant & Davis, 1997). 

 Even though several studies, especially in a tourism context (Huang & Choi, 2019; 

Hong et al., 2020; Sag et al., 2022), informed that their instruments were validated by 

a panel of experts, the details on the selection criteria of experts were often unreported. 

Grant and Davis (1997) provided guidelines for selecting these individuals. An expert 

should have a well-defined criterion such as qualifications, experiences, history of 

publications on the pertinent area of interest, reviewing work, and relevant training on 

the subject matter. After assembling an expert panel, the researchers can now collect 

and analyse their quantitative and qualitative perspectives. It is always suggested that 

the researchers be present during the process to facilitate the validation (Taherdoost, 

2016). However, this notion seems unidealistic and impossible to get experts from one 

geographical location. Moreover, the ongoing Covid-19 pandemic has limited the 

mobility of people and increased the perceived risk of gathering in an event. Thus, 

submission of the assessment form through an online platform to the selected experts 

is more efficient and less risky.  

 

2.2) JUDGEMENT-QUANTIFYING STAGE 
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This stage is instigated after researchers receive feedback from the experts; thus, 

the quantitative approach can be conducted. After the experts return the form, the 

instrument is statistically analysed by a content validity index (CVI) and Kappa statistic. 

For each item, the individual content validity index (I-CVI) is calculated by the number 

of experts who provide a ranking of 3 or 4, divided by the total number of experts (Davis, 

1996). The I-CVI for relevance and clarity is calculated using the same formula. The 

scale level content validity based on average (S- CVI)/AVE is also computed for both 

relevance and clarity for each domain (Lynn, 1986; Polit & Beck, 2006). This is 

calculated based on the average of the I-CVI scores for all items on the scale or the 

average of proportion relevance judged by all experts. The acceptable CVI value for 

each item ranged from 1.00 to 0.71 (Davis, 1996), whereas generally the S-CVI/AVE 

should be greater than 0.80 (Polit & Beck, 2006). An I-CVI of less than 0.70 is indicative 

of the indicator being either irrelevant or unclear which then requires changes to be 

made by way of revision, rewording to improve clarity, and possibly eliminating the 

indicator (Thoyre et al., 2014).  

Even though CVI is widely used in conducting the content validation process 

(Shrotriya & Dhanda, 2019), researchers need to consider an inflated value to occur 

because of the possibility of a chance agreement. Thus, Kappa statistics are suggested 

to give a more quantifiable understanding of expert evaluation. The Kappa statistic is a 

consensus indicator of inter-expert agreement that is used in conjunction with the CVI 

to confirm that the expert agreement is not due to chance (Zamanzadeh et al., 2014).  

Polit et al. (2007) introduced a modified Kappa (k*) as a promising method to evaluate 

the content validity beyond the degree of chance agreement. The modified Kappa (k*) 

can be calculated using the value of the probability of chance agreement (Pc) and the 

computed I-CVI. The threshold of modified Kappa (k*) is divided into three criteria: fair 

(0.40-0.59), good (0.60-0.74) and excellent (>0.74). 

 Thus, in conclusion, content validity involves a two-stage process, item 

development, and the judgement-quantifying stage. It is recommended to quantify the 

content validity based on CVI and modified Kappa (k*) coefficient. Nevertheless, CVI is 

the most frequently used by researchers because of the simplicity of the calculation 
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method. Therefore, this study would recommend researchers use both measurement 

techniques to increase confidence in the validity of the developed instruments. 

 

3. METHODOLOGY 

 

This study underpinned the two-stage process suggested by Lynn (1986) and other 

recent studies (Amos et al., 2022; Shamsudheen & Chowdhury, 2022; Huang & Choi, 

2019; Taheri et al., 2014). This chapter provides a set of guidelines that researchers 

can use in conducting the content validity process. A five-step process is introduced as 

detailed in Table 1 below. 

 

Stages Steps 
Development  1 Instrument development. 
 2 Selecting panel of experts. 
 3 Preparing experts participation 
Judgement and Quantifying 4 Conducting content validation 
 5 Analysing data. 

Table 1: Five Steps in Content Validity Process. 
Source: Authors. 

 

Step 1: Instrument Development 

 

 A good research instrument will result in an appropriate data collection process, and 

upon successful implementation, it will lead to replicable research and enable firm 

conclusions to be drawn (Creswell, 2014). The research instrument in this study was 

designed and developed according to previous literature and sourced from several 

instruments. An extensive literature review was conducted to determine the dimensions 

for destination image, perceived value, satisfaction, and quality of life. As mentioned 

earlier, this study exerted a systematic literature searching process (Shaffril et al., 

2020) involving the identification of keywords and database, screening to select the 

research articles based on the determining of inclusion and exclusion criteria, and then 

eligibility to select the research articles relating to the intended study context and focus, 

constructs and dimensions. 

 In the identification process, this study used keywords based on the research 

questions (Okoli, 2015), keywords from previous studies, thesaurus and suggestions 
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from database search engines (Shaffril et al., 2020). Then, this study enriched and 

developed a full search string (Table 2) from the list of keywords. This full search string 

was used on three main databases, which are Science Direct, Scopus and Web of 

Science (WoS) search engine. However, this study also uses google scholar as an 

additional database for searching articles that are not listed in those three main 

databases. All the specific constructs/dimensions search strings are linked with the 

Boolean operator (OR) and (AND).  

 

Constructs Databases Search String 
Destination Image Science Direct “destination image” OR “tourism destination 

image” OR "tourism image"  
 Scopus "destination image" OR "tourism destination 

image" OR "tourism image" 
 WoS “destination image” OR “tourism destination 

image” OR "tourism image"  
Perceived Value Science Direct "tourism perceived value" OR "tourist perceived 

value" OR "customer value" OR "consumer value" 
OR "service value" 

 Scopus "perceived value" OR "customer value" OR 
"consumer value" OR "service value" AND 
"tourism" OR "tourist*" 

 WoS “customer perceived value” OR “perceived value” 
OR "tourist perceived value"  

Satisfaction Science Direct “tourist satisfaction” OR "ecotourist satisfaction" 
OR "tourism satisfaction" OR "destination 
satisfaction" OR "vacation satisfaction" OR "trip 
satisfaction" 

 Scopus (tourist OR tourism OR vacation OR destination 
AND satisfaction) 

 WoS “tourist satisfaction” OR "ecotourist satisfaction" 
OR "tourism satisfaction" OR "destination 
satisfaction" OR "vacation satisfaction" OR "trip 
satisfaction" 

Quality of Life Science Direct "tourism quality of life" OR "tourists quality of life" 
OR "touristification on quality of life" OR "visitor 
quality of life" OR "well-being perception” OR 
"leisure life satisfaction" 

 Scopus ("tourism AND quality of life” OR “tourists AND 
quality of life” OR  "touristification on quality of life"  
OR  "visitor AND quality of life"  OR  "well-being 
perception"  OR  "leisure life satisfaction") 

 WoS "tourism quality of life" OR "tourists quality of life" 
OR "touristification on quality of life" OR "visitor 
quality of life" OR "well-being perception” OR 
"leisure life satisfaction" 

Table 2: Search strings. 
Source: Authors. 
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 Next, from the search results, the articles went through a screening process against 

the selection criteria. Based on the inclusion and exclusion criteria (Table 3), this study 

screened the relevant articles that matched those criteria. After the relevant articles 

were sorted, this study looked into the title, abstracts, and/or keywords that contained 

at least the search term as well as the result and instruments reported in the eligibility 

process to finalise the exact usable article for the instrument development. 

 

Criterion Inclusion Exclusion 

Document Type 
Article journal (empirical paper) 

conference proceeding 
Chapter in book, book series 

Publication Stage Final In press 

Source Type Journal, Conference proceeding Book, Book series 

Timeline 2005-2021 <2005 

Language English Non-English 

Relevancy Related to the keywords Unrelated to the keywords 

Subject Area 
Tourism, Ecotourism, National Park, 

Protected Park 
Others 

Table 3: Inclusion and exclusion criteria. 
Source: Authors. 

 

Based on the literature search from the three databases, this study obtained 2,256 

articles on destination image, 5,420 articles on perceived value, 2,419 articles on 

satisfaction and 469 articles on quality of life (see Table 4). Next, the author conducted 

a screening process based on inclusion and exclusion criteria and this study excludes 

a total of 3,500 articles. Next step, the authors exported all data from the three 

databases to Microsoft Excel to manually remove duplicated documents. There are a 

total of 1,445 duplicated articles, which were removed, and the remaining were then 

screened against quality assessment criteria. 

This assessment involves sorting the articles based on low, moderate and high-level 

quality (Petticrew & Robert, 2006). This study only selected 176 articles that meet high-

level quality articles that are mutually agreed upon by the supervisory team. The team 

examined the titles and abstracts as well as the methodology section. Articles which 

found poor reporting, and a lack of replicable for generating pool instruments have been 
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excluded. The specific sources selected in Table 4 are based on high-level quality 

articles that meet the criteria of (i) study area (tourism) (ii) quantitative method, (iii) 

comprehensive instrument reporting and (iv) revealing the set of instruments used in 

the study (v) instruments suitable to adapt for the study. 

 

Constructs Databases Title-Abs-Key Inclusion Duplicate 
 

Quality 
Assessment 

Destination 
Image 

Science 
Direct 

393 289 
628 

(removed) 
942 

(removed)  Scopus 1018 608 
 WoS 845 642 
 Total 2256 1632 1004 62 
Perceived 
Value 

Science 
Direct 

1734 436 
105 

(removed) 
897 

(removed)  Scopus 1047 496 
 WoS 2639 147 
 Total 5420 1079 974 77 
Satisfaction Science 

Direct 
243 180 

698 
(removed) 

11 
(removed)  Scopus 1678 252 

 WoS 498 299 
 Total 2419 731 33 22 
Quality of Life Science 

Direct 
183 6 

14 
(removed) 

29 
(removed)  Scopus 193 31 

 WoS 93 21 
 Total 469 58 44 15 

Table 4: Systematic literature search result. 
Source: Authors. 

 

The study opted for a structured questionnaire as the research instrument. The 

primary sources for the items in the instrument had been identified, adapted, and 

modified from past studies (Ahn & Back, 2019; Aliman et al., 2016; Castellanos-

Verdugo et al., 2016; Gallarza et al., 2017; Glyptou, K., 2020; Han et al., 2020; Kim et 

al., 2020; Kim & Thapa, 2017; Kim et al., 2015; Li et al., 2021; Rasoolimanesh et al., 

2016; Rasoolimanesh et al., 2021; Prebensen et al., 2012; Prebensen et al., 2013; 

Wang et al., 2018; William & Soutar, 2009). Table 5 highlights the summary of research 

instruments and its sources.  
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Construct Dimension  Source Databases 
No. of 
Item 

Destination 
Image 

Destination 
attributes 

Aliman et al., 2016 
Glyptou, 2020 
Li et al., 2021 

Google Scholar 
Scopus/WoS 
SD/Scopus/Wos 

10 

Perceived 
value 

Functional 
William & Soutar, 2009 
Rasoolimanesh et al., 2016 

SD/Scopus/WoS 
SD/Scopus/WoS 

6 

Economic 
Prebensen et al., 2012 
Wang et al., 2018 
Rasoolimanesh et al., 2016 

Scopus/WoS 
SD/Scopus/WoS 
SD/Scopus/WoS 

5 

Novelty Wang et al., 2018 SD/Scopus/WoS 4 

Health and 
Wellbeing 

Kim & Thapa, 2017 SD/Scopus/WoS 

7 
Prebensen et al., 2013 Scopus/WoS 
Ahn & Back, 2019 Scopus/WoS 
Gallarza et al. 2017 Scopus/WoS 

Satisfaction  
Castellanos-Verdugo et al., 
2016 

SD/Scopus/WoS 6 

Quality of life 
 Kim et al., 2020 WoS 

7  Han et al., 2020 SD/Scopus/WoS 
 Kim et al., 2015 SD/Scopus/WoS 

Demography 
items 

   9 

Table 5: Research Instruments. 

 

Step 2: Selecting Panel of Experts 

 

The next stage involved confirming the items by a specific number of experts to 

assess and ensure the content validity of the instrument. The panel of experts were 

selected based on well-defined criteria such as qualification, professional experiences, 

field content expertise, a recent line of research publications on the topic, and 

availability to participate in the assessment activity within the stipulated time frame 

(Almanaresh et al., 2019; Gregori-Giralt et al., 2021; Rubio et al., 2003). 

The selection of an individual to review and critique an assessment tool (i.e., 

questionnaire) is usually based on the individual's expertise within the topic to be 

studied, the construct being developed, and familiarity with the target population on 

whom the instrument will be used. Considering the recommendations from previous 

literature, this study followed the advice by Lynn (1986), where there should be a 

minimum of three experts for good content validity results. Thus, three experts were 

approached and requested to review the instrument. Furthermore, Polit et al. (2007) 
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argued that three or four experts will establish a perfect result on the chance agreement 

as the probability of chance agreement will decrease if a high number of experts are 

involved (Shrotryia & Dhanda, 2019). The questionnaire was reviewed by three 

academicians; two from the Faculty of Hotel and Tourism Management, Universiti 

Teknologi MARA (UiTM), and one from the Faculty of Economics and Business 

Management, Universiti Sultan Zainal Abidin (UNISZA). These academicians are highly 

experienced and qualified in the field of tourism, marketing and quality of life. Table 6 

shows the list of experts involved in this study. 

 

Designation Affiliation Expertise 
Professor Universiti Teknologi MARA (UiTM) Tourism 

Doctorate senior lecturer Universiti Teknologi MARA (UiTM) 
Tourism 
Marketing 

Doctorate senior lecturer Universiti Sultan Zainal Abidin (UNISZA) 
Marketing, 
Quality of Life 

Table 6: List of Panel of Experts Appointed. 
Source: Authors. 

 

Step 3: Preparing Experts' Participation 

 

After identifying the potential panel members, the first step is to make a phone call 

or send an email or a WhatsApp text to introduce yourself, the study, and the invitation 

to the expert to be appointed as one of the panels of experts to validate the instrument. 

It is recommended to provide ample time, by at least scheduling one week in advance 

of the appointment, for the candidates to respond to your request. The second step is 

when the expert agrees with the appointment, and the content validation form needs to 

be prepared to ensure that the panel of experts have a clear understanding of the aim 

and objectives of the task. It is recommended to provide a cover letter when sending a 

questionnaire for review – please refer to Figure 1 for an example. 

The ongoing Covid-19 pandemic has created a challenging environment (Dodds & 

Hess, 2020), especially in conducting a face-to-face validation process. Online 

distribution of the instrument is the most effective way and a very feasible adaptation, 

given the current restrictions (Sy et al., 2020). Moreover, this non-face-to-face 

approach significantly reduces personal hazard from the pandemic and facilitates cost, 

time, and resource efficiency. It is suggested that the panel members be given two 



 
 
 

M.R. Nordin; S.A. Jamal; N.A.M. Anuar 
 

580 
 

Enlightening Tourism. A Pathmaking Journal, Vol 12, No 2 (2022), pp. 565-599                       ISSN 2174-548X 
 

weeks to conduct the content validity assessment process or an extended duration of 

that time. The researcher must understand that the reviewer has to make adjustments 

to their professional and personal lives due to the significant disruption caused by the 

Covid-19 pandemic. 

 

 
Figure 1: An example of the front page of the content validity form. 

Source: Authors. 

 

Step 4: Conducting Content Validation 

 

The CVI is based on expert ratings for each item based on an instrument's content 

relevance or representativeness, usually on a 4-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (not 

relevant or not representative) to 4 (highly relevant or representative). The use of a 

four-point scale adheres to Lynn's (1986) guideline to avoid neutral and ambiguous 
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points. The number of items with a score of 3 or 4 is divided by the total number of 

answers to calculate an index of CVI. 

The experts are specifically requested to critically review the dimensions and its 

items before providing a score on each item. They are encouraged to provide written 

comments to improve the relevance of items to the targeted dimensions. All comments 

are taken into consideration to refine the dimension and its items if any. The experts 

are also expected to review the logical sequence of the items, scale suitability, wording, 

understandability, and ambiguity. Upon completion of the process of reviewing the 

domain and items, the experts are requested to provide a score for each item, 

independently, based on the relevant scale (Figure 2). The experts are then required 

to submit their responses to the researcher once they have completed the assignment 

of scores to all items. 

 

 
Figure 2. An example of instruction and rating scale. 

Source: Authors. 

 
Step 5: Analysing Data 

 

After obtaining responses from the experts, a quantitative analysis is performed. 

Souza et al. (2017) argued that there is no consensus approach to examining the 

content validity of an instrument. However, the most widely utilised method of 

quantifying the content validity for an instrument is the calculation of the content validity 

index (CVI). CVI is simple and easy to compute, quickly understood and interpreted, 

and able to provide content validity for each item as well as the instrument as a whole. 
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Also, it can be utilised to assess the performance of the experts and most importantly, 

it allows the instrument developer to decide on whether to retain or exclude items from 

an instrument.  

This article has categorised CVI into two forms: CVI for an item (I-CVI) and CVI for 

the whole scale (S-CVI). The CVI value is the percentage of judges who agree with an 

item, where the index value of at least 0.78 and higher than 0.90 is accepted (Polit & 

Beck, 2006; Polit et al., 2007). An acceptable S-CVI/Ave value according to available 

guidelines is a minimum of 0.90. The index value of 1.00 for the three experts was 

considered acceptable for this study. Table 7 summarises the recommended cut-off 

value based on the number of experts. 

 

Number of experts Cut-off Value Source 
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) 
Nine and above At least 0.78 Lynn (1986) 

Table 7: Recommendation of CVI Cut-off Value Based on Number of Experts. 
 

However, the article has also adopted the modified kappa method to strengthen the 

agreement among the experts. Polit et al. (2007) recognised the drawback of Cohen’s 

(1960) coefficient kappa (k) and introduced a modified kappa (k*), that can adjust each 

I-CVI for chance agreement. The kappa statistic represents the proportion of 

agreement remaining after a chance of agreement is removed. The evaluation for 

kappa values is categorised as follows: unacceptable (< 0.39), fair (0.40-0.59), good 

(0.60-0.74), or excellent (= k > 0.74). The formula for obtaining the CVI is shown in 

Table 8 below. 

 

CVI Indices Formula 
I-CVI = content validity 
index of an item 

I-CVI = number of experts giving a rating of 3 and 4 / total 
number of experts 

S-CVI/ Ave = scale-level 
content validity index 
based on the average 
method 

S-CVI/Ave = (sum of I-CVI scores) / (number of items) 
Or 

S-CVI/ Ave = (sum of proportion relevance rating) / (number 
of expert) 

UA-CVI = content validity 
index of an entire 
instrument based on the 

UA-CVI = (sum of UA scores) / (number of item) 
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universal agreement 
method 

The modified kappa (k*) 

Step 1: calculate the probability of chance of agreement: 
pc = (N! / (A! (N – A)!)) x 0.5N 

Step 2: calculate modified kappa: 
k* = I-CVI – pc / 1 - pc 

Table 8: Types of CVI Indices and Formula. 
Source: Yusoff (2019). 

 

The research instrument is inserted below, in the appendix. 

 

4. RESULTS 

 

The content validation of the instruments was conducted by a panel of three experts, 

as recommended in the guidelines by Lynn (1986). All three appointed experts 

returned their responses, resulting in a response rate of 100%. Based on the review of 

the experts, Tables 9 and 10 present the results from the CVI evaluation of the 54 

items.  

According to the recommendation by Polit et al. (2007), with a standard of .90 or 

higher for the S-CVI/Ave, the scale would be composed of some items on which there 

was a complete agreement (I-CVI = 1.00) and a few items on which there was a modest 

amount of disagreement (i.e., I-CVIs of at least .78). Altogether, 46 items demonstrated 

excellent content validity (I-CVI ≥ 1, k* ≥ 1), seven items were fair (I-CVI < 0.78, 0.40 

≤ k* ≤ 0.59), and one item was considered unacceptable or poor (I-CVI < 0.78, k* ≤ 

0.39). It can be concluded that only one item, I-CVI, did not meet a satisfactory level, 

while both S-CVI/Ave and S-CVI/UA met satisfactory levels of acceptance, and thus, 

the scale of the questionnaire achieved a satisfactory level of content validity. 

 

Items Expert1 Expert2 Expert3  
Expert in 

Agreement 
I-CVI UA 

Q1 1 0 0   1 0.3 0 
Q2 1 0 1   2 0.7 0 
Q3 1 1 1   3 1.0 1 
Q4 1 1 1   3 1.0 1 
Q5 1 1 1   3 1.0 1 
Q6 1 1 1   3 1.0 1 
Q7 1 1 1   3 1.0 1 
Q8 1 1 1   3 1.0 1 
Q9 1 1 1   3 1.0 1 
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Q10 1 1 1   3 1.0 1 
Q11 1 0 1   2 0.7 0 
Q12 1 1 0   2 0.7 0 
Q13 1 1 1   3 1.0 1 
Q14 1 1 1   3 1.0 1 
Q15 1 1 1   3 1.0 1 
Q16 1 0 1   2 0.7 0 
Q17 1 1 1   3 1.0 1 
Q18 1 1 1   3 1.0 1 
Q19 1 1 1   3 1.0 1 
Q20 1 1 1   3 1.0 1 
Q21 1 1 1   3 1.0 1 
Q22 1 1 1   3 1.0 1 
Q23 1 0 1   2 0.7 0 
Q24 1 1 1   3 1.0 1 
Q25 1 1 1   3 1.0 1 
Q26 1 1 1   3 1.0 1 
Q27 1 1 1   3 1.0 1 
Q28 1 1 1   3 1.0 1 
Q29 1 1 1   3 1.0 1 
Q30 1 1 1   3 1.0 1 
Q31 1 1 1   3 1.0 1 
Q32 1 1 1   3 1.0 1 
Q33 1 1 1   3 1.0 1 
Q34 1 1 1   3 1.0 1 
Q35 1 1 1   3 1.0 1 
Q36 1 1 1   3 1.0 1 
Q37 1 1 1   3 1.0 1 
Q38 1 1 1   3 1.0 1 
Q39 1 1 1   3 1.0 1 
Q40 1 1 1   3 1.0 1 
Q41 1 1 1   3 1.0 1 
Q42 1 1 1   3 1.0 1 
Q43 1 1 1   3 1.0 1 
Q44 1 0 1   2 0.7 0 
Q45 1 1 1   3 1.0 1 
Q46 1 1 1   3 1.0 1 
Q47 0 1 1   2 0.7 0 
Q48 1 1 1   3 1.0 1 
Q49 1 1 1   3 1.0 1 
Q50 1 1 1   3 1.0 1 
Q51 1 1 1   3 1.0 1 
Q52 1 1 1   3 1.0 1 
Q53 1 1 1   3 1.0 1 
Q54 1 1 1   3 1.0 1 

Proportion 
relevance 

0.98 0.98 0.98 
 

S-CVIAve 0.94   

The average proportion of items judged as 
relevant across the three experts

0.98 S-CVI/UA 
  

0.85 

Table 9: Content validity evaluation result.  
Source: Authors. 

a I-CVI= Number of experts rating the item either 3 or 4/total number of experts. 
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b S-CVI/Ave= Sum of the I-CVIs (I-CVI1+I-CVI2+I-CVI3+ …+I-CVI)/total number of items. 
c S-CVI/UA= Number of items that achieved rating 3 or 4 by all experts/total number of items. 
d Ave-proportion of agreement across experts = Proportion of agreement of each expert/total number of experts. 
(I-CVI = content validity index of an item, S-CVI/Ave = Average of Content validity index of the entire instrument, S-
CVI/ UA = Universal agreement on Content validity index of the entire instrument). 

 

 

Items 
Expert in 

Agreement 
I-CVI Pс k* Evaluation 

Q1 1 0.3 .375 -0.12 Unacceptable 
Q2 2 0.7 .375 0.52 Fair 
Q3 3 1.0 .125 1 Excellent 
Q4 3 1.0 .125 1 Excellent 
Q5 3 1.0 .125 1 Excellent 
Q6 3 1.0 .125 1 Excellent 
Q7 3 1.0 .125 1 Excellent 
Q8 3 1.0 .125 1 Excellent 
Q9 3 1.0 .125 1 Excellent 

Q10 3 1.0 .125 1 Excellent 
Q11 2 0.7 .375 0.52 Fair 
Q12 2 0.7 .375 0.52 Fair 
Q13 3 1.0 .125 1 Excellent 
Q14 3 1.0 .125 1 Excellent 
Q15 3 1.0 .125 1 Excellent 
Q16 2 0.7 .375 0.52 Fair 
Q17 3 1.0 .125 1 Excellent 
Q18 3 1.0 .125 1 Excellent 
Q19 3 1.0 .125 1 Excellent 
Q20 3 1.0 .125 1 Excellent 
Q21 3 1.0 .125 1 Excellent 
Q22 3 1.0 .125 1 Excellent 
Q23 2 0.7 .375 0.52 Fair 
Q24 3 1.0 .125 1 Excellent 
Q25 3 1.0 .125 1 Excellent 
Q26 3 1.0 .125 1 Excellent 
Q27 3 1.0 .125 1 Excellent 
Q28 3 1.0 .125 1 Excellent 
Q29 3 1.0 .125 1 Excellent 
Q30 3 1.0 .125 1 Excellent 
Q31 3 1.0 .125 1 Excellent 
Q32 3 1.0 .125 1 Excellent 
Q33 3 1.0 .125 1 Excellent 
Q34 3 1.0 .125 1 Excellent 
Q35 3 1.0 .125 1 Excellent 
Q36 3 1.0 .125 1 Excellent 
Q37 3 1.0 .125 1 Excellent 
Q38 3 1.0 .125 1 Excellent 
Q39 3 1.0 .125 1 Excellent 
Q40 3 1.0 .125 1 Excellent 
Q41 3 1.0 .125 1 Excellent 
Q42 3 1.0 .125 1 Excellent 
Q43 3 1.0 .125 1 Excellent 
Q44 2 0.7 .375 0.52 Fair 
Q45 3 1.0 .125 1 Excellent 
Q46 3 1.0 .125 1 Excellent 
Q47 2 0.7 .375 0.52 Fair 
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Q48 3 1.0 .125 1 Excellent 
Q49 3 1.0 .125 1 Excellent 
Q50 3 1.0 .125 1 Excellent 
Q51 3 1.0 .125 1 Excellent 
Q52 3 1.0 .125 1 Excellent 
Q53 3 1.0 .125 1 Excellent 
Q54 3 1.0 .125 1 Excellent 

Table 10: The modified kappa content validity result.  
Source: Authors. 

a I-CVI, item-level content validity index. 
b pc (probability of a chance occurrence) was computed using the formula for a binomial random variable, with one 
specific outcome: pc= [N! / A! (N A)!]*.5N where N ¼ number of experts and A ¼ Number agreeing on good 
relevance.  
c k* ¼ kappa designating agreement on relevance: k* ¼ (I-CVI - pc) / (1 - pc) 
d Evaluation criteria for kappa, using guidelines described in Cicchetti and Sparrow (1981) and Fleiss (1981): Poor 
= k of < .39; Fair = k of .40 to .59; Good = k of .60 –.74; and Excellent = k > .74. 

 

5. CONCLUSIONS 

 

Validating an instrument is a never-ending process. Even though there are many 

types of assessment to test the validity of instruments, the content validation process 

and CVI's are essential to validate the research instrument and should be treated and 

reported as equally necessary as other types of validation. The content validity index 

(CVI) is very robust in that it eliminates incongruity and provides precise interpretation, 

which helps to construct a more reliable and valid instrument design (Masuwai et al., 

2016). Content validity deserves a rigorous assessment process as the obtained 

information from this process is valuable for the affirmation of the research instrument's 

quality.  

The main contribution of this study was in elucidating the method to develop and 

validate instruments via CVI. Previous related studies have not adequately reported 

their methods to establish the instrument’s content validity. For instance, Beall and 

Boley (2021) claimed using content validity but failed to report the comprehensive 

process of instrument development in the context of ecotourism. Meanwhile, Pratama 

and Wulandari (2019) attempted to develop a measurement scale of tourism readiness 

and reported scale validity through Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) without reporting 

content validity assessment.  

A meticulous process of content expert validation can avoid the problems at a later 

stage. However, novice researchers are at a disadvantage in operationalising the 

instrument validation process. The challenges include how to communicate the 
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information, collect feedback and analyse the data. This article is an attempt to design 

a standard format for the expert validation of a research instrument. Through a diligent 

literature review, the five-step process of expert review for validation has been 

introduced as a guide for future researchers, especially in the ecotourism setting.  

It is recommended that the format is designed with a cover page inviting the experts, 

explaining their role, and introducing them to the research and the instrument. 

Information regarding the scale and the list of the scale items should be provided in the 

subsequent pages. Demographic questions are also included for validation. The expert 

review format will provide standard communication and feedback strategies between 

the researcher and the expert reviewers to help develop relevant, concise, and 

coherent research instruments. The expert will validate and make suggestions on the 

relevance, accuracy and the inclusion or deletion of an item, as well as minimise the 

effect of cultural sensitivity, bias or structural aspects such as language issues including 

double-barrelled, negative, confusing or leading questions. 

Based on the result, it was confirmed that the questionnaire containing 54 items 

designed to assess domestic ecotourists in a protected area setting has high validity. 

As the three content experts had affirmed, the questionnaire exhibited excellent content 

validity, indicating the relevance of the various items in determining the actual study 

data. The overall content validity index of the instrument demonstrated a high I-CVI 

value of 1.0 and an S-CVI value of more than 0.90. Only one item was considered for 

deletion, as the result obtained was unacceptable. Thus, an instrument developer 

should decide whether to retain, modify, omit or add new items to the instrument, based 

on the results of the assessment. Moreover, the adoption of the modified kappa (k*) 

approach would enable novice researchers to strengthen the congruence chance 

agreement for each item.  

It can be concluded that this instrument has established adequate and acceptable 

results. Therefore, prospective novice researchers may adopt the step-by-step 

procedure discussed in this article to develop the instrument's content validity for their 

studies. Future research can progress with multiple testing of the instruments for 

reliability and other forms of validity for better applicability.  
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Appendix: Research Instrument 

 

Construct Item Statement Source 

Destination 
Image 

I perceived this attraction to be well organized  Aliman et. al, 2016 
I perceived this attraction as easily accessible Aliman et. al, 2016 
I perceived this attraction has adequate amenities Aliman et. al, 2016 
I perceived this attraction as a safe destination Glyptou, K. 2020 
I perceived this attraction as a friendly community Glyptou, K. 2020 
I perceived this attraction has a peaceful 
atmosphere 

Glyptou, K. 2020 

I perceived this attraction as an exciting 
destination  

Li, Liu & Soutar 2021 

I perceived this attraction as attractive beautiful 
nature 

Li, Liu & Soutar 2021 

I perceived this attraction can make people relax Li, Liu & Soutar 2021 
Perceived  
Value 

This attraction is safe   
This attraction is well organized William & Soutar, 2009 
This attraction has an acceptable standard of 
quality 

William & Soutar, 2009 

This attraction provides sufficient basic amenities  
Rasoolimanesh et. al., 

2016 
This attraction is easily accessible 
The local community was hospitable 
The entrance fee to this attraction is reasonable Prebensen et. al. (2012) 
It is worthy for the money spent on activities in 
this attraction 

Wang, Chen & 
Prebensen (2018) 

Visiting this attraction provides a great value for 
the money spent 
Local foods and beverages in this attraction were 
reasonably priced 
The handicraft sold were worth buying Rasoolimanesh et. al., 

2016 
This attraction makes me feel adventurous 

Wang, Chen & 
Prebensen (2018) 

This attraction satisfies my curiosity 
This attraction provides authentic experiences 
This attraction provides a lot of things to do 
The activity that I participate in this attraction 
makes me relax 

Kim & Thapa, 2017 

The activity that I participate in this attraction 
makes me happy 

Prebensen, Woo & 
Uysal, 2013 

The activity that I participated in this attraction 
relieved my tension 

Ahn & Back, 2019 
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The activity that I participate in this attraction 
boosts my energy  
The activity that I participate in this attraction 
benefits my physical health 
The activity that I participate in this attraction 
benefits my mental wellbeing 
The activity that I participate in this attraction 
helps me to forget my work-related activities for a 
moment 

Gallarza et. al. 2017 

Satisfaction I am glad I decided to visit this attraction 

Castellanos-Verdugo 
et.al., 2016 

 

I feel happy having decided to visit this attraction 
This attraction has exceeded my expectations 
I think I did the right thing in choosing to visit this 
attraction 
Overall, I am happy with this visit 
Overall, I am satisfied with this visit 

Quality of 
Life 

Overall, I am satisfied with my life 

Kim, Kim & Woo, 2020 
Overall, I have achieved the most important 
things in my life 
Overall, my life is close to my ideal 
Overall, I have the best health conditions 
Overall, I feel good about my wellbeing 

Han, Yu & Sean, 2020 Overall, I felt happy upon completion and 
participated in the activities 
Overall, I have enriched my quality of life Kim, Woo & Uysal, 2015 

Source: Authors compilation. 
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