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This study aimed to develop a valid and reliable google form-based learning
outcome evaluation instrument for the Animal Development course. The
instrument was developed following the 4D development model (define,
design, develop, dessiminate). The research subjects were Biology
Education Study Program (PSPB) class of 2021 class B students totaling 26
people. Data were obtained from validation questionnaires and student
response questionnaires. The initial design of the learning outcome
evaluation instrument consisted of 50 questions. Based on the validator's
assessment, an instrument consisting of 25 valid and reliable questions was
obtained. The results of validation by evaluation instrument experts
obtained an average percentage of 98.6% with a very feasible category.
Based on the validity analysis of the Aiken index, the value V = 0.942 was
obtained with high validity criteria. Instrument reliability using Cronbach's
Alpha obtained a value of 0.796 with high criteria (reliable), while the
analysis of ICC reliability data obtained the results of inter-rater agreement
of 0.796, and for each rater the consistency is 0.565. It can be concluded
that the agreement between raters is very strong and each rater has a fairly
good consistency. The results of the data analysis of student responses
showed that each indicator was rated very well with an average percentage
of 88%.

This is an open access article under the CC—BY-SA license.
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INTRODUCTION

Education is a series of activities that take
place in various places with the aim of developing
knowledge, understanding, assessment, growing,
caring and behaving (Chazan, 2022). In practice,
education requires several devices with the aim of
obtaining learning outcomes and assessments for
students. One of the benchmarks used to
determine the level of success of students in the
learning process is evaluation. Ralph Tyler said that
evaluation is a process of collecting data to see to
what extent, what and how the educational goals
have been achieved (Nurfillaili et al., 2016).

Evaluation is a systematic and continuous
process to determine the quality (value and
meaning) of something, which is based on certain
considerations and criteria used in making
decisions in order to collect information about
learning outcomes from students / students
(Hadijah &; Anggereni, 2016). Evaluation is one
component in the learning system that must be
carried out in an effort to provide quality learning
(Merdekawati, 2017). Learning evaluation will
provide information about student gains related to
achieving learning objectives and how effective
learning is taking place.

According to Ropii &; Fahrurrozi (2017), the
evaluation of learning outcomes aims to: 1) see
the level of mastery of students related to the
material that has been given, 2) see the skills,
motivation, interests, talents, and attitudes of
students towards the learning program provided,
3) see the level of progress and suitability of
student learning outcomes to the established
competency standards and basic competencies, 4)
examine the advantages and disadvantages of
students in following the process learning, 5)
selecting and determining students who are in
accordance with certain types of education, 5)
determining class advancement, and 7) to place
students based on their potential.

Generally, the evaluation instrument used
to measure knowledge and mastery of certain
content or material is in the form of tests.
Evaluation of learning outcomes is usually carried
out after the learning material has been discussed.
Conventionally, the evaluation is carried out in the
form of a written test using question sheets. Then,
the students' answer sheets are checked to find
out the results of the evaluation of the learning
process. This will take a lot of time and energy.
The rapid development of technology and
information  provides many benefits and
conveniences in various fields, especially in the
field of education (Utami, 2021).
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The results of observations on students of
the Biology Education Study Program (PSPB) class
B class of 2021 found data that the evaluation
carried out still did not utilize technology, namely
still using question sheets and answers. The next
acquisition data is that students prefer if the
evaluation of learning outcomes is carried out
online using google forms because it is more
effective and easy to use. Based on these data,
researchers want to develop a google form-based
learning outcome evaluation instrument.

The current development of ICT, one of
which is smartphones, offers various applications
that can be used to assess online learning. One
that can be used as a web/online-based learning
evaluation tool is Google Form which is part of the
Google Docs component provided by Google as
software that can be accessed for free and is quite
easy to use (Meirawati et al., 2021). Along with the
rapid development of ICT, it is expected to reduce
excessive use of paper. With the change from
paper-based evaluation (paper-based test) to
computer-based (computer-based test). The
application of a computer-based evaluation
system (computer-based test) by utilizing google
forms is quite efficient and makes it easier to
assess learning / test results, and is more practical
to use because it can be accessed using a
smartphone anywhere as long as the internet
network can be reached and can be carried
everywhere (Alwiyah et al, 2020).

Google forms is a tool that can be used to
help plan events, send surveys, create quizzes, and
collect data or information quickly and efficiently.
Forms can be linked to spreadsheets, if the
responses needed are related to forms and
responses. If you want to make it easier, users can
see a summary of responses that can be accessed
on the response menu page (Utami, 2021).

The Google Form application is very
suitable for students, teachers, lecturers, office
employees, and professionals who like to make
quizzes, forms and online surveys. Google forms
can be accessed openly or exclusively by using
accessibility options, such as read-only or editable.
Google form is an application that is not paid or
free, so it can be accessed at all levels with the
condition that you have a universal Google
account. Because this application is web-based,
everyone can quickly respond or answer to quizzes
or questionnaires wherever they are using
computer/laptop internet  applications or
SmartPhone (Coal, 2016).

Batubara (2016) states that google forms in
the world of education function, among others: 1)



provide online practice / test assignments in the
form of website pages, 2) collect other people's
opinions through website pages, 3) collect data on
students / educators through website pages, 4)
create online registration formsFor schools, 5)
Distribute questionnaires to people online. The
use of google forms as a learning evaluation tool
saves the use of paper as a form of environmental
care. In addition, the energy and time needed to
distribute questionnaires and process data
becomes more efficient and easier.

Evaluation of learning outcomes based on
google form, namely evaluation by utilizing
technology carried out online using an internet
network connection, students can evaluate
anywhere and anytime, and lecturers are able to
set time limits for the evaluation work given.
Compared to evaluation using paper and pen,
evaluation using google form is more practical.

Technology-based evaluations using google
forms can be timed and questions can be
randomized. This will make students focus more
on the questions and have no opportunity to cheat
on their friends, so it will minimize cheating when
the evaluation is carried out. After the evaluation,
the result score will immediately appear and this
will minimize the occurrence of answer correction
errors so that the results can be seen quickly and
accurately (Rachmawati &; Kurniawati, 2020).

The general purpose of this study is to
develop a google form-based learning outcome
evaluation instrument in the hope that it can help
and facilitate the process of assessing learning
outcomes. The specific objectives of this study are
to: 1) know the design of learning outcomes
evaluation instruments based on google form of
the Animal Development course, 2) know the
validity of the evaluation instruments developed,
3) know the reliability of the evaluation
instruments developed, 4) know student
responses to the instruments developed.

METHOD

This research was carried out at the Biology
Education Study Program, Faculty of Mathematics
and Natural Sciences, State University of Medan
(UNIMED) located on JI. William Iskandar Psr 1V,
Medan, North Sumatra.

The type of research is a 4-D development
model (define, design, develop, dessiminate). In
this research only up to the development stage
(develop).

The subjects of this study were students of
the Biology Education Study Program (PSPB) 21-B
which amounted to 26 students.
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Development with a 4D model was chosen
because each stage in this model has detailed and
clear steps for each stage to make a product.
Research is carried out until the development
stage only because of Ilimited time from
researchers and researchers will only produce
products in the form of learning outcome
evaluation instruments that have been tested for
feasibility by experts. The 4D research procedure
(define, design, develop) is as follows.

1. Defining Stage (Define)

The define stage is aimed at determining
and defining the needs in the learning process and
collecting various information related to the
product to be developed. At this stage, needs
analysis activities are carried out to determine
student needs for google form-based learning
outcome evaluation instruments, material analysis
to determine parts of the material learned in
animal development learning by referring to RPS
(Semester Learning Plan). After knowing the
material and scope of what study material is
studied in animal development, it will then be
adjusted to the making of learning indicators,
questions, and analysis of learning achievement
indicators to see the material for each meeting so
that it can be adjusted to the cognitive level of the
test to be developed.

2. Design Stage

The design stage aims to obtain the design
of the learning outcome evaluation instrument
developed. At this stage, a grid of learning
outcome evaluation instruments is made based on
data obtained from the defining stage (define).
Question development is tailored to student
needs, learning materials, and learning outcome
indicators. The number of questions developed
consists of 50 questions. The preparation of these
50 questions is adjusted to the instrument grid
that has been made based on the CPMK from the
RPS animal development course. Questions are
made as many as 2 points from each indicator so
that 50 questions are obtained. Of the total 50
questions developed, the questions that will be
used will be 25 questions that represent each
indicator based on the instrument grid made. The
question will be validated and corrected based on
suggestions from validators until the question is
said to be valid. These 25 questions will be
selected based on the validation results of 3
animal development lecturers with the highest
scores. The results at this stage of design are called
preliminary drafts (draft I).



3. Development Stage

The learning outcome evaluation
instrument that has been developed consists of 50
questions first validated by expert lecturers on
evaluation questions to see whether the questions
developed are suitable or not for use.

The next stage is instrument validation by 3
course lecturers. Based on the assessment of the
three lecturers, 25 questions were selected to be
used. The selection is based on the highest total
score after summing the scores of the three
validators. The question items are then tested for
validity based on assessments between raters
(validators).

Reliability tests are carried out after data on
the validity of learning outcome evaluation
instruments are obtained. The results of the
reliability test will see how the agreement
between raters on 25 questions that have been
validated. Reliability tests were analyzed using
SPSS.

Test readability to students to see student
responses to the google form-based learning
outcome evaluation instrument that has been
developed and to see whether the evaluation
instrument can be read clearly and easily
understood. Students are given questionnaires
through google form to respond to the
instruments developed.

The technique used to analyze the data in
this study consists of three parts, namely
instrument validity analysis, instrument reliability
analysis and student response test analysis.

a. Instrument Validity Test
The data were analyzed using the Aiken
index (Aiken, 1980), where each question item was
assessed with the following calculation:
p J— Es
T oa(c —1)

Information:

S=r-lo

V :Rater deal index

r :The value given rater

Lo : Lowest score score

n :The number of raters

¢ : Highest score score

The results of the analysis using the Aiken
index are summed up in the form of categorizing
validity classifications (Table 1).

Table 1. Instrument Validation Assessment Criteria
Average rating Validation Criteria
0.80<rxy<1.00 High (very decent)
0.60<rxy<0.80 Medium (decent)
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0.40<rxy<0.60
0.20<rxy<0.40

Low (decent enough)
Very low (not worth it)
(Guilford, 1956)
The assessment sheet filled in by the
evaluation expert is analyzed to determine the
quality of the instrument using the formula:

f
P= = x100
J.nkr

Information:
P = Percentage number
f = Raw score obtained
N = Max score

The results of the analysis are categorized
under the level of validity (Table 2).

Table 2. Validity Criteria
Achievement Criteria

Validity Criteria

(%)
81-100 Very Worth It
61-80 Proper
41 - 60 Pretty Decent
21-40 Not Worth It
0-20 Very Unworthy

(Sudijono, 2015)

b. Instrument Reliability Test

The reliability test of each question item on
the developed instrument was carried out based
on the score given by the validator (rater) analyzed
using Cronbach's Alpha SPSS and ICC (Interclass
Correlation Coefficients).

The results of the analysis using Cronbach's
Alpha SPSS and ICC concluded the level of
reliability between the raters in the form of
categorization / classification (Table 3).

Table 3. Instrument Reliability Criteria

Level of reliability Category
>0.75 Excellent
0,60 -0,75 Good
0,40-0,60 Enough
<0.40 Bad

(Fleiss, 1975)
c. Student Response Test
Eligibility criteria for the instrument based
on student responses use the Likert scale which is
calculated using the formula:

skor yang diperoleh
Lhrespon = - x 100
skor maksimum

The students responses were concluded
based on Table 4.

Table 4. Instrument Validity Criteria based on
Response Test



Achievement Criteria Validity Level
(%)
81-100 Excellent
61-80 Good
41 - 60 Good enough
21-40 Bad
0-20 Very Not Good

(Arikunto, 2016)
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Research Results
1. Description of Learning Outcomes Evaluation
Instrument

The learning outcome evaluation
instrument developed is arranged based on the
grid of questions that have been made. The grid is
derived from the Semester Learning Plan (RPS)
developed by lecturers, covering learning topics,
material scope, indicators, cognitive levels and
question numbers. The final product of the
development is an instrument consisting of 25
guestion points adjusted to the CPMK indicator. In
each indicator, 2 questions were developed, so
that draft | of the learning outcome evaluation
instrument consisted of 50 questions.

The instrument is first validated by 3
lecturers who teach courses and experts on
evaluation questions. After validation and the
instrument is improved according to the
suggestions and input provided by the validator, a
draft 1l of the learning outcome evaluation
instrument consisting of 50 corrected questions is
obtained. From the validation results, an
assessment sheet was obtained from the three
validators for each question item. Then, from the
assessment sheets of the three validators, 25
questions with the highest scores were selected
from the accumulated assessment data of the
three validators obtained. Furthermore, the 25
guestions become the final questions that will be
used (draft Ill) and tested to their validity and
reliability.

From draft | consisting of 50 questions, it
will be validated by 3 animal development
lecturers and improved according to suggestions
until each question item is valid, so that draft Il
consists of 50 questions that have been revised
several times and have been corrected. After that,
a draft lll consisting of 25 questions was obtained
which was selected based on the highest score
from the assessment given by validators
representing each indicator. Draft Ill of the
learning  outcomes  evaluation instrument
consisting of 25 questions was validated using
Aiken's index in Microsoft Excel. Aiken's validation
aims to see the feasibility of each question item
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based on the assessment agreement between
raters (validators). Then continued with reliability
tests of Cronbach's Alpha and Interclass
Correlation Coefficients (ICC) value analysis at
SPSS. This reliability test is carried out to see the
level of agreement between raters (validators) in
assessing each question item on the learning
outcome evaluation instrument. After the validity
test and reliability test, the 25 questions were
tested for readability by giving questionnaires to
students.

2. Define Stage

The questionnaire was distributed through
google form to 26 students of PSPB class 21-B to
find out the basic needs in developing products.
From the first question given, which is the
question of evaluating animal development given
by the lecturer in what form. 100% of students
answered that the question work used question
sheets and answers given by the lecturer.

The next acquisition data is that students
prefer if the work on the evaluation questions for
animal development courses is carried out online.
As many as 80.8% of students chose answers to
work on online evaluation questions.

The material used as a reference to develop
animal development evaluation instruments is
seen from the RPS (Semester Learning Plan).
Indicators of each question are developed
evaluation instruments that have been adjusted to
the topic and scope of the study material. From
obtaining these data, researchers developed a
google form-based learning outcome evaluation
instrument for animal development courses.

3. Design Stage

The products produced at this stage are a
grid of questions and essay-shaped question items.
The test instrument is designed based on the
scope of the study material and the learning
outcomes of the animal development course.

The grid of learning outcome evaluation
instruments consists of learning topics, material
scope, learning achievement indicators, cognitive
levels and question numbers.

The questions developed are 50 items, but
the final questions that will be used are as many as
25 questions after comparing the validation results
of 3 animal development lecturers. The questions
were first validated by expert lecturers, the
evaluation questions followed by the validation of
instrument feasibility by 3 lecturers who taught
animal development courses.



At this stage, draft | of the learning
outcome evaluation instrument was produced
which amounted to 50 questions.

4. Development Stage
a. Valid test resultstop

At this stage, draft | of the learning
outcome evaluation instrument which amounted
to 50 questions was first validated by expert
lecturers on evaluation questions, followed by
instrument validation by 3 lecturers who taught
animal development courses.

The results of the feasibility calculation of
the evaluation questions show that the learning
outcome evaluation instrument is very feasible to
use. With an average percentage obtained is
96.8% with very feasible criteria. After validation
by experts, the evaluation questions continued
with instrument validation by lecturers who teach
animal development courses.

Table 5. Aiken Index Validity Data Analysis Results

The validation results from 3 animal
development lecturers obtained 50 questions that
have been corrected based on suggestions and
input given by validators (draft I1).

The assessment of the validator is then
processed by summing the total score of each
indicator given by the validator for each question
item. From the summation data, 25 questions will
be selected based on the highest number of scores
given by validators. All 25 questions will be the
final questions obtained after validation (draft Ill).

The results of the expert judgment for 25
questions were analyzed quantitatively using
Aiken's formula in Microsoft Excel. Validator
assessments use a scale of 1 to 4. The results of
validity data analysis can be seen in Table 5.

Validators
| ] ]|

Question Point S1

S2

S3 3s Vv Information

Items 1-25 93 97 97 68

72

72 212 0,942222 Tall

Table 5 shows that the average value of
Aiken's coefficient for each question item is 0.942.
Based on the classification of validity proposed by
Guilford, it is concluded that the validity of
learning outcome instruments with a total of 25
guestions has high validity.

b. Reliability test results

The results of the inter-rater reliability test
(validator) were analyzed using Cronbach's Alpha
analysis in SPSS, the results are presented in Table
6.

Table 6. Reliability of Cronbach's Alpha Item
Questions in the Instrument

Reliability Statistics

Cronbach's Alpha N of Items
0,796 3

Table 6 shows that Cronbach's Alpha value
is 0.796. This shows an average agreement
between raters of 0.796. Based on the reliability
coefficient table, it is obtained that if the value of
Cronbach's Alpha is 0.796, it can be concluded
that this instrument is reliable with high reliability
criteria.

The results of the interrater agreement test
or interrater reliability were analyzed using
interclass correlation coefficients (ICC) with SPSS.
The results of the analysis are shown in Table 7.

Table 7. Results of Interclass Correlation Coefficients (ICC) Reliability Data Analysis

Intraclass 95% Confidence Interval F Test with True Value 0
Correlation® Lower Bound UpperBound Value dfl df2 Sig
Single Measures .565a .336 .757 4.896 24 48 0,000
Average Measures .796¢ .603 .903 4.896 24 48 0,000

Table 7 shows the results of the ICC, the
average result of agreement between raters is
0.796, while for each rater the consistency is
0.565. Based on the reliability classification put
forward by Fleiss (1975) in accordance with the ICC
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results obtained, it was concluded that the
agreement between raters was very strong and
each rater had a fairly good consistency.

C. Readability test results



The evaluation instrument that has been
validated and has been tested for reliability
consists of 25 questions. Furthermore, the
questions will be tested for readability to students
by giving questionnaires of responses to students.

Data on the calculation of student response
questionnaires to google form-based learning
outcome evaluation instruments can be seen in
Table 8.

Table 8. Data Analysis of Student Response Questionnaire to Google Form-Based Learning Outcome Evaluation

Instrument
No Assessment Aspect Criteria (%) Information

Highlights

1 In my opinion, evaluation of animal development learning 87 Excellent
outcomes based on google form is more effective and efficient

2 In my opinion, the visual appearance (photos, images, etc.) in this 87 Excellent
google form-based evaluation is very interesting.

3 | prefer to do evaluation questions using google forms. 93 Excellent

Content Quality

4 The questions presented are in accordance with the material | 84 Excellent
studied.

5 The question material presented is easy to understand. 86 Excellent

6 This evaluation of learning outcomes can test how far | understand 88 Excellent
the Animal Development course.

Language

7 The sentences used in the questions are clear and easy to 91 Excellent
understand.

8 The language used in evaluating the learning outcomes of the 86 Excellent
Animal Development course is simple and easy to understand

9 The foreign language (Latin) in the question material is in 85 Excellent
accordance with the norms used in biology

Ease

10 | think this Google Form application is easily accessible anytime 92 Excellent
and anywhere.

11  This Google Form application makes it easier for me to evaluate the 91 Excellent
learning outcomes of the Animal Development course.

Average 88 Excellent

Table 8 shows that each indicator is rated
very well with an average percentage gain of 88%.
From these data, it can be concluded that the
readability test against the google form-based
evaluation instrument for animal development
courses is very good.

Discussion

The research result instrument, initially
consisting of 50 questions, the feasibility was first
assessed by expert lecturers on evaluation
questions and data was obtained that the
guestions were very feasible to use with an
average score of 98.6%. After validation by experts
on evaluation, the instrument was then assessed
for feasibility by 3 animal development lecturers.
After several revisions until a suitable instrument
was obtained, from the assessment of the three
validators, the question item that had the highest
score of 25 questions was selected. The 25
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questions represent each learning outcome. Based
on the assessment of the three validators on the
25 question items, the validity of each question
item was tested using the Aiken index.

An instrument is said to be valid if the
results of data analysis conform to predetermined
criteria. Arikunto (2016), said that an instrument is
said to be valid if the results of the validity of the
instrument are in accordance with the criteria,
meaning that the test results with predetermined
criteria have parallel.

Based on the validity data of Aiken that has
been done, more details can be seen in table 5.
Question items 1-25 based on validation
conducted by 3 validator lecturers concluded that
the questions had high validity with an average
gain of V = 0.942. In line with research conducted
by Nabil et al. (2022), the results of the Aiken index
analysis on 20 items of AKM (Minimum
competition assessment) numeracy literacy
instrument questions obtained data that 20



questions were valid with a value of V > 0.75. The
Aiken V index is a formula for calculating the
content-validity coefficient based on the results of
expert assessments of n people on an item and in
terms of the extent to which the item represents
the measured construct (Aiken, 1985). This
formula was used in this study to see the validity
of the instrument based on the assessment results
of 3 validators.

Research conducted by Putri et al. (2020),
the data from validation using Aiken's index is valid
with V = 0.931. Data was obtained from the 15
guestions developed, all questions were said to be
valid (usable) based on the results of Aiken's index
analysis using rater assessment (validator). In this
study the value of V'Aikens is seen based on the
standard table compiled by Aiken (1985) using 4
rating categories and 3 raters on 25 questions,
then the minimum standard of Aiken's V for this
study is 0.92. So it can be concluded that all items
of the learning outcome evaluation instrument for
the animal development course are valid in
content or this learning outcome evaluation
instrument has high validity. The closer the Aiken
index value is to 1, the better an item is because it
is more relevant to the indicator (Retnawati,
2016).

Instrument reliability is to see the extent to
which a measurement can display consistent
measurement results if repeated measurements
are made using the same measuring instrument.
The reliability of a measuring instrument is seen
from how the measuring instrument gives
consistent and stable results when repeated
measurements are made with different times and
the same object (Arikunto, 2013). An instrument is
said to have a high level of confidence if it provides
consistent results.

Reliability tests are performed to see the
degree of consistency of the instrument and to
determine the extent to which the measuring
instrument is reliable and reliable. Based on the
assessment given by validators (raters), reliability
tests between raters were carried out to see the
level of agreement between validators in assessing
each question item in instruments developed using
Cronbach's Alpha SPSS and ICC (Interclass
Correlation Coefficients).

The result of Cronbach's Alpha reliability
test on the question item based on rater
assessment is 0.796. If the result of Cronbach's
Alpha value is 0.796, it can be concluded that this
instrument is reliable with high reliability criteria.
Cronbach's Alpha is a measure of reliability with a
value range of 0-1.00 (Tomoliyus &; Sunardianta,
2020). The minimum value of Cronbach's Alpha
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reliability level is 0.70 (Fleiss et al., 2004) if
Cronbach's Alpha value is > 0.7 then the google
form-based  learning  outcome  evaluation
instrument for animal development courses is
very reliable.

Meanwhile, to test the agreement between
raters and the consistency of each rater, ICC
(Intraclass Correlation Coefficients) analysis is
used. ICC is used because the number of raters is
more than two. In other words, more than two
raters assess the google form-based learning
outcome evaluation instrument for animal
development courses through rating instruments.
The result of agreement between raters is 0.796,
while for each rater the consistency is 0.565. Based
on the reliability classification put forward by Fleiss
(1975) in accordance with the ICC results obtained,
it was concluded that the agreement between
raters was very strong and each rater had a fairly
good consistency.

In line with research conducted by
Tomoliyus & Sunardianta (2020), the analysis
result of Cronbach's Alpha reactive agility test
instrument is 0.875. According to Tavakol &
Dennick (2011), the minimum value of Cronbach's
Alpha reliability level is 0.70, so if Cronbach's Alpha
> 0.7 then the aspect of the reactive agility test
instrument is very reliable. As for the results of
ICC analysis shows that the average agreement
between raters is 0.875 and for one rater the
consistency of each is 0.500.

The learning outcome evaluation
instrument whose initial design consisted of 50
questions was then validated and has been
improved several times based on suggestions from
validators, 25 questions were selected based on
the highest score given by validators. 25 questions
that have been tested for validity and reliability are
then compiled in the form of a google form to be
distributed to students and tested for readability
by providing response questionnaires.

The results of the analysis of readability test
data showed that each indicator was rated very
good with an average acquisition percentage of
88%. From these data, it can be concluded that the
readability test against the google form-based
evaluation instrument for animal development
courses is very good.

Research conducted by Multin et al. (2018),
the results of the instrument readability test have
a percentage of 77.5% with a fairly good category.
The readability test results are quite good because
they are included in the high category. However,
improvements are still needed for very high
readability results. This shows that the display of
the performance instrument is easy to practice and



can be used by anyone. In line with research
conducted by Rachmawati & Kurniawati (2020),
the average readability assessment of learning
outcome evaluation instruments was obtained
80% in the good category. Based on the repon
guestionnaire, it can be said that online-based
evaluation is effective and practical.

Based on the acquisition of validity data,
reliability data and instrument readability data, for
future research this instrument can be tested for
effectiveness by disseminating it to students and
assessing learning outcomes.

CONCLUSION

Based on the results of the research and
data analysis that has been carried out, it can be
concluded that: The initial design of the learning
outcome evaluation instrument consisted of 50
guestions. Based on the validator's assessment, an
instrument consisting of 25 valid and reliable
qguestions was obtained. The results of validation
by evaluation instrument experts obtained an
average percentage of 98.6% with a very feasible
category. Based on the validity analysis of the
Aiken index, the value V = 0.942 was obtained with
high validity criteria. Instrument reliability using
Cronbach's Alpha obtained a value of 0.796 with
high criteria (reliable), while the analysis of ICC
reliability data obtained the results of inter-rater
agreement of 0.796, and for each rater the
consistency is 0.565. It can be concluded that the
agreement between raters is very strong and each
rater has a fairly good consistency. The results of
the data analysis of student responses showed
that each indicator was rated very well with an
average percentage of 88%.
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