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ABSTRACT

The impact of the Industry Revolution 4.0 (IR4.0) in the workplace requires organisations to
ensure clerical employees can effectively transfer their newly acquired knowledge and skills
learned in training back into the workplace. Hence, an instrument is required to identify
factors influencing the intention to transfer training conduct amongst clerical employees.
Thus, this paper presents the evaluation of construct validity and reliability of the new
instrument to confirm its objectivity and clarity in measuring the constructs under study as
intended. This four-point Likert-type scale instrument consists of 72 self-assessment items
that represent 12 constructs. The Rasch Model was then employed to analyse the construct
validity and reliability by evaluating the suitability of items in the respective constructs on
the instrument. The item and person reliability and strata indices, point-measure correlation,
and outfit mean square values were examined. The analysis found that three constructs in
the item and person reliability index and eight constructs in the item and person reliability
strata index were low but adequate and met the Rasch Model measurement acceptable level.
Meanwhile, point-measure correlation values for all constructs fulfilled the criteria. Finally,
the outfit mean square values established that 65 items in the constructs were found to be
fit, whereas seven items were misfits which require improvement. Subsequently, the seven

misfit items were improved as the item and

person reliability values could be increased,
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INTRODUCTION

Transfer of training is generally described
as the use of knowledge and skills acquired
in employee training into the workplace
(Baldwin et al., 2017; Burke et al., 2013;
Noe & Kodwani, 2018; Saha, 2021). There
is a notion that transfer of training can
essentially affect training effectiveness
(Al Rakhyoot, 2017; Mohanty et al.,
2017; Rahman, 2020; Saha, 2021), which
indicates that the lessons learned are
effectively applied into the workplace. Since
organisations’ performance depends heavily
on employees’ performance, employees
are expected to utilise the knowledge and
skills learned to improve the job quality and
productivity level (Abdullah et al., 2019;
Noe & Kodwani, 2018; Nusrat & Sultana,
2019; Yaqub et al., 2021).

To meet such expectations, organisations
must ensure knowledge transfer can really
occur after training sessions (Anjum et al.,
2021). It is due to the fact that training is
generally considered a significant human
resource practice for organisational growth
(Kodwani & Kodwani, 2021). In view
of that, it is important for organisations
to recognise factors that can influence
the intention to transfer training amongst
their employees. By recognising factors
influencing employees’ training transfer
conduct, organisations can take appropriate
actions to ensure the lessons learned are
applied more effectively into the workplace.

Moreover, in the present Industry
Revolution 4.0 (IR4.0) working environment,
employees at all levels require training
to enhance their overall job performance.

1056

According to Kumar (2018), there are many
levels of employee groups in organisations
where the first level is the individual
employees including the clerical employee
group. Usually, clerical employees are
considered as the backbones in organisations
but sometimes this employee group is
overlooked in the workplace (Muschara,
2018; Robert, 2017). Like other levels of
employee groups, clerical employees must
be consistently upskilled and reskilled
to be more competent in the workplace.
Additionally, the World Economic Forum
(WEF, 2018) reported that the role of clerical
employees would be critically affected by
the impact of the IR4.0. For that reason,
organisations need to revisit their employee
training initiatives. In order to manage the
inevitable situation, clerical employees must
be upskilled and reskilled through quality
employee training programmes. Hence, it
is crucial to ensure that clerical employees
apply the lessons learned during training
back into the workplace effectively, which
in turn can produce quality job performance.

In determining a suitable instrument to
collect data for this study, the decision was
based on several background elements of the
samples, such as job positions, locality, and
workplace culture. The samples were clerical
employees who were mainly Malaysians,
working in a Malaysian Government-
Linked Company (GLC). Furthermore,
the newly developed instrument must be
able to capture responses directly related
to intention to transfer training conduct.
For that reason, the new instrument
was developed instead of adopting and
adapting previous instruments which were
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consistent with Hsu and Sandford (2012)
who suggested that researchers must employ
appropriate instruments to collect data for a
specific study. Thus, it was determined that
the need for a new instrument for this study
was appropriate.

Therefore, an instrument was developed
to collect the feedback from clerical
employees after attending the training
sessions as an effort to identify factors
influencing their training transfer conduct.
Given that it was a newly developed
instrument, it must be evaluated to confirm
its objectivity and clarity, as well as its
validity and reliability to measure what it
was supposed to measure. To determine the
instrument is valid and reliable in measuring
the constructs as intended, face validity,
content validity, and construct validity are
commonly evaluated (Hamed, 2016; Heale
& Twycross, 2015). Five experts from the
academic and training industry background
assessed the face validity and content
validity to evaluate whether the items
were placed according to the appropriate
constructs.

Besides that, the Rasch Model was
employed to determine the validity and
reliability of items developed on the
instrument whereby items must show the
appropriate measure of the respective
constructs. The construct evaluation was
crucial to ensure the scale developed was
acceptable before it could be employed
in the actual study. This is consistent with
the fact that researchers should ensure the
research instrument can collect the required
data and is reliable (Hsu & Sandford, 2012;
Mohajan, 2017). This paper only focuses
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on the construct validity and reliability
evaluation in the validation stage of the
instrument development process to assess
the suitability of items in the respective
constructs.

The Rationale of the Study

Most organisations employ training as a
mean to improve the job performance of
their employees (Kodwani & Kodwani,
2021; Noe & Kodwani, 2018; Saha,
2021; Yaqub et al., 2021). In fact, training
investment continues despite the effect of
economic recession, such as the present
recession caused by the Covid-19 pandemic
(Nicola et al., 2020; Prohorovs, 2020). More
so, in 2020 the WEF reported that 50% of
employees would need to be reskilled by
2025 (WEF, 2020). Then again, training can
only produce desired results if the expected
outcomes can be achieved (Anjum et al.,
2021; Baldwin et al., 2017; Yaqub et al.,
2021). On the other hand, the low transfer
of training by employees has created an
issue as employers are dissatisfied with
the training investment on human capital
(Brion, 2020; Nusrat & Sultana, 2019).
Apparently, only about 10% resulted in
the transfer of training by employees after
returning to the workplace (Brion, 2020;
Igbal & AlSheikh, 2018; Saha, 2021).

As such, the need to identify factors
that could influence the intention to transfer
training conduct amongst employees is
necessary. This is because any actual action
should begin with intention as affirmed
by past and current studies (Ajzen, 2019;
Code, 2020; Kim & Park, 2019). In fact,
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studies on intention to transfer training
are available in past and current transfer
literature (Al Rakhyoot, 2017; Kim &
Park, 2019). However, studies on intention
to transfer training conducts by clerical
employees in Malaysia are scarce. Despite
many studies have been conducted on the
transfer of training in a Malaysian working
environment (Ab Rahman et al., 2019;
Abdullah et al., 2019; Kenayathulla et
al., 2019), a specific study on intention to
transfer training conducts amongst clerical
employees in a Malaysian GLC has yet to
be performed. This presents a research gap
that the study is attempting to undertake.

Thus, the study aims to determine
factors that influence the intention to transfer
training conduct amongst clerical employees
in a Malaysian GLC. Furthermore, clerical
employees need to be developed through
training as they play an important role
in the workplace (Lal & Singh, 2015;
Zarreen, 2018), particularly in supporting
organisations to mitigate the effects of the
IR4.0. This effort could determine factors
influencing clerical employees to apply the
lessons learned in the training sessions back
into the workplace. Determining factors
influencing their intention to transfer training
enables improvement in their application
of the lessons learned after training. The
improvement in clerical employees’
job performance can in turn improve
organisations’ performance. Subsequently,
a self-developed instrument was used to
identify factors influencing intention to
transfer training conduct amongst clerical
employees.
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Importance of Instrument Validation

The assessment of validity and reliability
of an instrument is essential for both
quantitative and qualitative research as a
measure to ensure the instrument employed
is valid and reliable for use in research
(Hamed, 2016; Zamanzadeh et al., 2015).
The reliability and validity of research
outcomes essentially depend on the quality
of the instrument used to collect and
measure the data. Commonly, the items
on the instrument must go through an
evaluation process to verify the items’ clarity,
readability, consistency, and relevance to the
specific constructs. Among the common
types of assessment in determining the
instrument validity and reliability are face
validity, content validity, and construct
validity (Hamed, 2016; Heale & Twycross,
2015).

According to Coates (2018), there are
various validation procedures that can be
used to substantiate the feasibility of the
instrument employed in research. Among
the validation, procedures include face
validity that is about the language clarity,
feasibility, readability, style, and format
used (Hamed, 2016). While content validity
is to evaluate if the items are sufficient
to measure a specific construct on the
instrument (Heale & Twycross, 2015).
Whereas construct validity is to determine
how well an instrument is supposed to
measure what it is intended for (Hamed,
2016; Heale & Twycross, 2015). For that
purpose, the Rasch Model was utilised to
analyse data collected from the pilot study.
In brief, the evaluation of validity and
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reliability performed on this new instrument
was to ascertain that the items were relevant
and adequate to confirm their credibility.

METHODS

This study employed a quantitative
approach using a self-developed online
survey questionnaire to collect data from
clerical employees in a Malaysian GLC.
According to Toepoel (2017), quantitative
web surveys are appropriate to collect
responses from large groups of people and
to generalise the results. In view of that,
the newly developed instrument needs to
be validated to determine its validity and
reliability prior to actual study usage. To
determine the sample size for the pilot study,
a minimum of 30 participants as per a rule
of thumb in education and behavioural
sciences (Suter, 2014; Whitehead et al.,
2016) was adhered to.

In relation to the pilot study, the samples
were first selected according to a set of
criteria fitting the aim of the study; minimum
one-year employment and attended at least
one soft skills training. Then a simple
random technique was utilised to generate
the sampling frame. From the sampling
frame produced, 100 samples were invited
to participate in the pilot survey of which
31 (31%) participants responded. As for
the data collection process involved, an
online survey approach was employed to
collect the feedback. A link to the survey
form was emailed to the selected samples
for their responses. Each completed survey
form was automatically reverted to the
responses folder for analysis. Thereafter, the
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data collected were assessed in determining
the items developed pertaining to factors
influencing intention to transfer training
conduct could essentially measure as
intended.

Scale Development

Generally, in developing the instrument,
the items were formed in line with the
operational definitions of the constructs and
a suitable number of items were considered.
Also, a common rule in formulating items
was followed as the questions should be
clear to enable participants to understand
and answer appropriately (Brinkman,
2009; Tsang et al., 2017). As such, the
generated items must be evaluated for
clarity, readability, consistency, redundancy,
and relevance to the construct under study.
An evaluation of the instrument is to
indicate that the items are relevant and
comprehensive enough to confirm their
credibility (Hamed, 2016; Sangoseni,
Hellman & Hill, 2013; Zamanzadeh et al.,
2015). On that note, the validation process
of the instrument was required as it was
crucial to ascertain the scale developed
was acceptable before it could be tested.
Prior to the construct validity evaluation,
face validity and content validity of the
instrument were performed.

In doing so, a panel of five experts
which consisted of two academicians and
three training practitioners were involved in
the scale development process. The experts
were selected based on their strong academic
background, extensive knowledge, and
familiarity with the concepts, as well as
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years of working experience in the respective
fields. In the process, the experts commented
that a few items on the instrument needed
to be rephrased in order to refine the items
according to the respective constructs.
Consequently, the items were rephrased
and maintained on the instrument for testing
in the pilot study. In short, all items were
acceptable and no items were removed by
the experts after the review.

Briefly, the feedback from the experts
was analysed to evaluate the face validity
and content validity of the instrument. For
face validity, Fleiss’ Kappa (Fleiss’ K)
was used due to its suitability for multiple
raters and flexibility (Falotico & Quatto,
2015). Fleiss’ K revealed the result of 0.658
that suggested the instrument as good and
significant at p = .000 < .005. Meanwhile,
for content validity, a Content Validity Index
(CVI) was used where the result indicated
that the instrument had an excellent CVI
proportion agreement of 0.975. Thus,
the items were considered relevant to the
constructs being studied and ready to be
tested in determining the construct validity.

Survey Instrument

In recent years, the Likert-type scale is the
most popular scale format employed by
researchers (Joye et al., 2017). Likewise,
this study employed the Likert-type scale
format to obtain feedback for analysis from
the respondents of the survey. The questions
prepared on the survey instrument are in
the first-person form point of view where
respondents are requested to select their
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agreement to the items using the four-point
Likert-type scale categories, namely 1 =
strongly disagree to 4 = strongly agree. This
newly developed instrument consists of
72 self-assessment items that represent 12
constructs. The instrument comprises of ten
independent variables: Personal Intentions —
PI (6 items), Personal Expectations — PE (6
items), Training Awareness — TA (4 items),
Training Contents — TC (6 items), Training
Delivery — TD (6 items), Post-Training
Interventions — PTI (6 items), Trainer’s
Quality — TQ (6 items), HOD’s Support —
HS (6 items), Workplace Support — HS (6
items), and Workplace Climate — WC (5
items). Whilst the two dependent variables
are Self-Efficacy — SEf (7 items) and Self-
Motivation — SM (8 items).

For the instrument to be considered
valid, it must also undergo construct validity
evaluation. The instrument in effect depends
on the strength of the instrument to accurately
assess the construct being measured, that is
the measurement precision of the identified
variables by the instrument (Azwani et al.,
2016). Therefore, in evaluating the construct
validity of the instrument, the Rasch Model
with the application of Winsteps 3.72.3
(Linacre, 2011) was utilised to analyse the
data collected from the respondents. All
the required Rasch analyses performed
on the new instrument were measured
against the acceptable quality benchmarks.
Nevertheless, the benchmarks only provide
some indication on the quality of data but by
no mean the absolute criterion (Bond & Fox,
2015; Boone, 2016; Boone et al., 2014).
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Employing Rasch Model Analysis

There are several approaches to construct
an instrument where the Rasch Model
measurement is one of the approaches used
to construct a scale in a research instrument
(Bond & Fox, 2015; Iramaneerat et al.,
2011). The Rasch Model has been widely
used in various aspects of research to analyse
questionnaires and construct validity and
reliability (Fitkov-Norris & Yeghiazarian,
2015). Besides that, the model enables an
instrument to exclude a middle category for
the Likert-type survey responses (Bradley et
al., 2015) which seemed to be suitable for
this study as the instrument employed was
constructed without a middle category.
Moreover, the ability of respondents
to answer the questions and the difficulty
of each item are usually considered as
meeting the construct validity and reliability
criteria (Bradley et al., 2015; Norasmah
et al., 2014). Additionally, Rasch analysis
can identify items’ positions in the model,
whereby items closer to the hypothetical
line indicates a contribution to the construct
(Baghaei, 2008; Bond & Fox, 2015).
Furthermore, the items can be utilised as an
empirical test for construct validity since the
items only measure one latent trait which
indicates that items on the instrument fit the
model (Boone, 2016; Sick, 2011).
However, if the differences are
reasonably acceptable, the data can be
considered as fitting the model because
there are no perfect results (Bond & Fox,
2015; Runnels, 2012). In brief, the item
reliability and strata indices indicate the
extent to which the items conform with the
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Rasch Model measurement. Typically, in
evaluating the instrument reliability, item
and person reliability and strata indices
are analysed. While for construct validity,
item polarity is examined by point-measure
correlation (PTMEA Corr.), and items fit
in the constructs are examined by Outfit
MNSQ values (Bond & Fox, 2015). In
general, the Rasch quality criteria used for
determining the validity and reliability of the
instrument are shown in Table 1.

RESULTS

After running the collected data using the
Rasch Model analysis, the results for the
item and person reliability and strata indices,
the PTMEA correlation, and Outfit MNSQ
values were generated. Thereafter, the
results were analysed to determine whether
the items on the instrument sufficiently
fulfilled the construct validity and reliability
requirement. In the event the items do not
meet the requirement, appropriate actions
need to be taken such as item modification,
replacement, or deletion (Bond & Fox,
2015; Boone, 2016).

Reliability and Separation Index of
Constructs

The Rasch Model analysis assessed 72
items on the new instrument against the
acceptable quality criteria. To evaluate the
construct validity of this new instrument,
the item reliability and separation (strata)
index and person reliability and separation
(strata) index were analysed to confirm the
instrument validity and reliability. Based on
the criteria, the item and person reliability
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Table 1
Summary of Rasch Model quality criteria
Criterion Values Denotations References
Person and Item Reliability <0.67 Poor Boone (2016); Linacre
0.67- Fair and Fisher (2012);
0.80 Linacre (2005, cited in
0.81- 0.90 Good Norasmah et al., 2014)
0.91- 0.94 Very Good
>0.94 Excellent
Person and Item Strata <0.5 Less productive for Bond and Fox (2015);
measurement, but not Linacre (2005, cited in
degrading. Norasmah et al., 2014)
05-1.5 Productive for measurement.
Unproductive for construction
1.5-2.0 of measurement, but not
degrading.
>2.0 Distorts or degrades the
measurement system.
Point Measure Correlation >0.3 Acceptable Bond and Fox (2015);
(PTMEA Corr.) Bond and Fox (2007,
Outfit Mean Square (MNSQ) 0.5<x<1.5  Acceptable cited in Norasmah et al.,

z-Standardised Value (ZSTD)

-2.0<x<2.0 Acceptable

2014); Boone (2016);
Boone et al. (2014)

values < 0.67 are considered poor (Boone,
2016), whilst for the item and person strata
values > 2.0 indicate the instrument is good
(Bond & Fox, 2015). Table 2 below displays
the results of the item and person reliability
and separation indices generated by Rasch
analysis.

Referring to the table, the results of the
item reliability values for constructs PE, P1,
TA, TD, PTI, TQ, HS, WC, SEf, and SM
were in the range of fair to very good but two
constructs TC (0.62) and WS (0.59) scored
poor item reliability. Whilst the person
reliability values for PE, TA, TD, PTI, TQ,
HS, WC, WS, SEf, and SM were in the range
of fair to good but one construct PI showed
poor person reliability of 0.62. Normally,
low item reliability is caused by insufficient
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person sample size to confirm item difficulty
hierarchy, whereas low person reliability is
caused by the small number of items (Boone
& Noltemeyer, 2017; Linacre & Fisher,
2012). Although the values for TC and WS
(item reliability) and PI (person reliability)
did not conform to high-reliability values
(> 0.67), the values were adequate and
met the acceptable level as the reliability
values can be increased when the misfit
items are improved or removed (Boone &
Noltemeyer, 2017; Pallant, 2011).

The results in Table 2 also show the
item and person strata values. In general,
the value of the item strata refers to the level
of item difficulties, while the person strata
is used to classify people’s responses to
the questions on the instrument. Norasmah
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Table 2
Reliability and strata result for constructs
Total Item Item Person
Construct T T
(72) Reliability Strata Reliability Strata

Personal Expectations (PE) 6 0.73 1.66 0.77 1.78
Personal Intentions (PI) 6 0.92 343 0.62 1.34
Training Awareness (TA) 4 0.79 1.92 0.85 2.26
Training Contents (TC) 6 0.62 1.37 0.75 1.58
Training Delivery (TD) 6 0.80 1.99 0.70 1.54
Post-Training Interventions (PTI) 6 0.68 1.45 0.80 2.08
Trainer’s Quality (TQ) 6 0.83 2.24 0.71 1.59
HOD’s Support (HS) 6 0.72 1.60 0.81 2.05
Workplace Support (WS) 6 0.59 1.22 0.74 1.68
Workplace Climate (WC) 5 0.88 2.72 0.77 1.75
Self-Efficacy (SEf) 7 0.71 1.58 0.67 1.45
Self-Motivation (SM) 8 0.89 291 0.86 2.50

et al. (2014) cited that Linacre (2005)
recommended value > 2.0 as good. Ideally,
the higher value of the strata indices of the
items indicates the instrument is better as the
items are separated by levels of difficulty.
The overall results in the table exhibit
that the item strata values for the 12
constructs were between the values of 1.22
to 3.43 and the person strata values ranged
from 1.34 to 2.50. Statistically, the items on
the instrument can be separated into three
strata or levels of difficulty and two groups
of people. In short, the results indicated
that the items and person strata respectively
displayed 8 constructs scored strata values
< 2.0. Usually, low item separation implies
that the person sample size is not sufficient
to confirm the item difficulty hierarchy,
whereas low person strata is due to the small
number of items on the instrument (Boone &
Noltemeyer, 2017; Md Yunus et al., 2017).
Likewise, the item and person separation
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indices can increase if the reliability of
items is enhanced by improving or deleting
misfit items (Boone & Noltemeyer, 2017;
Pallant, 2011).

Item Polarity of Constructs

In the Rasch Model measurement, the
validity of items in a polarity item report
exhibits if all items move in one direction
in a construct. The main output is referred to
as a correlation coefficient of measurement
point which is known as the point-measure
correlation coefficient. PTMEA correlation
near zero or negative can mean the items
are not consistent with the construct (Bond
& Fox, 2015), indicating the items in the
construct are not aligned with other items to
measure that particular construct (Md Yunus
etal.,2017). If the PTMEA correlation value
is high, it implies that the items are able to
distinguish between respondents’ ability to
answer the questions, whereas the PTMEA
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correlation value < 0.30 denotes that the
items do not fulfill the criteria (Bond &
Fox, 2015).

Table 3 displays a summary of the
PTMEA correlation for 72 items on the
instrument. The results showed PTMEA
correlation index on the instrument displays
> (.30 with no item nearly zero or negative
index with the minimum PTMEA correlation
index of 0.54 for item SEf7 and maximum
index 0.96 for item WS6. Thus, the results
suggested that the items could contribute to
the validity measurement of the instrument.

Item Fit in Measuring Constructs

Further analysis was conducted to validate
the appropriateness of items in the constructs,
that is to determine how well the data fit the
model. The analysis technique employed
in the study to evaluate item fit was outfit
means square (Outfit MNSQ) as used by
Boone et al. (2014). This was consistent
with Linacre (2012), who highlighted that
item fit analysis only needs to report on the
outfit unless irrelevant outliers contaminated

the data severely. Additionally, Rasch
analysis calculates ZSTD (z-standardised)
which measures the probability of MNSQ
occurring by chance (Boone et al., 2014).
However, in evaluating the item fit, it is
recommended to examine MNSQ first
then followed by ZSTD as the ZSTD value
is based on MNSQ (Boone et al., 2014;
Linacre & Fisher, 2012).

If the Outfit MNSQ value is higher
than 1.5, it indicates that the item is not
consistent with other items in the same
construct. Modification or elimination of
the items needs to be made to the items that
fall out of the quality criteria acceptable
range (Boone et al., 2014). This is because
problematic items can affect the reliability
and validity of the instrument. Nevertheless,
Bond and Fox (2015) advised that items
should not simply be dropped as such action
could cause good items to be lost. Based
on the quality criteria, seven items that did
not fit the Rasch Model measurement were
identified as shown in Table 4. Since the
misfit items fulfilled the requirement of the

Table 3

PTMEA correlation results for constructs
Construct/
No. of PE PI TA TC ™D PTI TQ HS WS WC SEf SM
Items
1 092 079 093 089 068 0.85 0.79 086 090 095 0.63 0.55
2 093 0.69 0.85 0.91 0.67 076 0.89 0.83 090 095 0.79 0.76
3 091 072 095 0.93 095 082 0.87 09 093 090 0.85 0.90
4 083 0.83 0.81 0.93 083 0.8 0.79 090 090 087 0.67 0.8
5 083 0.75 0.91 088 0.86 0.73 085 085 0.86 0.79 0.75
6 0.81 0.80 091 0.68 0.89 0.70 0.81 0.96 0.75 0.89
7 0.54 0.88
8 0.90
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Table 4
Misfit items
No Item Outfit MNSQ Outfit ZSTD  Construct
1 SM1 322 5.1 Self-Motivation (SM)
2 SM2 2.44 3.7 Self-Motivation (SM)
3 SEf3 2.25 2.3 Self-Efficacy (SEf)
4 P12 3.54 4.9 Personal Intentions (PI)
5 PTI3 2.07 3.1 Post-Training Interventions (PTI)
6 HS5 1.90 2.4 HOD’s Support (HS)
7 HS6 247 3.8 HOD’s Support (HS)

relevant constructs, improving the items can
increase the reliability and strata values of
the items in the constructs, thus the items
were examined to modify the problems and
retained.

DISCUSSION

The new instrument was developed to gather
data in determining factors influencing
intention to transfer training conduct
amongst clerical employees. Then the
items on the instrument must be validated to
ensure they could measure as intended. The
evaluation could indicate whether the items
are relevant to confirm the instrument’s
credibility which is crucial to produce
valid and reliable outcomes (Hamed, 2016;
Zamanzadeh et al., 2015). The Rasch Model
measurement was employed to verify the
validity and reliability of items on the
newly developed instrument to ensure
the suitability of items in the respective
constructs. Essentially, the Rasch Model
analysed the item reliability and strata index
for the instrument reliability and examined
the point-measure correlation (PTMEA
Corr.) and Outfit MNSQ values for the
construct validity.
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From the analysis on the item reliability
and strata index for the instrument reliability,
all items and persons reliability generally
achieved high-reliability values (> 0.67).
However, item reliability values for TC
(0.62) and WS (0.59) and person reliability
for PI (0.62) did not conform to high-
reliability values. Whereas for the item
and person strata indices, eight constructs
showed a low index (< 2.0). The low values
in the item reliability and strata index were
due to insufficient person sample size to
confirm item difficulty and the low values
in the person reliability and strata index
were due to the small number of items on
the instrument. Nevertheless, the values are
sufficient in meeting the acceptable level as
both the item reliability and item strata index
values can be increased once the misfit items
are improved (Boone & Noltemeyer, 2017;
Pallant, 2011).

Meanwhile, for the construct validity,
Rasch analysis generated positive PTMEA
Corr. values for all the 72 items in the
constructs (> 0.30) with no item nearly zero
or negative index. The results implied that
all the items moved in the same direction
of the measurement scale and correlated
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with the other constructs on the instrument
(Bond & Fox, 2015). To sum up, the findings
implied that the items are able to distinguish
between respondents’ ability to answer the
questions which fulfilled the criteria.

As for the item fit analysis, only Outfit
MNSQ was analysed as there were no
irrelevant outliers that contaminated the
data. The Outfit MNSQ results exhibited that
a total of 65 items were found to be fit and
seven items (SM1, SM2, SEf3, PI2, PTI3,
HSS5, and HS6) in the constructs were misfit
which, hence, require improvement. Since
the misfit items are relevant to the constructs
assessed, the seven items are retained on the
instrument after the items were checked for
weaknesses and modified.

CONCLUSION

The study intends to determine factors
influencing intention to transfer training
conduct amongst clerical employees. Using
this instrument, the data collected in the
study could provide a better insight into
factors influencing their intention to transfer
training conduct into the workplace. As a
result, the application of lessons learned
in training into the workplace could be
improved. This effort enables organisations
to make required improvements if needed
so that clerical employees could apply
the lessons learned more effectively after
training. Accordingly, clerical employees
could improve their job performance which,
to an extent, could support organisations
in mitigating and navigating the IR4.0
challenges.
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For that purpose, the new instrument
was developed for data collection whereby
the instrument must undergo the validity
and reliability test. The test was required
to ascertain the instrument could measure
the constructs as intended. Employing the
Rasch Model, the analysis was performed
to determine the validity and reliability
of the items in the constructs. Thereafter,
the analysis produced a valid and reliable
instrument to evaluate relevant constructs
under study. Now, the instrument is ready to
be utilised to investigate factors influencing
intention to transfer training conduct
amongst clerical employees in a Malaysian
GLC.
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