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Abstract:

Numerous psychological instruments can be used to assess personality,
including those from the IPIP website. Portions from the IPIP measures had
been translated and validated in Malaysia with unclear validity evidence.
Additionally, narrow traits (from the broad five factors) had not been examined
in the Malaysian civil servant’s context. As part of a research project
examining over-indebtedness among civil servants, this study attempted to
validate 11 narrow traits (89 items). Back translation into Bahasa Melayu
involved adapting the items to be culturally appropriate. Through expert
validation, pre-testing, and a survey of Malaysian civil servants, it was
determined that the narrow traits demonstrated good internal consistency,
albeit with some items removed. Exploratory Factor Analysis based on data
from 134 civil servants and Composite Reliability as well as Discriminant
Validity (SmartPLS Analysis) based on data from 490 civil servants provided
evidence that the 11 narrow traits have satisfactory structural validity.
However, the traits tend to be structurally separated based on wording direction
(positive vs negative). It can be concluded that the Bahasa Melayu version is
appropriate for measuring the personality of Malaysian civil servants.
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Introduction

Psychological testing and evaluation in psychology help researchers delve deeper into people's
issues and problems, allowing relevant experts to develop appropriate treatment plans and
interventions. Assessment aids in collecting information about an individual by observing
behaviour under specific conditions and against specific simulations. The psychological
assessment uses objective methods like standardised tests and less objective methods like
observations and interviews. Objective tests have been frequently used to investigate abilities,
but it was not until the writings of Cattell and Warburton that these instruments were also
methodically created to research personality (Santacreu, (2024).

Psychological testing is the systematic and scientific process of evaluating or assessing an
individual's behaviour. In other words, the psychological assessment significantly contributes
valuable information to understanding individual characteristics and attributes by
accumulating, incorporating, and interpreting data about an individual (Groth-Marnat, 2009).

According to the American Psychological Association, each person has a unique
personality that is reflected in  their  distinctive ways of thinking, feeling, and
behaving. This helps to distinguish the individual differences between people (BW Robert,
2022). Allport and other' personality experts claimed that understanding personality traits is
the most significant way to explain differences between people. Personality traits represent
fundamental dimensions individuals vary (Matthew, Deary, & Whiteman, 2003). Personality
traits become more stable with age, peaking during early life and leveling off in young
adulthood. This trend aligns with increased maturity and valuing individual differences is
crucial (Bleidorn, 2022). Personality studies focus on two broad areas: the first is an
understanding of individual differences in personality traits, such as togetherness or irritability.
The second area is to comprehend how the various components of a person work together to
form a whole.

Personality traits imply consistency and stability. The IPIP Big-Five factors' (B5F) items were
chosen to measure the Big Five dimensions and facets with as few items as feasible while
maintaining appropriate levels of validity and reliability. The Big Five model identifies five
major personality traits: Extraversion, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, Neuroticism, and
Openness. To measure someone's personality, a series of questionnaires are presented with a
broad range of items. However, due to the complexity of human personality, thorough
inventories are necessary (JO Ogunsemi, 2022). The Big Five's enormous scope is one of its
limitations. Facets, or narrow traits nested inside domains, frequently account for more result
variance than the Big Five domains and give higher specificity to personality-outcome
correlations (Paunonen & Ashton, 2001). Growing research demonstrates that nuance-level
models are more specific and predictive than facets or domain-based models (Elleman et al.,
2020). The instrument's scales showed strong internal reliability (M =0.83) and convergent
validity with Goldberg's (1992) adjectives and Costa and McCrae's (1992) NEO Five-Factor
Inventory (NEO-FFI; John & Srivastava, 1999). To fully understand the potential of the Big
Five model, practical instruments need to be developed in various languages.

The aim of this research is to produce a Bahasa Melayu version of the IPIP B5F. Thus, the
specific objectives are (1) to evaluate the Bahasa Melayu translation with subject matter
experts, and (2) to evaluate the psychometric properties of the BM version. The researchers
assessed the psychometric properties of the IPIP B5F items in Bahasa Melayu using two main
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criteria: (a) the degree of correspondence between Bahasa Melayu translation's factor structure
and the original English translations; and (b) the internal consistency of the IPIP B5F items.

Methodology

Instruments

The researcher referred to questions adapted and modified from the International Personality
Item Pool (IPIP), which was also used by Johnson (2014), among others, to assess 11 narrow
traits of the Five Factor Model using an 89-item public domain collection which involved
Openness: Ideas (10 items) and Actions (8 items), Conscientiousness: Deliberation (6 items),
Competence (7 tems), Extraversion: Assertiveness (9 items), Excitement (7 items),
Agreeableness: Trust (6 items), Compliance (8 items) and Neuroticism: Self-Consciousness (8
items), Vulnerability (10 items), Impulsiveness (10 items). The International Personality Item
Pool's official website, accessible at http://ipip.ori.org, boasts an impressive collection of over
3,000 items and more than 250 scales derived from these items. This comprehensive resource
is widely recognized for its diverse applications, notably in the context of the Big Five
personality traits (Goldberg, 2001). This item is derived from 100 unipolar Big-Five factor
indicators and employs a four-point Likert scale. The responses are aggregated to form a single
composite score, providing a quantitative assessment of a character or personality trait.

Ethical considerations, such as the permission of the University of Malaya's ethics committee,
clearance from administrators of the Public Service Department, anonymity, informed consent,
and withdrawal from the study, were all observed.

Translation

The translation process consists of two stages: (1) analyzing the original text and its meaning,
and (2) re-expressing the meaning in the target language using the words or sentences received
(Rietveld, 2019). Hence the researchers used two methods; the first word-for-word translation
as the initial translation process to ensure the original meaning is preserved and researchers can
understand the mechanism of the source language. Two professional translators had
independently translated the 109 items of the original English item from the IPIP B5F, as stated
in the early stages of translation using the word-for-word translation method. The next step is
to adapt these items to achieve the original language's goals while also adhering to local cultural
norms. Five expert judges reached a unanimous decision on the best translation.
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Table 1
Summary Section of Narrow Personality Traits Items.

Broad Facets Narrow Trait Description No of Items
Openness Ideas Narrow Traits 10
Actions Personality is described 8
Conscientiousness Deliberation as an individual’s 6
Competence specific innate tendency 7
Extraversion Assertiveness to respond cognitively, 9
Excitement affectively, and 7
Agreeableness Trust behaviourally to various 6
Compliance situations and life 8
Neuroticism Self-Consciousness events. 8
Vulnerability 10
Impulsiveness 10

Source http://ipip.ori.org/). Internet Web Site Goldberg (2006)

Face and Content Validation

For this study, the researcher consulted ten experts, scholars, and lecturers in the disciplines of
psychology (psychometrics and personality) to determine the instrument's validity. Content
validity is the appropriateness of test items to the test content to be measured, where the content
can evaluate mastery, domain skills, and the respondent's comprehension of the things to be
tested. Face validity experts are selected based on two criteria: competence in developing
psychological instruments, psychometric or psychological testing, and direct involvement in
the practice of psychology for more than five years, as well as English and Malay proficiency.
To enhance face validity, some modifications were made based on the recommendations of the
consulted experts, including the use of relevant terminology from the outset. A panel of expert
reviews of content validity reveals that the indicators of the various notions are truly distinct
(Hair, Gabriel, & Patel, 2014). Therefore, it is possible to conclude that the study's face and
content validity requirements were met.

Exploratory Factor Analysis

In this research, both the primary test and the pilot test were administered. The pilot study
involved distributing a set of questions to 200 participants using Google Forms, and receiving
134 completed questionnaires in return. Due to the optimal quantity and selection, these
participants represent a part of the population and exhibit comparable traits (Lis' Nacre, 2005;
Mohd Majid, 2005; Chua, 2006). We administered the revised Malay version of IPIP B5F and
11-NPT to Malaysian civil officials, with the assistance of human resource departments from
several Malaysian government ministries, to analyze narrow personality traits. We have
substantially improved the instrument's reliability based on this analysis's findings.

JAMOVI V2.0 software was used to analyse data from the pilot test. To investigate the factorial
structure of the Big Five Factors, which consists of 11 facets. Each of the 134 items in the
instrument underwent exploratory factor analysis with oblique rotation. According to Table 3
indicated value for Bartlett's test of sphericity, the correlation structure is suitable for factor
analysis. Using maximum likelihood factor analysis with a cut-off point of 0.40 and the
Kaiser's criteria of eigenvalues larger than 1. The correlation structure is deemed suitable for
factor analysis, and the factors solution was determined to be the best match for the data.
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The overall KMO value for each construct is 0.70, meeting the desired score as per Hoelzle &
Meyer (2013) and Lloret et al. (2017). Values below 0.50 are unequivocally unacceptable, as
stated by Child (2006), Hair et al. (2010), and Kaiser (1974), indicating that the correlation
matrix is not factorable. Based on the data and analysis of the pilot study, the researcher
determined that 25 items did not meet the study's measuring requirements and should be
eliminated.

Quantitative content validity, on the other hand, maintains confidence in the selection of the
most important and accurate information in an instrument, as measured by the content validity
ratio (CVR). In this manner, experts are asked whether a specific item in a set of things is
required to operate a construct. For that purpose, they are asked to rate each item from 1 to 4
on a four-point scale of "Not Relevant,” "Somewhat Relevant,” "Quite Relevant," and "Highly
Relevant." The range for the content validity ratio is between 1 and -1. The higher the score,
the more panellists concur on the significance of an instrument's item. The content validity
ratio formula is CVR= (Ne - N/2)/(N/2), where Ne is the number of panellists who indicated
"Highly Relevant”, and N is the total number of panellists. The Lawshe Table determines the
content validity ratio's numerical value. In our study with ten panellists, for instance, if the
CVR is greater than 0.6, the item with an acceptable significance level will be accepted.
Following the theoretical definitions of the construct and its dimension, panel members are
asked to rate instrument items on a 4-point ordinal scale regarding comprehensibility and
relevance to the construct under study. It is the most frequently reported method for
establishing content validity in instrument development reports.

Following a series of translations, adaptations, expert content validation, and quantification of
the content validity ratio (CVR), the psychometric properties of the translated IPIP B5F and
11-NPT were measured using four different types of analysis: item analysis, domain and facet
reliability, exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and measurement model analysis. On the data
from the studies, item analyses, factor analyses, and analyses of facets reliabilities were
performed.

Considering our validation criteria, we needed a sample that was:
1. Large enough to obtain a stable factor solution
2. Diverse in terms of demographic background
3. Large enough to compare factor solutions across age groups

Internet studies are a quick and easy approach to collecting extensive samples, and they are at
least as representative as the convenience samples commonly employed in psychology
(Sosling, Vazire, Stivastava, & John, 2004).

Sample: Measurement Modelling

In 2021, during the widespread effects of the COVID-19 pandemic and the implementation of
the Malaysian government's Movement Control Order (MCO), a survey was conducted using
a Google Form questionnaire. Despite the challenges posed by the lockdown, 492 out of 513
respondents completed the survey through convenience sampling, which was the only viable
method available at the time. A minimum and representative sample for evaluating the
translated instrument was successfully gathered using the e-survey.
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The measurement model (validity and reliability of measurements) was examined in this work

using Anderson and Gerbing's (1988) multistage analytical approaches. (Putting theories to the

test.) The researcher employed the bootstrapping approach to determine the importance of the

route coefficients and loadings (5000 resamples). This study's and research methodology's

variables are all multi-item constructs regarded as reflecting rather than formative. The

reflecting construct seeks inter-correlated, unidimensional metrics with strong internal

consistency. The outer model in PLS-SEM is a component of a route model that includes the
indicators and their relationships with the constructs (Hair, Hult, et al., 2017).

Visual Process of Questionnaires Development and Validation
Exploratory Factor Analysis

Questionaires Development Expert Pre Test

Validation Pilot Test
(Item adaption, Face and |:> |:> (10 profesional |:>

Content Validity) Ex(ple?ts) practioners) (134 respondents)

Measurement Model

Discriminant Validity
Convergent Reliability [> (Fornell-Larker &

Examnination of Composite Indicator
E> E> HTMT ratio).

Reliability (p,) Reliability

Measurement model tested on 492 respondent

Data Analysis Procedure

To ensure a robust measurement model, high internal consistency and intercorrelated measures
within the reflecting construct are essential. The outer model in PLS-SEM connects indicators
with constructs in the route model. Detailed steps for accessing the measurement model are
provided, and measures illustrate the effects of an underlying concept. The relationship
between a concept and its measures is termed as causality in PLS-SEM (Hair, Hult, et al.,
2017).

A first assessment is carried out to ascertain reliability and internal consistency. The tests are
conducted by the researcher using the Composite Reliability Index and Cronbach's Alpha. The
composite dependability for all constructions should more than the minimal cut-off value of
0.7. This internal consistency reliability metric does not need equal indicator loadings, in
contrast to Cronbach's alpha (Hair, Hult, et al., 2017). These results are important due to ensure
that the measuring technique was sufficiently trustworthy.

This stage then moves on to convergent validity. According to Urbach & Ahlemann (2010),
convergent validity is the degree to which certain indicators accurately reflect the constructs in
comparison to indicators measuring other constructs. It is demonstrated when there is a strong
correlation between the scores obtained from two different instruments measuring the same
concept (Sekaran & Bougie, 2016). Convergent validity is determined by the use of the
Average Variance Extracted (AVE). The AVE measures how well a latent construct matches
the variance of its indicators (Hair, Hult, et al., 2017). AVE > 0.5 (Fornell & Larcker, 1981;
Gefen, Straub, & Boudreau, 2000; Hair, Hult, Ringle, & Sarstedt, 2014)
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Next, the determination of discriminant validity involves three (3) types of tests. The first is a
comparison of cross-loadings (table 6), which examines the correlations between indicators
(items) and other model components. To show discriminant validity, the indicator's (item's)
outer loading (table 7) on the associated construct must be bigger than any of its cross-loadings
on other constructs (Hair et al., 2014; Hair, Hult, et al., 2017). It indicates that all of the
indicator's outer loading has met the loading threshold score. Secondly, Fornell and Larcker's
criteria (table 8) is a discriminant validity measure that compares the square root of each
construct's AVE to its correlations with the other constructs in the model. Thus, the Fornell-
Larcker results on discriminant validity in this study fit the requirement since discriminant
validity exists when the square root of a construct's AVE is greater than its correlation with
other constructs in the same model.

And then, the Hetereotrait-Monotrait (HTMT) Ratio is the final test, it estimates the underlying
correlation between two constructs assuming they were fully assessed (totally reliable) (Hair,
Hult, et al., 2017). HTMT is the average of all indicators across constructs measuring different
constructs compared to the average correlations of indicators measuring the same construct
(Henseler, Ringle, & Sarstedt, 2015). The HTMT approach introduced by Henseler et al. (2015)
is used to examine discriminant validity. The "ratio of between-trait correlations to within-trait
correlations™ is known as HTMT (Hair et al., 2017). This study employed two ways to
determine discriminant validity. If the HTMT value exceeds 0.85 (Kline, 2011), discriminant
validity issues exist.

Results

Participants reported their age, gender, marital status, and educational level after completing
the translated IPIP B5SF and 11-NPT. In the first-level exam sample, there were 134 Malaysian
civil servants, 57.5 per cent of whom were men and 45.2 per cent women. Nearly seventy-six
per cent of responders are between the ages of 31 and 40, while only 14 per cent are between
18 and 30. Seventy-seven per cent of those polled were married, while the remaining 22.4%
were classified as either categorically single or still in high school. A total of 492 Malaysian
public servants took the second-level test. The demographic details show that 165 were male
(33.5%) and 327 were female (66.5%). In terms of age, the majority were between 31 and 40
years (44.1%), followed by 41 to 50 years (32.7%), 51 years and over (11.8%), and 18 to 30
years (11.4%). Of the 492 respondents, 295 had bachelor's degrees or postgraduate studies
(60%), 95 had a high school certificate (SPM) or vocational certifications (19.3%), and 102
had diplomas (20.76%). Eighty-two percent of the respondents were married, and 85.2% had
served for more than five years. Furthermore, 265 respondents (53.9%) and 227 respondents
(46.1%) belonged to the supporting staff group and management and professional group, (table
2).
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Participants’ Demographics

Variables Frequency (f) Percentage (%)
Gender Male 165 335
Female 327 66.5
Age 18 -30 56 11.4
31-40 217 44.1
41 -50 161 32.7
51 and above 58 11.8
Length of Service  Below 5 years 73 14.8
6 years above 419 85.2
Academic Level Postgrad/ Bachelor’s Degree 295 60
Diploma/ STPM/STAM 102 20.7
SPM/Vocational/Skills 95 19.3
Certificate
Marital Status Single 75 15.2
Married 400 81.3
Single Mother/Father/Divorcee 17 34
Service Group Management & Professional 227 46.1
Supporting Staff 265 53.9
Total 492 100.0

In pilot stage, items were subjected to reliability analysis. The reliability of a measuring
instrument in measuring a concept in a study measures its accuracy and stability (Creswell,
2012). According to Mohd Faizal and Leow (2017), reliability is essential to determine whether
a questionnaire item should be retained or removed. Din et al. (2009) stated that the higher the
reliability value of the questionnaire, the more precise and reliable the data obtained. Based on
the pilot study's data and analysis, the researcher determined that 16 items did not meet the
study's measurement standards and should be removed. A summary of factor analyses on the
narrow traits is shown in Table 3 below.

Table 3
Total Items Retained and Dropped
Bartlett’s KMO Item
Construct Test of Measure of  Parallel Eigenvalue  Delete Cronbach’
[No. of Item] Sphericit Sampling Analysis g q Sa
y Adequacy
2
Ideas [10] oo df (45 P o752 2Factors  1Factor Nul 0.783
2
Actions [10] s df @8) P 693 2 Factors llzactors N0.5.8 0.738
2
Deliberation [8] ﬁggi df (15 p 0.833 1 Factor 1 Factor No.1,2 0.864
2
Competence [8] ’éggzl df @) p 0.773 3 Factors 1 Factor No.8 0.801
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Assertiveness [10]
Excitement [10]
Trust [9]

Compliance [10]

Self-Consciousness
[10]

Vulnerability [10]

Impulsiveness [10]

362
<.001
13249
<.001
*209
<.001
810
<.001
¥*297
<.001
1686
<.001
576
<.001

df

df

df

df

df

df

df

(36)
1)
(15)
(28)
(28)
(45)

(45)

o

0.729

0.736

0.690

0.887

0.751

0.810

0.709

3 Factors

3 Factors

3 Factors

1 Factor

3 Factors

3 Factors

3 Factors

Factors No.9

1 Factor No.5,9,10
1 Factor No.1,2,3
1 Factor No.1,2

1 Factor No.3,9

2
Factors Nul
Factors Nul

0.766

0.761

0.729

0.913

0.774

0.857

0.796

As mentioned, Cronbach's alpha and Exploratory Factor Analysis were used to evaluate the
new translated IPIP B5F and 11-NPT for reliability. The value obtained from each construct
were all >0.7, which indicated high reliability.

Then Smart PLS 3.0 Measurement Model analysis was used to assess the second phase for this
item validation. Ringle, Wende, and Becker (2015). Hair et al. (2019) and Purwanto. The initial
examination is carried out to determine internal consistency and reliability. The researcher
again used Cronbach's Alpha and the Composite Reliability Index to execute the experiments.
Table 4 shows that the Cronbach alpha values in this study range from 0.600 to 0.940. The
composite reliability should be more than 0.7 to demonstrate appropriate internal consistency.
Hair, Ringle, and Sarstedt (2011). The results also show that for each batch of data, the
composite reliability for all constructions surpassed the minimal cut-off value of 0.7, ranging
from 0.700 to 0.950. Unlike Cronbach's alpha, this measure of internal consistency reliability
does not necessitate equal indicator loadings (Hair, Hult, et al., 2017). These data project that
the measuring approach was sufficiently reliable.

Table 4
Construct Reliability and Validity
. Average
Cr;r;l;ﬁ;h 3 rho_A P Variance
Extracted (AVE)

ACT 0.794 0.822 0.865 0.616
AST 0.733 0.810 0.816 0.530
COM 0.881 1.007 0.907 0.661
CPL 0.944 0.966 0.954 0.721
DEL 0.931 0.955 0.947 0.783
EXC 0.607 0.626 0.834 0.716
IDE 0.753 0.818 0.829 0.551
IMP 0.817 0.833 0.870 0.575
SCO 0.850 0.861 0.892 0.623
TRU 0.649 0.710 0.846 0.735
VUL 0.814 0.832 0.877 0.643
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The indicator reliability is assessed after establishing the reliability of each internal consistency
reliability. As seen in table 6 (Cross/Outer Loading), all items have satisfactory indicator
reliability (ranging from 0.560 to 0.980), with all AVE ratings more than 0.5 exceeding the
Byrne (2016) threshold value. The variance derived from the item reveals how much of an
item’s variation is explained by the concept (Hair, Hult, et al., 2017). However, as shown in
table 5, several items fell short of the satisfactory AVE score; the result resulted in the deletion
of 14 entries, and the following items have been removed.

Table 5
Deleted Item
No Construct Item Deleted
1 Ideas IDEO3
2 Action ACTO04
3 Excitement EXCO03, EXC04, EXC05
4 Assertiveness ASTO05
5 Trust TRUO1, TRUO02, TRUO5
6 Deliberation DELO
7 Self-Conscientiousness SCO05, SCO07
8  Vulnerability VULO05
9 Ideas IDEO3

According to the result, each batch of data's composite reliability—which ranged from 0.700
to 0.950—exceeded the minimal cut-off value of 0.7. This internal consistency reliability
metric does not need equal indicator loadings, in contrast to Cronbach's alpha (Hair, Hult, et
al., 2017).

Likewise, the purpose of studying indicator reliability is to discover the extent to which an
indicator or set of indications is consistent with what it is supposed to signify (Urbach &
Ahlemann, 2010). The indicator reliability denotes the fraction of indicator variance explained
by the hidden variable. Loading values equal to or more than 0.5 are acceptable for indicator
reliability if the aggregate of loadings results in high loading scores, contributing to an AVE
score greater than 0.5. (Byrne 2016). SmartPLS 3.3.3 calculates the AVE value using the PLS
Algorithm, and table 6 provides the AVE values for all constructs and items. All constructs had
AVE values greater than 0.5 for each set of data. The lowest AVE value given is for
Assertiveness (0.530) followed by Ideas (0.551) and impulsiveness (0.575). Excitement
(0.530). Meanwhile, Action (0.616) Self-consciousness (0.623), Vulnerability (0.643) and
Competence (0.661). Following that, Excitement (0.716), Compliance (0.721), Trust (0.735)
and Deliberation score at (0.783). If the value of AVE is more than 0.5 and explains at least
50% of the variation in the supplied indicators (Chin, 2010a; Hair, Hult, Ringle, & Sarstedt,
2017), the measurement model has adequate convergent validity.

Meanwhile the criteria proposed by Fornell and Larcker (1981) (Table 8) relates the model
correlations of each construct to its square root of AVE. Since each concept has discriminant
validity when the square root of its AVE is bigger than its correlation with other constructs in
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the same model, the results of Fornell and Larcker's (1981) discriminant validity research
match the necessary criteria.

When using the PLS Algorithm, none of the associated constructs, as indicated in Table 9,
contradict the HTMT value, suggesting that construct validity is attained in the measurement.
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IMP

SCS

TRU VUL

ACTO1
ACTO02
ACTO03
ACTO05
ASRO1
ASR02
ASRO03
ASR04
COMO1
COMO02
COMO03
COMO04
COMO05
CPLO1
CPLO2
CPLO3
CPLO4
CPLOS5
CPLO6
CPLO7
CPLO8
DELO1
DELO2
DELO3
DELO04
DELO5
DELO6
EXCO01
EXCO02
IDEQG6
IDEO7
IDEO8
IDEQ9
IDE10

0.700
0.580
0.760
0.720

0.620
0.650
0.600
0.640

0.740
0.810
0.840
0.830
0.800

0.770
0.890
0.700
0.840
0.810
0.880
0.920
0.900

0.880
0.920
0.890
0.590
0.800
0.870

0.820
0.560

0.620
0.600
0.600
0.730
0.700
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Column ACT ASR COM CPL DEL EXC IDE IMP SCS TRU VUL
IMPO1 0.650
IMP02 0.780
IMPO3 0.790
IMP04 0.780
IMPO5 0.730
SCS01 0.740
SCS02 0.730
SCS03 0.750
SCS04 0.790
SCS05 0.650
SCS06 0.770
TRUO3 0.980
TRUO4 0.730
VULO01 0.660
VULO02 0.720
VULO03 0.740
VULO04 0.720
Table 7
Results Summary for Reflective Measurement Models
Constructs  Items Indicator Convergent Internal Consistency Reliability
Reliability Validity
Outer Loadings AVE pe a
>0.60 >0.50 >0.7 >0.7
ACT ACTO1 0.733 0.616 0.865 0.794
ACTO02 0.843
ACTO3 0.822
ACTO05 0.737
ASR ASRO01 0.629 0.530 0.816 0.733
ASR02 0.659
ASRO03 0.757
ASR04 0.847
COM COoMo1 0.750 0.661 0.907 0.881
COMO02 0.813
COMO03 0.850
COMO04 0.840
COMO05 0.809
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Constructs  Items Indicator Convergent  Internal Consistency Reliability
Reliability Validity
Outer Loadings AVE pe o

>0.60 >0.50 >0.7 >0.7

CPL CPLO1 0.781 0.721 0.954 0.944
CPL02 0.899
CPLO3 0.713
CPLO4 0.852
CPLO05 0.803
CPLO06 0.883
CPLO7 0.926
CPLO8 0.912

DEL DELO1 0.882 0.783 0.947 0.931
DELO02 0.930
DELO3 0.901
DELO5 0.813
DELO6 0.892

EXC EXCO01 0.882 0.716 0.834 0.607
EXC02 0.809

IDE IDEO1 0.702 0.551 0.829 0.753
IDEO2 0.618
IDEO4 0.855
IDEO5 0.772

IMP IMPO1 0.654 0.575 0.870 0.817
IMP02 0.791
IMPO3 0.800
IMP04 0.788
IMPO5 0.747

SCS SCO01 0.809 0.623 0.892 0.850
SC002 0.809
SCO03 0.787
SCO04 0.797
SCO06 0.742

TRU TRUO3 0.800 0.735 0.846 0.649
TRUO4 0.911

VUL VULO1 0.686 0.643 0.877 0.814
VULO02 0.883
VULO3 0.864
VULO04 0.758
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Table 8
Fornell & Larcker (1981) Criterion
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

=
PBowovourwnr

ACT 0.785

ASR 0.098 0.728

COM 0.440 0.222 0.813

CPL 0.167 0.213 0.181 0.849

DEL 0.146 0.358 0.286 0.426 0.885

EXC 0509 0.167 0.447 0.136 0.107 0.846

IDE 0.142 0.268 0.214 0.098 0.200 0.182 0.742

IMP -0.031 -0.391 -0.164 -0.347 -0.521 -0.036 -0.102 0.758

SCS 0374 0.133 0422 0.285 0.347 0372 0.209 -0.325 0.789

TRU -0.056 -0.045 -0.128 -0.157 -0.118 -0.079 -0.026 0.068 -0.193 0.857
VUL -0.288 -0.255 -0.545 -0.266 -0.416 -0.341 -0.231 0.457 -0.534 0.286 0.802

A bootstrapping test was also utilised to assess whether the HTMT value is significantly
different from 1.00 (Henseler, Ringle, & Sarstedt, 2015), as suggested by Hair, Risher, Sarstedt,
& Ringle (2019). If the confidence interval contains the value, discriminant validity is lacking
(Henseler, Ringle, & Sarstedt, 2015). More specifically, none of the upper bounds of the 95
per cent confidence interval of HTMT is more than 0.85 or 0.9, as indicated in the table. The
results are less than the needed threshold values of HTMT.85 (Kline,2011) and HTMT.90
(Gold et al., 2001), demonstrating that discriminant validity for the constructs in this
investigation has been established. As indicated in table 9, when applying the PLS Algorithm,
none of the associated constructs contradicts HTMT, showing that construct validity is
achieved in the measurement model.

PP OO0O~NO Ul WNPE

= O

Table9
HTMT Results
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
ACT
ASR 0.135

COM 0.553 0.265

CPL 0.178 0.234 0.178

DEL 0.168 0.427 0.295 0.442

EXC 0.739 0.224 0.618 0.172 0.144

IDE  0.185 0357 0.243 0.123 0.240 0.257

IMP  0.097 0.49 0.175 0.384 0585 0.085 0.138

SCS 0459 0.140 0463 0310 0.382 0.513 0.250 0.362

TRU 0.100 0.089 0.160 0.174 0.155 0.151 0.093 0.126 0.238

VUL 0357 0.304 0.629 0.288 0.476 0470 0.296 0.535 0.623 0.366
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Discussion

After going through different stages of studies, the objective of producing a Bahasa Melayu
version of the instrument was achieved as evident by the findings from the expert review and
online surveys. The translated items show good psychometric properties as per the PLS SEM
analysis. It was found that the psychometric evidence to support the use of the instrument
among Malaysian civil servants is sufficient.

There are limitations for discussing the findings from the present study due to the lack of
comparable studies using narrow personality traits. Some comparisons can be made to the other
versions of IPIP instrument tested by researchers in Malaysia. For example, in the present
study, satisfactory factor structure was achieved without the need to item-parcelling as done
upon the Mini IPIP among individuals with drug abuse problem in Malaysia (Leong et al.,
2019). Combining several items measuring broad personality traits and turning them into
indicators may help to improve model fit, however it would introduce more complexities into
the interpretation of the scores. This is especially pertinent for measures of narrow personality
traits as the items should have less divergence into overlapping constructs.

Compared to the Big Five IPIP (50 items) which was tested with a smaller (n=112) student
sample (Heng et al., 2017), the present study had a better psychometric performance. In their
study, Heng el al. had to delete many items and the entire Extraversion items were removed
due to low factor loading. This excessive removal of items might be due to the
inappropriateness of the items for university students in Malaysia or due to the relatively small
sample size. The problems of low factor loading were not observed to the same extent in the
present study.

Further test of the translated version would be desirable considering the lack of studies that
tested narrow personality traits. The psychometric performance of the NPT should be tested
with different sub-populations to examine measurement invariance. Furthermore, the
functionality of the rating scale used should be examined. Abd Hamid (2004) found that there
are national differences in the meaning of rating scale categories used by Malaysians,
Indonesians and Singaporean for measuring ethical values. To what extent does the difference
exist within Malaysia sub-population? This detailed analysis using Rasch Rating Scale Model
would further add to our understanding of the cultural and sub-cultural influences in the
measurement of personality.

In conclusion, the present study has added to the depth and richness of the IPIP items by
producing a Bahasa Melayu version of items capable of measuring narrow personality
traits. Overall, this study demonstrates a rigorous adaptation and validation procedure, ensuring
that the instrument is not only linguistically appropriate but also psychometrically sound for
usage among Malaysian civil servants. This supports the growth of research and practice in the
area by giving a helpful tool for examining numerous facets within this population, which then
can be extended to other populations to allow us to investigate many diverse viewpoints.
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