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Beyond compliance behaviour is individuals behavior which compliant in
implementing policies and do extra effort to ensure policies can be
appropriately implemented. This research was conducted to develop the
Beyond-Compliance Behaviour Questionnaire because measurement tools
are needed to complement previous studies. This study consists of several
stages; starting with developing questions from the literature review and
operationalisation results then second study was a piloting of the
questionnaire that took a minimum of 40 respondents in each trial stage
using convenience sampling and voluntary filling. The piloting stage was
conducted at procurement policy institutions in Indonesia, and after the
validity and reliability analysis, the second study was carried out. The
second study was distributed through the social media of the public
procurement community. The respondents obtained in this study were 58
at the piloting stage and 75 at the second stage. Construct validity and
reliability analyses were carried out using SEM PLS (Structural Equation
Modelling Partial Least Square) and item reliability and scale validity
using the Rasch Model. The results showed an improved questionnaire
related to construct validity value of all dimensions. Average variance
extracted (AVE) value of more than 0.5 shows convergent validity and
heterotrait-monotrait (HTMT) below 0.90 show divergent validity.
Composite reliability (CR) value of a new instrument is 0.95 which shows
good internal consistency. The Cronbach Alpha of the improvement
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questionnaire’s item is 0.96 with separation at about 4.93 show that the
instrument could be applied to other samples with a high level of
steadiness. The evaluation of 6-point likert scale indicate observed average
and andrich thresholds increase monotonically from category 1 to 6, show
the scale validity.
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Introduction

There have been many studies focusing on behaviour related to
policy implementation. Much of the previous research focused on the
compliant behaviour of individuals towards regulations or policies.
(Nobbie & Brudney, 2003; Kim & Oh, 2015; Flynn, 2018; Anthony et al.,
2019; Jensen, 2020). However, the obstacles and challenges in policy
implementation require beyond-compliance behaviour (Wang et al., 2021;
Yoong et al., 2021; Nizigiyimana et al., 2022; Romadiyanti et al., 2024;).
Beyond compliance behaviour is individuals behavior which compliant in
implementing policies and do extra effort to ensure policies can be
appropriately implemented (Romadiyanti et al., 2024). Using homegrown
goods/services in public procurement is one of the policies that has
challenges in its implementation (Wells & Hawkins, 2010; Esteves &
Barclay, 2011; Kazzazi & Nouri, 2012; Ovadia, 2012; Collins, 2018;
Hansen, 2020; Kalyuzhnova et al., 2022).

Beyond-compliance behaviour exceeds the role requested in
implementing the policy (Romadiyanti et al., 2024). Based on the
literature, there are two dimensions of beyond compliance behaviour:
compliance and extra-role behaviour (Romadiyanti et al., 2024). Reliable
measurement tools are needed to measure these dimensions (Yang et al.,
2004) and provide evidence for two distinct dimensions.

One way to measure behaviour is through self-reporting using a
valid and reliable questionnaire (George et al., 2006). Self-reporting is
favoured by researchers (George et al., 2006; McDonald, 2008).
Nevertheless, one must ascertain accurate measurement and extent of
validity of the construct (Lajunen & Summala, 2003; McDonald, 2008).
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Operationalization of behavioural dimensions of beyond-compliance into
measuring tools are needed (B. Yang et al., 2004). Since the behaviour of
a person differs from one place to another, it is not right to pin any single
particular behaviour on someone as their own. Human nature may be
distinguished by differing behaviour across contexts such as a unique or
complex system (Colquhoun et al., 2017; R. Davis et al., 2015). Based on
a study conducted by Romadiyanti et al. (2024), beyond-compliance
behaviour is necessary to face policy challenges. A measurement tool need
to be developed related to beyond-compliance behaviour. This study seeks
to develop a questionnaire to measure beyond-compliance behaviour as a
continuation of the concept that has been developed by Romadiyanti et al.
(2024). This research was conducted in the context of Indonesia's
homegrown or domestic goods/services utilization policy for public
procurement.

Measurement is very important in a study. Phenomena that occur
need to be quantified, especially variables related to behaviour (Brown &
Room, 2021). Romadiyanti et al.'s research (2024) introduced a new
concept of behaviour in policy implementation that exceeds its proper role,
namely beyond compliance behaviour. Objectivity and standardisation of
measurement are needed so that research related to these behaviours can
be carried out quantitatively (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). This research is
a follow-up research to compile and develop a beyond compliance
behaviour questionnaire from a previously developed concept
(Romadiyanti et al., 2024).

Method

This study was designed to development of a questionnaire for
Beyond-Compliance Behaviour to address unexpected results as well as
determine their psychometric properties, through the process of validity
and reliability analysis

The first part of this research, which consisted in the literature
review and dimension operationalisation was undertaken to develop
indicators for beyond-compliance behaviour as well separate the
dimensions which were amalgamated into a preliminary questionnaire. A
piloting study has been prepared to test the initial questionnaire.
Improvements were made based on the piloting, and a second data



DEVELOPMENT OF BEYOND COMPLIANCE BEHAVIOR
QUESTIONAIRE 89

collection was conducted for further questionnaire testing. Details of each
stage are reported in the research results. This research started with the
preparation of the operationalised questionnaire. Previous studies have
carried out Literature review and operationalisation (Romadiyanti et al.,
2024).

Literature Review . . Piloting "
and Questlonn_alre Questionnaire & Improvements Advanced Te_stlng
. s Preparation X & Analysis
Operationalisation Analysis

Figure 1. Flow chart depicting the stages followed for the questionnaire development.
Initial Questionnaire

The initial questionnaire in this study was developed based on the
literature review and operationalisation presented in previous research by
Romadiyanti et al. (2024). The compliance dimension is a behaviour that
reflects approval or rejection of policy implementation (Christine &
Nielsen, 2017; Meyer, 2021; Romadiyanti et al., 2024). Meanwhile, the
extra-role behaviour dimension is creative behaviour through plans,
strategies, and voluntary input in implementing policies (Hsu et al., 2015;
Srivastava & Dhar, 2019; S. S. Kim, 2020; Romadiyanti et al., 2024).
These definitions are then translated as indicators of each dimension and
operationalised through interviews (Romadiyanti et al., 2024). The
operationalisation results are then presented as questions in the initial
questionnaire presented in Table 1.

Table 1
Initial Questionnaire with 14 items
Dimensions Operationalisation Question Code
Results
Compliance Use the homegrown I always use homegrown goods/services QI
goods/services, following applicable regulations.
following
regulations/policies.
Fulfilment organisation 1 always fulfil the agency needs of Q2
needs with the use of goods/services with domestic products.
homegrown
goods/services.
Ensure fulfilment of I always ensure the fulfilment of Q3
domestic product domestic product requirements in public
requirements. procurement.
Considering homegrown I always consider the use of homegrown Q4
products/services in goods/services in public procurement.

public procurement.
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Prioritise for using I always prioritise for using homegrown Q5
homegrown goods/services in public procurement
goods/services in public ~ without being influenced by other
procurement. aspects.
Extra Role Interaction and I always communicate and coordinate Q6
Behaviour  cooperation with with relevant parties to ensure the
relevant parties. suitability of the use of homegrown
goods/services in public procurement.
Quality consideration I always assess the quality of Q7
when selecting goods/services in selecting homegrown
homegrown goods/services in public procurement.
goods/services in public
procurement. I always assess the sales service of Q8
goods/services in selecting homegrown
goods/services in public procurement.
Encourage users to use I always encourage users to use domestic Q9
homegrown products in public procurement.
goods/services.
Proactive towards I have always been proactive in Q10
business actors. encouraging domestic business actors to
participate in public procurement.
Efforts to update I always update information and/or Qll
information and/or regulations related to policy
regulations. implementation.
Provide I always provide input/suggestions to the Q12
input/suggestions to the  organisation to improve the
organisation, superiors implementation of using homegrown
or users. goods/services in public procurement.
I always provide input/suggestions to QI3
superiors to improve the policy
implementation on using homegrown
goods/services in public procurement.
I always provide input/suggestions to Ql4

Users to improve the policy
implementation on using homegrown
goods/services in public procurement.

Participants and Sampling

This study captured respondent data at the piloting and follow-up
stages, where the two groups differed. Each trial stage took a minimum of
40 respondents (Hertzog, 2008). The respondents must be involve in
procurement minimum two Yyears to ensure sufficient experience and
behaviours. Criteria limitations were placed on the research questionnaire
so that respondents who did not meet the criteria could not fill out the
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questionnaire. The piloting stage was conducted at procurement policy
institutions in Indonesia, considering that in addition to filling out the
questionnaire, they could also provide input on the suitability of the
questionnaire items tested. Both piloting and second stages use
convenience sampling or voluntary filling. The second data collection
stage was blasting questionnaires on procurement actors' social media
groups. The respondents obtained in this study were 58 at the piloting stage
and 75 at the second stage.

Procedure

This research is piloting, analysing, and improving the
questionnaire according to Figure 1. After the questionnaire had been
developed, it was tested on the first research sample. Furthermore, a series
of analyses was conducted to determine construct validity and reliability,
item reliability, and scale validity. If the results of the analysis were not as
expected, a series of analyses was carried out to improve the questionnaire.
The improved questionnaire was then tested on the second sample, and the
same analyses were conducted.

Measure and Data Analysis

The study used a seven-point semantic differential evaluation scale
on the initial questionnaire ("Never"-"Always"). Data analysis in this study
proved the validity and estimated the reliability of the question items. This
study analyses construct validity and reliability, item reliability, and scale
validity.

The construct validity investigated in this study was convergent
and discriminant validity. Convergent validity measures how well two
tests measure the same thing or how sound indicators converge with their
respective constructs. (Carlson & Herdman, 2016; Cheung et al., 2023).
Discriminant validity indicates the empirical difference between a
construct and another (Shaffer et al., 2016). Construct Reliability shows
the internal consistency of indicators in measurement and the impact of
scale error on the construct (Hair et al., 2019; Raykov & Grayson, 2003).
Construct validity and reliability in this study were investigated by
Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) with SEM PLS (Structural Equation
Modelling Partial Least Square). The application used in this analysis is
Smart PLS 3.0. Convergent and discriminant validity were investigated
using the average variance extracted (AVE) method (Garson, 2013).
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Item reliability and scale validity in this study were analysed using
the Rasch Model. Item reliability is an internal consistency test commonly
used in item response theory for binary items (Garson, 2013). Meanwhile,
The validity tested is the rating scale validity. Rating scale validity is an
analysis to verify whether the scale choices confuse respondents
(Sumintono & Widhiarso, 2014). The Rasch model analysis application
used in this study is Winstep Rasch 5.4.1.

Results

This study presents the testing process sequentially, from piloting
data analysis, questionnaire refinement, and further testing results.
Measurement standards are explained in the piloting research explanation.
Follow-up guestionnaire improvements are expected to provide insight for
other researchers who face similar problems in their research.

Construct Validity and Reliability

Construct validity indicates that a construct's assessment score
reflects the construct's level, so construct validity determines whether or
not a study is valid. (Flake et al., 2022). Construct validity consists of two
types, namely convergent and discriminant validity. (Hair et al., 2019).
Convergent validity explains the unity of the construct with its items
(Carlson & Herdman, 2016; Cheung et al., 2023; Hair et al., 2019). In
addition, discriminant validity is an empirical demonstration of how the
actual difference between a construct and other constructs can explain
(Hair et al., 2019; Shaffer et al., 2016). On the other hand, construct
reliability refers to the internal consistency between indicators in a
construct (Hair et al., 2019).

Convergent Validity

It can be seen from the AVE (average variance extracted) value of
each construct whether we have reached convergent validity. (Hair et al.,
2019). Hair et al.(2019) and Zhang & Li (2020) suggested that the AVE
>= 0.5 is considered having construct validity pledged to it, the value
describes that the construct can account for at least 50 percent of item
variance. The AVE value of beyond-compliance behaviour 0.66,
compliance dimension 0.78, and extra-role behaviour 0.69. The AVE value
is higher than 0.5 for all constructs in the original scale, so sall constructs
in this study are valid.
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Discriminant Validity

Heterotrait-monotrait (HTMT) can be used for discriminant
validity testing (Friman et al., 2019; Hair et al., 2019; Henseler et al.,
2015). It can accommodate constructs that are conceptually similar (Hair
et al., 2019; Henseler et al., 2015). The recommended HTMT value for
conceptually similar constructs is below 0.90, while constructs
conceptually completely different are below 0.85. (Henseler et al., 2015).
Henseler and colleagues (2015) have proposed the most lenient criteria for
assessing discriminant validity, even when the HTMT value is almost
perfect (close to 1.0). However, a high HTMT value only sometimes
implies low discriminant validity. Homogeneous loadings or large sample
sizes can be a consideration in the case of HTMT values close to 1.0
(Henseler et al., 2015). Compliance and Extra Role Behaviour are similar
constructs, so the Threshold value used is 0.90.

The results of the HTMT analysis on the initial questionnaire are
in Table 2. In Table 2, the HTMT value between the Compliance and
Extrarole Behaviour Dimensions is a bolded number, showing a value of
0.85. Both values are below the conceptually similar construct threshold
of 0.90 (Henseler et al., 2015). Interestingly, the assessment results with
HTMT on beyond compliance with compliance and extra-role behaviour
have HTMT values greater than 0.90. This result is related to the repeated
indicator approach used to test the construct validity and reliability in
SEM-PLS analyses (Sarstedt et al., 2019). The indicators used in Beyond-
Compliance Behaviour are repetitions of compliance and extra-role
behaviour indicators, so high values on HTMT sub-indicators and
indicators are predicted. (Sarstedt et al., 2019).

Table 2
Discriminant Validity Assessment using HTMT Criterion
Beyond - . Extra-role
Compliance Compliance -
. Behaviour
Behaviour
Beyond Compliance Behaviour
Compliance 0.97
Extra-role Behaviour 1.02 0.85

Construct Reliability
Construct reliability can be determined based on the composite
reliability (CR) value, which shows internal consistency. (Hair etal., 2019;
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Sujati et al., 2020). Cronbach alpha is another indicator of internal
consistency but it’s value will always be smaller than CR value (Hair et
al., 2019). Reliability must have CR greater than 0.70 (Sujati et al., 2020).
On the other hand, CR values beyond 0.95 can also be problematic,
indicating that associations are too high and reducing construct validity to
a certain extent as well (Hair et al., 2019). For exploratory research CR
value from 0.6 to 0.7 is still acceptable (Hair et al., 2019).

In the initial questionnaire, CR value of beyond-compliance
behaviour was 0.96. The constructs of compliance and extra-role
behaviour exhibited a CR value of 0.95 in the initial questionnaire set. This
indicates that the general construct satisfies at least the required minimum
CR. The CR value of the beyond-compliance construct is too high at above
0.95, and this might be a threat to its validity.

Item Reliability and Scale Validity

The Rasch model is a popular method to measure psychometric
reliability and validity (Aryadoust et al., 2021). According to the Rasch
model, people and items predict an answer on a measuring instrument
(Quint&o et al., 2013). Rasch's model is not fixated on items alone, but the
calculations and analyses also consider human factors (Aryadoust et al.,
2021; Quintdo et al., 2013). This characteristic is the advantage of the
Rasch model over other models.

In Rasch measurement, the validity of a construct can be indicated
by unidimensionality, which can also be performed on multi-dimensional
variables (Aryadoust et al., 2021; Briggs & Wilson, 2003; Quintdo et al.,
2013). However, the Rasch model research in this study focused on
investigating item reliability and rating scale validity.

Item Reliability

Estimates of model stability in new samples in Rasch modelling
are indicated by item separation and reliability estimates. (Bond et al.,
2021; Van Zile-Tamsen, 2017). Reliability values below 0.6 are not
acceptable, 0.6-0.8 are less acceptable, and more than 0.8 have high
reliability (Rahayah Ariffin et al., 2010; Sumintono & Widhiarso, 2014).
Item separation index is an estimate of the separation of items in the
variable being measured (Bond et al., 2021). The higher the item reliability
and separation index value, the more convincing the items will be
replicated (Bond et al., 2021). An item separation index of more than 3.0
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and reliability of more than 0.90 is estimated to have good stability when
measured on other samples. (Van Zile-Tamsen, 2017).

The initial questionnaire's item reliability index was 0.16, with a
separation of 0.44. The initial questionnaire has unacceptable item
reliability; the value is minimal compared to the separation index. This
result indicates that there is a problem with the questionnaire items.
Improvements to the questionnaire must be made to make the item
reliability acceptable.

Rating Scale Validity

The validity of the rating scale in this study is an assessment of the
relevance of the categories used in the rating scale (Andrich, 2011). The
Rasch Model's category relevance assessment uses the Andrich Rating
Scale Model (Andrich, 2011; Van Zile-Tamsen, 2017). Andrich (2011)
underlines that, in general, the thresholds of the categories should be
correct, ordered and show a consistent structure. Rating scale categories
are appropriate if the Andrich threshold increases as the category level
increases. In addition, the assessment of the rating scale can also be seen
from the observed average in the analysis of the rating scale in the Rasch
model (Linacre, 2002; Van Der Wal et al., 2012). The observed average is
an empirical indicator of the category and is expected to increase
monotonically as the category increases (Linacre, 2002).

The initial questionnaire used a seven-point semantic differential
evaluation scale ("Never" - "Always"). The results of the scale evaluation
in the initial questionnaire are presented in Table 3. The Observed Average
shows that the value of Category 2 is greater than Category 3. At the same
time, the Andrich Threshold value shows that the value of Category 4 is
higher than Category 5. This result shows that the scale used in the initial
questionnaire still needs to be clarified for respondents.
Table 3
Evaluation of Initial Questionnaire Rating Scale

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Observed -0.92 1.87 0.02 0.86 1.21 2.07 3.03
Average

Andrich NONE -1.86 -0.33 0.1 0.04 0.93 2.35
Threshold
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Improvement Questionnaire: What Improved?

Improvements that can be made in the piloting questionnaire
include evaluating the scale's ability and improving the wording to delete
items (Kishore et al., 2021). The modifications of the questionnaire were
based on the validity and reliability analyses.

The construct validity and reliability of the first questionnaire were
good and the visible problems were item reliability and scale validity.
Results of the Rasch model analysis underpinning improvement of existing
items. The Rasch model can perform item analyses such as item fit/misfit
and polarity (Bond et al., 2021; Rahayah Ariffin et al., 2010; Van Zile-
Tamsen, 2017).

Item polarity is used to analyse the relationship between items and
constructs (Bond et al., 2021; Othman et al., 2014; Rahayah Ariffin et al.,
2010). The point-measure correlation coefficient (PTMEA Corr) is the
value used as a reference of item polarity (Bond et al., 2021; Rahayah
Ariffin et al., 2010). This study shows a relatively strong correlation with
PTMEA Corr values of 0.71 to 0.82 (Othman et al., 2014). These results
indicate that the item polarity of the initial questionnaire is as expected; no
items are opposite to the construct (Bond et al., 2021; Rahayah Ariffin et
al., 2010).

Item fit is evaluating how suitable an item for measuring variable
(Bond et al., 2021; Rahayah Ariffin et al., 2010). The results of this study
indicate that the items in Table 1 that have Infit and Outfit values outside
the range 0f 0.6 -1.4 are Q8, Q10, Q11, and Q13; the item can be eliminated
(Bond et al., 2021; Rahayah Ariffin et al., 2010).

Furthermore, the research questionnaire was improved; no
elimination of the questionnaire was carried out. The improvements made
were rewording and clarifying the measurement scale. The sentence
structure is as straightforward as possible to avoid confusing the
respondent. Item wording has a significant role in the reliability of items
and the effectiveness of questionnaire completion (Eys et al., 2007; van
Sonderen et al., 2013). The first change made is to clarify the period
observed; in this study, the observed time is two (2) years; this considers
the latest policy issued in Indonesia regarding the use of domestic
products. Furthermore, the second change is the removal of the word
"always", which is considered to lead respondents’s answer.
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In addition to rewording, scale improvements were also made in
the revised questionnaire. The previous measurement scale consisted of a
seven-point semantic evaluation scale from "never" to "always".
Measurement of behaviour by self-report requires frequency-specific scale
measures (Fishbein & Ajzen, 2011). The measurement scale was then
changed to be more specific, to a Likert 6-point scale with answer options:
Never (0%), Rarely (20%-39%), Sometimes (40%-59%), Often (60%-
79%), Almost Always (80%-99%) and Always (100%).

Second Study (Improvement Questionnaire)

After improvement, validity and reliability analyses were
conducted again. As in the initial questionnaire, convergent validity,
discriminant validity, construct reliability, item reliability and scale
validity analyses were conducted. The average variant extracted (AVE)
value on the beyond-compliance construct is 0.60, compliance is 0.74 and
extra-role behaviour is 0.62; all constructs have the minimum AVE value
to show convergent construct validity (Hair et al., 2019; Zhang & Li,
2020). Furthermore, the heterotrait-monotrait (HTMT) value between the
compliance and extra-role behaviour variables is 0.87, which meets the
discriminant validity requirement of below 0.90 (Hair et al., 2019;
Henseler et al., 2015). The CR value of the improvement questionnaire is
0.95. The results of the overall test of validity and reliability showed that,
despite changing items, the constructs were conceptually valid and reliable
(Hair et al., 2019).

The reliability index for the questionnaire items was retested after
improvements, and it became a Cronbach alpha of 0.96 with separation at
about 4.93. The reliability index and item separation of the revised
questionnaire surpassed those of original one, suggesting that this
instrument could also be applied to other samples with a high level of
steadiness (Van Zile-Tamsen, 2017). Furthermore, infit value of the items
in improvement questionnaire were between 0.78 and 1.40 whereas outfit
ranged from between 0.67 and 1.27, meaning that basically each item of
the improvement questionnaire suitable to measure the variable. The
robust point-measure correlation coefficient (PFTMEA Corr) that ranged
from 0.69 - 0.72 and have positive values show that the items fulfil the
polarity requirements (Othman et al., 2014).

The results of the evaluation using a 6-point likert scale were also
very good. The observed average increase monotonically from category 1
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to 6. Monotonically increasing Andrich thresholds were observed, varying
from — 2.54 to 2.22. All of these results show that the scale used is clear to
respondents.

Discussion

A methodological and systematic procedure must be followed to
ensure a good quality questionnaire (Kishore et al., 2021). It is crucial to
conduct a pilot study in order to evaluate the feasibility and adequacy of
an instrument that has been developed (Hertzog, 2008). Pilot studies also
provide an opportunity to improve items in the questionnaire (Kishore et
al., 2021). The proposed constructs and items in the questionnaire used
should be tested. This study focuses on investigating construct validity and
reliability, item reliability and scale validity by conducting a pilot study
and further testing after refinement.

The pilot questionnaires exhibited good results for construct
validity and reliability. Despite that internal consistency in the first
questionnaire was high and above 0.95, construct validity was met as well.
This study did not see the potential reduction of construct validity due to
excessive internal consistency (Hair et al., 2019). Discriminant validity
between the compliance and extra-role behaviour constructs also met the
HTMT requirement of below 0.90 (Hair et al., 2019; Henseler et al., 2015).
Although there is a violation in the discriminant validity of compliance and
extra-role behaviour against beyond-compliance behaviour, this is
predictable due to the repeated indicator approach in the relationship of
constructs and sub-constructs (Sarstedt et al., 2019).

The initial questionnaire was improved because shallow item
reliability values were discovered. The meagre reliability value prompted
further analysis of item fit and polarity. Many studies have looked at the
quality of measurement items using the Rasch model, but most of them
tested ready-made questionnaires with good reliability (Briggs & Wilson,
2003; Ip et al., 2018; Quaigrain & Arhin, 2017; Rahayah Ariffin et al.,
2010; Van Zile-Tamsen, 2017; W. C. Wang et al., 2006). This research
presents findings that are different from what is expected and makes
improvements once the expected item analysis results.

This research also indirectly shows how the characteristics of
behaviour are particular. Behaviour itself is multi-dimensional and flexible
so that the analysis can be adjusted to the characteristics of the behaviour
under study (Meneses & Palacio, 2016; Flynn, 2018; Gkargkavouzi et al.,
2019; S. Yang et al., 2019; Lambe & Craig, 2020). This research shows
how the concept of beyond-compliance behaviour needs to be
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operationalised first to fit the context under study. Operationalisation also
facilitates the preparation of questions in the questionnaire.
Operationalisation is very important, this is also reinforced by the fact that
the challenges and issues that occur in the implementation of the use of
local products in public procurement are very varied (Wells & Hawkins,
2010; Esteves & Barclay, 2011; Ovadia, 2012; Kazzazi & Nouri, 2012;
Collins, 2018; Hansen, 2020; Kalyuzhnova et al., 2022; Romadiyanti et
al., 2024).

The development of the measurement scale in this study also
reinforces the theory of behavioural scales that have been developed
(Fishbein & Ajzen, 2011). Many previous studies have used 4, 5, 6 and 7-
point Likert scales (De Jong & Den Hartog, 2010; Lambriex-Schmitz et
al., 2020; Messmann & Mulder, 2012). However, specific frequency is
emphasised for measuring behaviour (Fishbein & Ajzen, 2011). This study
added a percentage frequency to clarify the frequency boundaries of the
behaviour further.

The samples in the piloting and follow-up studies in this study are
different. However, both samples fulfil the minimum requirements for
piloting questionnaires and testing through SEM-PLS (Hertzog, 2008;
Kishore et al., 2021; Kock, 2018; Sujati et al., 2020). Although testing
using SEM-PLS generally requires a large sample size, a pilot study does
not require a large sample size (Kock, 2018) and samples as low as 30 are
enough for piloting (Hertzog, 2008; Kishore et al., 2021; Kock, 2018;
Sujati et al., 2020).

This research has limitations due to the small number of samples.
In addition, this study did not discuss and analyse all criteria in the SEM-
PLS or Rasch Model. In SEM-PLS, for example, structural models, factor
loading, and collinearity are not discussed. (Hair et al., 2019). Meanwhile,
in the Rasch model, this study did not discuss person measures and
dimensionality (Bond et al., 2021). The SEM-PLS test represents the
relationship between constructs and the internal consistency of constructs
in this study. At the same time, the Rasch Model is used to investigate the
quality of items and scales used. The SEM-PLS and Rasch Model can be
combined and complement each other (Bond et al., 2021).

Conclusion

This study describes the questionnaire development process, from
developing operationalised interview questions to testing the initial
questionnaire, refining the questionnaire, and conducting further testing.
This research shows how steps should be taken if the piloting results find
results that differ from what is expected. The paper outlines the
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questionnaire phrasing and measurement modifications, achieving the
expected item reliability.

The research also illustrates the importance of operationalising the
proposed behavioural constructs in the context of policies on using
domestic products in public procurement. It is crucial to operationalise
behaviour in a particular context. This research also illustrates how to
develop a questionnaire from the results of operationalising variables.
This study also illustrates the importance of scale clarity in behavioural
measurement. Its results are expected to provide a complete picture for
other researchers who will develop behavioural questionnaires in various
contexts. The improved questionnaire in this study can also be replicated
in other relevant studies. The improved questionnaire's test results have
shown construct validity and reliability, item reliability, and scale fit.

This study used a very small sample size. Research with a larger
sample size and involving several sample groups may be needed in the
future. Research with other policy contexts can also be developed to enrich
and strengthen the concept of beyond compliance behaviour further. The
results of this study can be used as a reference for developing beyond
compliance behaviour questionnaires in different policy contexts and as an
illustration for developing other behaviour questionnaires.
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