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Instruments have been developed to measure entrepreneurial thinking. 

However, those instruments did not assess the commercial aspects of product 

marketing using digital technology. Consequently, the Entrepreneurial 

Creative Thinking Test (ECTT) was developed to assess the level of 

entrepreneurial creative thinking among Form Four high school students in 

STEM education. ECTT consists of five constructs derived from integrating 

the steps between the Socioscientific Issue Approach Model and the Design 

Thinking Process Model. The five constructs are  Investigation, New Idea, 

Design, Create, and Commercial. The sample consisted of 187 Form Four 

students aged 15 to 16 years from four high schools in Sabah, Malaysia. The 

sample comprised 103 females (55.1%) and 84 males (44.9%). A survey 

research design was conducted to ascertain the extent to which the validity and 

reliability of this instrument can meet the psychometric characteristics of a 

research. The survey research design focused on the validity and reliability 

assessment of ten open-ended questions. This study utilised the Rasch 

Measurement Model to evaluate the validity and reliability of the ECTT 

instrument. Person fit, item fit, item polarity, unidimensionality, reliability, and 

item-person separation were analysed. The study's findings revealed that the 

ECTT instrument has good item reliability, with a score of .97. In conclusion, 

the ECTT is a valid and reliable instrument for assessing the level of 

entrepreneurial  creative thinking among Form Four students in STEM 

education. 

Keywords: 

Entrepreneurial, Creative Thinking, Validity And Reliability, Rasch 

Measurement Model, STEM Education 
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Introduction 

Entrepreneurial thinking began to gain attention and was identified as one of the skills students 

must master (Bacigalupo et al., 2016) to produce human capital capable of innovation and 

skilled in applying technology in line with Industrial Revolution 4.0. Therefore, the education 

agenda of today must emphasise the development of human capital characterised by 

entrepreneurialism, critical thinking, the ability to generate creative and innovative ideas, and 

high ethical standards (Ministry of Education Malaysia, 2013). 

 

Buang et al. (2009) have proposed entrepreneurial science thinking (EST) as a combination of 

science process skills and entrepreneurial thinking. The five components of the EST framework 

are Investigation, New Ideas, Innovation, Creation, and Value. Nonetheless, the EST 

framework requested students to collect feedback from the community on the product via 

questionnaires. The survey analysis was then presented to their classmates before the class. 

However, students were not instructed on introducing their products to the market using digital 

technology. 

 

Consequently, Entrepreneurial Creative Thinking (ECT) is researched in this study, in which 

students implement product commercialisation activities utilising digital technology. 

According to Perry-Smith and Coff (2011), ECT produces novel or uncommon concepts that 

can generate market value. Della Corte and Del Gaudio (2017) stressed that the acceptance of 

a product idea in the market as a consequence of commercialisation is the true foundation of 

entrepreneurial creative thinking. 

 

Integrated STEM Education concentrates on solving local community problems requiring all 

STEM disciplines, as well as non-STEM knowledge, such as effective communication via 

digital technology channels. Students learn how to commercialise ideas resulting from the 

integration of STEM and non-STEM disciplines through the development of ECT in integrated 

STEM education. Therefore, nurturing students' ECT through an integrated STEM education 

is important in order to produce students who can generate income through the creative 

commercialisation of their ideas via digital technology. 

 

In order to cultivate this ECT, there is a need for an instrument capable of measuring students' 

entrepreneurial creative thinking. As far as this research is concerned, however, few 

instruments were developed to measure ECT accurately. Bolton and Lane (2012), Al Mamun 

et al. (2017) and Kurniawan et al. (2019) developed an instrument for measuring an individual's 

entrepreneurial orientation. Next, Saputra et al. (2021) created an instrument for assessing 

entrepreneurial character. The instrument devised by Ahmad and Siew (2021) measures only 

the level of entrepreneurial science thinking. All of these instruments are deemed to disregard 

the creative element of entrepreneurship. Consequently, a new instrument needs to be 

developed to assess high school students' entrepreneurial and creative thinking levels. 

 

Research Problem 

In carrying out Malaysian school classroom assessments, students' thinking and mastery are 

measured based on mastery levels 1-6. The highest mastery level is Mastery Level 6, where 

students are assessed based on the ability to create something as contained in the Malaysian 

Curriculum and Assessment Standard Document. Creating is one of the important elements in 

entrepreneurial thinking because it involves the creation of products based on the values of 

science, technology and society. Based on the Form Four Science Classroom Assessment 
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Achievement Report in high schools in Tawau  (Tawau District Education Office, 2021), the 

number of students who reached Mastery Level 6, which is the creative level in Science, is the 

lowest compared to other Mastery Levels. The percentage of students who reach Level 6 is 

only 3 %, which is far behind compared to Levels 3 (36 %) and 4 (39%). Nevertheless, it was 

found that 30% of Tawau's rural schools showed an encouraging achievement of Mastery Level 

6 compared to urban schools. This shows that rural high school students have the potential to 

develop entrepreneurial thinking compared to urban high school students in the district. 

 

There are claims that STEM education does not provide sufficient opportunities for students to 

acquire the skills needed in the 21st century (Jonassen et al., 2006). In order to meet the 

demands of a knowledge-based economy, STEM students must be adept at problem-solving, 

creative thinking, communication, teamwork, and commercialisation (Bilén et al., 2005; 

Jonassen et al., 2006; Passow & Passow, 2017). Students in high school should therefore master 

the five ECT constructs of Investigation, New Ideas, Design, Creation, and Commercialisation. 

Students are able to be trained to solve problems, generate ideas, communicate, work in teams, 

and commercialise their innovative products through exposure to the five constructs of ECT. 

 

Although entrepreneurial thinking has been incorporated into the Malaysian curriculum, the 

development of instruments to assess the level of entrepreneurial thinking among high school 

students in STEM education is not yet widespread (Buang et al., 2010; Syukri et al., 2013). 

Previously developed instruments measured only the readiness for the integration of 

entrepreneurial science thinking (Ishak et al., 2014) and teacher pedagogical knowledge in 

teaching entrepreneurial science thinking (Syukri et al., 2013). Li et al. (2016) developed an 

instrument for measuring entrepreneurial thinking among engineering students. The instrument 

was developed based on the Kern Entrepreneurial Engineering Network (KEEN) framework 

specialises in engineering. The instrument focuses on three aspects, namely Curiosity, 

Connections, and Creating Value. The instrument reduced its items from 37 items to 29 items 

after the validity and reliability analysis using exploratory factor analysis. Unfortunately, the 

items do not reflect the development of new ideas and positive values in students' products.  

 

Bolton and Lane (2012) developed an Individual Entrepreneurial Orientation (IEO) instrument 

for assessing entrepreneurial thinking among 1,100 university students. Using exploratory 

factor analysis, it was determined that the instrument was reliable and valid for measuring three 

of the five dimensions: innovativeness, risk-taking, and proactivity. However, the 

measurements in these three dimensions are relatively limited. The students' observation of 

current materials and designs, as well as the contribution of inventions to society, was not 

evaluated. In addition to assessing entrepreneurial thinking, Schelfhout et al. (2016) developed 

an instrument for evaluating entrepreneurial competence based on a behavioural indicator 

scale. The instrument was designed with 11 sub-competencies to assess high school students' 

competence and entrepreneurial thinking. Recently, Ahmad and Siew (2021) have also 

developed an instrument that measures entrepreneurial science thinking among primary school 

students. The instrument was developed based on the Entrepreneurial Science Thinking Model 

by Buang et al. (2009), which involves the constructs of observation, new ideas, innovation, 

creativity and value. However, this instrument did not assess the commercial aspects of product 

marketing using digital technology. According to Della Cortina and Del Gaudio (2017), a novel 

concept can only be valuable if it is market-acceptable. 

 



 

 

 
Volume 5 Issue 18 (September 2023) PP. 115-136 

 DOI: 10.35631/IJMOE.518009 

Copyright © GLOBAL ACADEMIC EXCELLENCE (M) SDN BHD - All rights reserved 

118 

 

To sum up, few and limited instruments target the commercial aspects of entrepreneurial 

creative thinking for high school students in STEM education. Consequently, developing and 

utilising an instrument for this purpose is necessary. In accordance with this, the 

Entrepreneurial Creative Thinking Test (ECTT) was developed, and its validity and reliability 

were assessed to ensure that it can be used to measure entrepreneurial creative thinking among 

Form Four high school students in STEM education. 

 

Literature Review  

 

Entrepreneurial Creative Thinking 

The definition of creative thinking in entrepreneurship can be derived by combining two broad 

terms: creative thinking and entrepreneurship. Creative thinking is a cognitive process to 

generate original, valuable, and beneficial ideas for further investigation (Sternberg, 2003). De 

Bono (1998) defines creative thinking as thinking that generates something that has never 

existed before, whereas Amabile et al. (1996) define creative thinking as thinking that leads to 

well-reasoned decisions. Creative thinking is a means of thinking that can generate new and 

valuable ideas (Sternberg, 2003). According to Rawlinson (2017), creative thinking can 

connect previously unrelated things or concepts. 

 

Entrepreneurship is defined as all activities associated with the establishment and 

administration of a business, such as starting a company, managing business operations, 

product production, and marketing (Kucuk, 2017). Entrepreneurship is a practice that results 

in the creation of new businesses, goods, and values (Watts & Wray, 2012). Entrepreneurship 

also involves the exploration of potential resources, the discovery process, the utilisation of 

opportunities, and the exploitation of such opportunities (Bacigalupo et al., 2016). In other 

words, entrepreneurship is the ability of an individual to transform his/her ideas into reality 

based on the available opportunities. 

 

Creative thinking is an essential component or the heart of the entrepreneurial process (Goss 

& Sadler-Smith, 2018), particularly in a more dynamic market context (Zhou, 2008), because 

it helps entrepreneurs succeed in the competition. Fortwengel et al. (2017) asserted that creative 

thinking is essential in the entrepreneurial process because it encourages entrepreneurs to seize 

or create opportunities. Some academics view creative thinking as a flexible approach required 

for entrepreneurial challenges (Fillis & Rentschler, 2010) that can assist in the generation of 

alternative solutions. 

  

Although creative thinking is necessary for generating new ideas, not all are marketable and 

capable of adding value. The concept may have been introduced too early, or it may be too 

novel for the market to adopt (Perry-Smith & Coff, 2011). A novel concept can only be valuable 

if it is accepted by the market (Della Corte & Del Gaudio, 2017). Therefore, entrepreneurial 

creative thinking (ECT) is a person's capacity to produce superior products or services, 

processes or practises that contribute value to the market (Dayan et al., 2013). ECT can also be 

defined as producing novel or uncommon ideas that generate market value (Perry-Smith & 

Coff, 2011). Entrepreneurial Creative Thinking (ECT) is defined by Perry-Smith and Coff 

(2011) as the production of uncommon or original ideas that can generate market value. Della 

Corte and Del Gaudio (2017) defined ECT as the generation of market-acceptable new ideas. 

Therefore, in the context of this study, ECT refers to the commercialisation of novel products 

that can solve consumer problems. This concept was used when developing the question items 
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in the Entrepreneurial Creative Thinking Test (ECTT). The ECT process in this study consists 

of five stages derived from the integration of the steps between the Socioscientific Issue 

Approach Model (Sadler et al., 2017) and the Design Thinking Process Model (Plattner, 2019) 

(Table 1). The constructs of ECT consist of Investigation, New Ideas, Design, Create and 

Commercial. 

 

Table 1: Entrepreneurial Creative Thinking Through the Integration  of Socioscientific 

Issue Approach Model and Design Thinking Process Model 

Socioscientific Issue 

Approach (SIA) 

Model  

(Sadler et al., 2017) 

Design Thinking 

Process (DTP) Model 

(Plattner, 2019) 

 

Entrepreneurial Creative 

Thinking Through the 

Integration of SIA and 

DTP Model 

Phase 1: Finding the 

Focus of the Issue 

Build an 

understanding of 

socioscientific issues 

Building Empathy 

Investigate and 

understand user needs 

Investigation 

Conduct investigations by 

focussing on socioscientific 

issues, taking into account the 

needs of users 
Defining Scope 

Synthesise findings 

by considering user 

problems and needs 

Phase 2 Engagement 

Student involvement 

in the acquisition of 

science knowledge, 

science practice and 

socioscientific 

reasoning practice 

Ideation 

Creative generation 

and formulation of 

ideas 

New Ideas 

Finding new ideas through 

socioscientific reasoning that 

meet user needs 

 

Design 

Formulate new ideas through 

sketches 

 

Phase 3 Synthesising 

Ideas and Practices 

Solving issues based 

on societal values 

Prototype 

Building a prototype 

Create 

Creating products based on 

community values 

Testing 

Testing prototypes 

to get feedback 

from users 

Commercial 

Introducing products to the 

community through digital 

technology  

 

 

Rasch Measurement Model  

The Rasch Measurement Model (MPR) is a psychometric technique designed to increase the 

precision of constructed instruments, monitor instrument quality, and compute respondent 

performance (Boone, 2016). Boone et al. (2011) also explained that MPR is a more informative 

scale analysis than the existing scale analysis in science education literature. 

 

In addition, MPR provides extensive guidance for assessing science education instruments' 

validity and reliability (content, construct, accuracy, and expectation). The Rasch Measurement 

Model provides the researcher with information regarding the reliability of respondents and 

items, the separation of items and respondents, and Cronbach's Alpha values. In the meantime, 

the construct validity of an instrument can be evaluated based on the relevance of its items and 

respondents, as well as its unidimensionality (Waugh, 2012). 
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Rasch analysis is able to provide a deeper comprehension of the instrument's strengths and 

weaknesses (Boone & Scantanbury, 2005), even though it may require a longer process than 

conventional analysis. Bond & Fox (2007) state that MPR is an efficient method for developing 

extraordinarily valid and reliable instruments through statistical analysis. The researcher used 

Rasch analysis to evaluate the validity and reliability of the ECTT instrument in light of these 

cited advantages. 

 

Research Methodology 

 

Design 

A survey research design utilising a test instrument was used to collect data on the level of 

entrepreneurial creative thinking among Form Four students. A survey research design is well-

established in education because it can analyse topics and constructs economically and 

efficiently (Creswell & Creswell, 2017). The information from the ECTT instrument centred 

on the Form Four students' experiences incorporating entrepreneurial elements into STEM 

project-based learning. This study was conducted between June and August of 2022. 

 

Sample 

The ECTT was administered to 187 samples among Form Four high school students in the 

Tawau district of Sabah, Malaysia. Linacre (2012) found that a sample size with a range of 

108-243 is sufficient to measure the item's difficulty within 1/2 logit of its stable value with 

99% confidence. The research sample consisted of rural school clusters comprised of similarly 

situated institutions. The students consisted of 103 females (55.1%) and 84 boys (44.9%) 

between the ages of 15 and 16 years old. Approximately 60% of parents were government 

employees, while 40% were working for a small business and industry sectors such as palm 

oil. The majority of the parents are made up of the Bajau, Suluk, Ida'an and Bugis tribes as well 

as the Chinese. This shows the uniqueness of students in Tawau compared to other 

geographical areas in Malaysia. 

 

Ethical Considerations 

Before administering the ECTT, written consent was obtained from the parents and school 

administrators. An initial outline of the ECTT's purpose, which was to assess the level of 

entrepreneurial creative thinking, was provided. The consent letter described the Form Four 

students’ participation in the research and the parents' comprehension of the study's purpose. 

All the students were guaranteed the confidentiality and anonymity of their responses. Students 

were also informed that withdrawal from the study was permitted without penalty. Then, a 

subsequent briefing was conducted to explain the guidelines and procedures for answering 

queries in ECTT. 

 

Administration of ECTT 

Each student was instructed to thoroughly read the instructions before answering the ECTT 

based on his or her knowledge and without assistance from other students. The students related 

current information, insights, and experiences in answering questions pertaining to issues that 

take user needs into consideration, the formation of new ideas, the production of sketches, the 

construction of products based on community values, and the introduction of products through 

digital technology. The Form Four students were given one hour to formulate their responses. 

The answers were collated and reviewed to ensure that the students followed the instructions 
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correctly and provided complete responses before the data were analysed using WINSTEPS 

software version 3.73, 

 

Instrumentation 

Open-ended questions were used to measure each individual's entrepreneurial creative 

thinking. The use of open-ended questions can help in obtaining variations in respondents' ideas 

(Chen et al., 2020), provide an overview of respondents' level of knowledge (Clarke & Holt, 

2019),  and help researchers identify misconceptions among respondents  (Schuetz, 2010). 

Researchers constructed open-ended questions based on the five constructs of ECT: 

Investigation, New Ideas, Design, Create, and Commercial. 

 

This ECTT contains ten open-ended questions. The items are divided into five constructs of 

entrepreneurial creative thinking: (i) Investigation (2 items), ii) New ideas (2 items), iii) Design 

(2 items), iv) Create (2 items), and v) Commercial (2 items) with a recommended answer time 

of 60 minutes (6 minutes for each item and sub-item). Table 2 shows the items for the ECTT 

Test according to the construct. 

 

Table 2: Items for ECTT by Construct 

Construct  Definition Item No. Item statement 

Investigation 

 

Unravelling problems 

and user needs based 

on socio-scientific 

issues. 

1a 

Based on the issues mentioned, what are 

the three (3) problems that potential users 

face when using a combination of face 

mask and face shield? 

1b 

In your opinion, what are the three (3) 

factors that can encourage users to use a 

combination of face mask and face 

shield? 

New Ideas 

 

Finding unique and 

different ideas from 

the market through 

socioscientific 

reasoning that can 

meet consumer needs 

2a 

Based on your answers to 1(a) and 1(b), 

suggest three (3) features of face masks 

that users need. 

2b 

Based on the characteristics you presented 

in 2(a), come up with a new idea for a face 

mask and face mask combination that has 

three (3) unique features. 

Design 

 

Formulate new ideas 

through sketches and 

then evaluate their 

feasibility 

3a 

Translate your new product idea into a 

sketch in the space provided below. Label 

the sketch of the product. 

3b 

Give a suitable name for your new 

product. Give three (3) justifications for 

choosing that name. 

Create  

 

Implement an idea or 

produce a new 

product that has been 

sketched 

4a 
Describe the production process of your 

new product in the space provided below. 

4b 
Is your new product manufacturable? Give 

three (3) reasons for your answer. 

Commercial 

 

Introducing and 

marketing their new 5a 

What is the selling price of your new 

product? Explain the three (3) rationales 

for setting the price. 
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products through 

digital technology 
5b 

What digital marketing strategy will you 

use to promote your new product? Explain 

three (3) reasons why you chose the digital 

marketing strategy. 

 

The first is the investigation construct, which requires students to conduct investigations by 

deciphering socioscientific problems and user requirements. Based on the specified issues, 

students must investigate three problems potential users encounter when combining a face 

mask and a face shield. The second assignment required students to investigate three factors 

that can encourage the use of a combination of facial masks and face shields. The third and 

fourth items pertain to the New Ideas construct, which entails discovering unique and distinct 

consumer-focused ideas from the market through socioscientific reasoning. Based on their 

responses to questions 1(a) and 1(b), students must suggest three features of face masks that 

consumers require. Then, based on the characteristics presented in 2(a), students must develop 

a new concept for a face mask and face mask combination with three distinct characteristics. 

In the following step of the design process, students are required to sketch new concepts. The 

fifth item requires students to translate their new product concept into a design and label it. 

Then, they create an appropriate name for the new product and provide three justifications for 

choosing it. This follows the Create construct that requires students to implement an idea or 

generate a newly sketched product. The seventh item required students to describe the 

production process of the new product in the space provided, while the eighth item required 

them to defend the manufacturability of the new product. As part of the Commercial Construct, 

students introduce and market their new products using digital technology. The ninth item 

required students to propose a price for their new product, and the tenth item required them to 

provide three justifications for the suggested price.  

 

There were 60 minutes allocated to answer all the questions. Each item in ECTT has a 

minimum score of 0 and a maximum score of 3 points. This grading rubric was adapted from 

Ho et al. (2013). Each score is determined based on the quality of the student's response: Level 

1 - 0 points; Level 2 - 1 point; Level 3 - 2 points; and Level 4 - 3 points. The ECT scoring 

criteria are presented in Table 3. In each construct, students who cannot provide a single answer 

for each item will receive a score of zero, and so on, until they can provide three correct 

answers, at which point they will receive a score of three. Table 3 provides an overview of the 

scoring criteria for the Commercial construct. 

 

Table 3: An Example of the Scoring Rubric according to Students’ Response in ECTT 

Construct Ability Scoring rubric  
Levels and 

Scores 

5. Commercial 

(Introducing and 

marketing their 

new products 

through digital 

technology) 

5.2 Evaluating 

marketing 

strategies 

3.2.4 Children are able to provide 

three (3) reasons for choosing a 

marketing strategy 

Level 4 

3 marks 

3.2.3 Children are able to give two 

(2) reasons for choosing a 

marketing strategy 

Level 3 

2 marks 

3.2.2 Children are able to provide 

one (1) reason for choosing a 

marketing strategy 

Level 2 

1 mark 
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3.2.1 Children are not able to give 

one (1) reason for choosing a 

marketing strategy 

Level 1 

0 mark 

5.1 Adjust the selling 

price of the 

product 

3.1.4 Children are able to state three 

(3) rationals for product pricing 

Level 4 

3 marks 

3.1.3 Children are able to state two 

(2) rationals for product pricing 

Level 3 

2 marks 

3.1.2 Children are able to state one 

(1) rationale for product pricing 

Level 2 

1 mark 

3.1.1 Children are not able to state 

one (1) rationale for product 

pricing 

Level 1 

0 mark 

Source: Adapted from Ho et al. (2013) 

 

Data Analysis 

The research data were analysed in order to determine the content and construct validity. The 

researchers used the Content Validation Index (CVI) to determine the value of content validity 

agreement. CVI provides an average rating for each object evaluated by a professional. A CVI 

value can be calculated for each item on a scale (I-CVI) and for the scale as a whole (S-CVI). 

Davis (1992) noted that the typical CVI value for a newly designed instrument is 0.80. Polit et 

al. (2017) suggested a rating of 0.78 or higher for I-CVI and a minimal S-CVI of 0.80 for the 

averaging approach for cases requiring content validation by at least three experts. 

 

                    Item Content Validation Index (I-CVI) =   Total of experts in agreement 

                                   Total of experts 

 

 Scale Content Validation Index/Average (S-CVI/Ave) = Total I-CVI for each item on the scale 

                                              Total of items 

  

In evaluating construct validity and item reliability, WINSTEPS version 3.73 software was 

utilised. Before the instrument was used for actual research, the instrument's quality and the 

accuracy of the data obtained need to be guaranteed. According to Edwards & Alcock (2010), 

person-fit analysis based on the 'MEASURE', 'MNSQ Outfit,' and 'ZSTD Outfit' values need 

to be conducted. Nevin et al. (2015) asserted that if the ZSTD Outfit value exceeds 2.0 and the 

MEASURE value is high, there is a chance that exceptional learners will not attentively answer 

the easy questions. If the ZSTD Outfit value is greater than 2.0, but the MEASURE value is 

low, low-ability learners will probably be able to answer the challenging items correctly. In 

order to increase the validity of the instrument, unsuitable respondents will be eliminated 

(Lamoureux et al., 2008).   

 

For the analysis of item fit, Boone et al. (2014) and Bond and Fox (2015) proposed three 

criteria: Outfit Mean Square Values (MNSQ), Outfit Z-Standardised Values (ZSTD), and Point 

Measure Correlation (PTMEA-CORR). The MNSQ Outfit value informs the researcher about 

the item's fit in the measurement, whereas the PTMEA-CORR value indicates whether the 

development of the construct met its objective (Bond & Fox, 2007). In addition, ZSTD informs 

the researcher whether the data obtained conform to the instrument model (Sumintono & 

Widiarso, 2015). Any item that fails to meet a criterion in Table 4 must be modified or 

eliminated in order to enhance the value of item fit. 
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Table 4: Fit Indices for Item Fit 

Statistics Fit Indices 

Outfit mean square values (MNSQ) 0.50 – 1.50 

Outfit z-standardised values (ZSTD) -2.00 – 2.00 

Point Measure Correlation (PTMEA-CORR) 0.40 – 0.85 
Source: Boone et al. (2014) 

 

Rasch analysis can also be used to identify item polarity through PTMEA-CORR values. A 

positive PTMEA-CORR value indicates that the item can measure what it is intended to 

measure accurately, whereas a negative value indicates the opposite. The researchers also 

evaluate the unidimensionality of the instruments to ensure that they can effectively measure 

the construct of entrepreneurial creative thinking (Sumintono & Widiyarso, 2015). Component 

Analysis provides dimensional criteria based on the 'raw variance explained by measures' 

(Sumintono & Widiarso, 2015). The acceptable value of  'raw variance explained by measures' 

should be greater than 20%, is regarded as good if it exceeds 40%, and is regarded as 

outstanding if it exceeds 60% (Table 5). In the meantime, the value of 'unexplained variance 

in first contrast' should not exceed 15%. 

 

Table 5: Unidimensionality Based on Raw Variance Values Explained by Measures 

Value Interpretation 

  20% Acceptable 

 40% Good  

 60% Excellent 
Source: Sumintono & Widhiarso (2015) 

 

The researcher consulted Sumintono and Widhiarso (2015) for Cronbach's alpha (KR-20), 

item-person reliability, and separation indices (Table 6). The separation index of individuals 

was used to categorise students' ability levels. A decent separation index should be greater than 

2, where the greater the separation index, the more accurate the classification of individuals. In 

addition, the item separation index was utilised to validate the item hierarchy. The low item 

separation index value of 3 indicates that the sample of students was insufficient to corroborate 

the instrument's difficulty hierarchy. Linacre (2002) insisted that a high separation value 

indicates a high-quality instrument because it can distinguish between the group of items and 

respondents. 
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Table 6: Reliability Measured via the Rasch Analysis 

Statistics Fit Indices Interpretation 

Cronbach’s alpha (KR-20) < .5 

< .6 

.6 – .7 

.7 – .8 

.9 – 1.0 

Low 

Moderate 

Good 

High 

Very High 

Item and Person Reliability Index <.67 

.67 – .80 

.81 – .90 

.91 – .94 

>.94 

Low 

Sufficient 

Good 

Very Good 

Excellent 

Item Separation Index >3 Good 

Person Separation Index >2 Good 
Source: Sumintono & Widhiarso (2015) and Linacre (2002)  

 

Research Results 

 

Content Validity of ECTT Instrument 

Content validity indicates the extent to which an item adequately represents the content of a 

trait that a researcher wants to measure (Creswell & Creswell, 2017). Kline (2005) stated that 

an expert review is necessary to ensure the construct's accuracy and the clarity of its contents. 

Mullen (2003) remarked that experts are trained in a specific field. In order to increase the 

content validity of the ECTT instrument items, four expert panels in the disciplines of 

entrepreneurship, curriculum, and Science Education participated in the content validity 

process. The researchers used an item evaluation form adapted from the Malaysian 

Examinations Board (2013). The panel of experts evaluated the ECTT instrument based on its 

conformity, precision, clarity, and suitability. The process of enhancing the ECTT instrument 

was informed by and incorporated by the experts' feedback. The panel of content validation 

experts is displayed in Table 7. 

 

Table 7: Content Validation Panel for ECTT 

Name  Institute      Designation                           Expertise 

Expert A  University Professor Dr. 

(PhD) 

Entrepreneurship Education and Program  

Evaluation 

Expert B  University Senior 

Lecturer 

(PhD) 

Business and Entrepreneurship Education &  

TVET 

Expert C  University Senior 

Lecturer 

(PhD) 

Business Management and Entrepreneurship  

Education 

Expert D  Teachers Training Institute 

(TTI) 

Academic 

Lecturer of 

STEM 

Department 

(PhD) 

Curriculum and Instruction (Science) 
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According to Polit et al. (2017), items are retained if the I-CVI value obtained is ≥.78; I-CVI 

values that are less than .78 need to be modified and refined based on suggestions, comments 

and discussions with expert groups, while very low I-CVI values are to be considered for 

removal. Table 8 shows the findings from the expert panel on the content validity of this UECT 

for each item evaluated. Based on these findings, it was found that only items 1a, 2a, 5a and 

5b got an I-CVI value of less than .78, and this implies that these items need to be modified 

and refined according to the recommendations given by the experts. Other items are to be 

maintained because they reach an I-CVI value above .78. For the determination of S-CVI/Ave, 

the content validity obtained for this UECT reached .90. This value not only meets the 

minimum requirement of .78 for the new instrument but also achieves a high content validity 

value (Polit et al., 2017). 

 

Table 8: Content Validity Index (CVI) Results of the ECTT Instrument 

Item 
Expert 

A 

Expert 

B 

Expert 

C 

Expert 

D 

Experts in 

Agreement 

I-

CVI 
Results 

1a - / / / 3 .75 Modified 

1b / / / / 4 1.00 Accepted 

2a / / - / 3 .75 Modified 

2b / / / / 4 1.00 Accepted 

3a / / / / 4 1.00 Accepted 

3b / / / / 4 1.00 Accepted 

4a / / / / 4 1.00 Accepted 

4b / / / / 4 1.00 Accepted 

5a / / - / 3 .75 Modified 

5b / / - / 3 .75 Modified 

Scale Content Validation Index/Average (S-CVI/Ave) .90  

 

Construct Validity 

 

Person Fit 

Person fit is the first criterion to be considered when analysing the validity of the UECT 

instrument using the Rasch model. According to Boone (2016), the Rasch model can determine 

the person's fit based on their typical response patterns. Unusual response patterns detected by 

Rasch analysis suggest that students may be imitating or being negligent when answering the 

question. (Edwards & Alcock, 2019; Nevin et al., 2015) The criteria for evaluating the 

suitability of respondents are based on the 'MEASURE', Outfit MNSQ, and Outfit ZSTD' 

values. Nevin et al. (2015) explained that a high outfit ZSTD value (> 2.0) in conjunction with 

a high MEASURE value suggests that students with high ability may have inaccurately 

answered 'easy' items. A high value of Outfit ZSTD (> 2.0) combined with a low value of 

MEASURE suggests that students with limited ability may have answered the 'difficult' item 

correctly but not other items accurately. Consequently, the elimination of unsuitable 

respondents can increase the reliability scale (Van Zile-Tamsen, 2017). Item appropriateness 

assessment criteria can be used to evaluate the appropriateness of respondents (Sumintono & 

Widiarso, 2015). 

 

Table 9 displays the respondents who provided the most unsuitable response to the Rasch 

analysis, which differs from the Rasch model's estimates. The students are ordered by their 

highest Outfit ZSTD score. Twenty respondents (119, 81, 96, 54, 126, 117, 62, 67, 76, 87, 99, 
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166, 28, 168, 29, 32, 57, 94, 150, and 178) reported an Outifit ZSTD value greater than 2.0, as 

stated in Table 9. The remaining respondents' Outfit ZSTD values fell within the range of -2.0 

to +2.0. Twenty respondents were eliminated, leaving 167 respondents out of a total of 187 for 

the subsequent analysis. 

 

These excluded respondents did not participate in the study's intervention or pre-and post-

testing. They are only involved in determining the instrument's validity and reliability. After 

removing 20 from 187 respondents, the remaining number of respondents is sufficient for 

Rasch model analyses. This is corroborated by Linacre (2002), who states that the sample size 

for polytomous data in Rasch analysis must be 10 times the number of items. The analysis of 

the ECTT's 10 question items requires a minimum sample size of 100 individuals. 

 

Table 9: Misfit Order of the Persons in ECTT Instrument 

Person 
 MNSQ Outfit 

(.50-1.50) 

 ZSTD Outfit 

(-2.0-2.0) 

PTMEA-CORR 

(.40 - .85) 

119 3.71 3.5 0.37 

81 3.49 3.2 0.06 

96 3.41 3.1 -0.15 

54 3.03 3.4 -0.55 

126 2.90 3.2 -0.34 

117 2.50 2.8 -0.08 

62 2.49 2.9 -0.79 

67 2.49 2.9 -0.79 

76 2.49 2.9 -0.79 

87 2.49 2.9 -0.79 

99 2.49 2.9 -0.79 

166 5.40 2.1 0.57 

28 2.36 2.4 -0.16 

168 2.32 2.5 0.10 

29 2.09 2.2 -0.40 

32 2.07 2.1 -0.38 

57 1.99 2.1 -0.54 

94 0.20 -2.3 0.54 

150 0.20 -2.3 0.54 

178 0.15 -3.3 0.00 

 

Item Fit 

Sumintono and Widhiarso (2015) explained that the adequacy of items could assist researchers 

in determining whether the items function usually and appropriately for measurement purposes. 

In addition, the logit produced by Rasch analysis can indicate the respondent's capacity to 

answer questions based on the question's difficulty (Olsen, 2003). The Outfit MNSQ, Outfit 

ZSTD, and PTMEA-CORR values are used to analyse item fit (Bond & Fox, 2015; Boone et 

al., 2014; Waugh, 2012). 

 

Based on the Mean Square outfit (MNSQ), suitable items are valued between 0.50 and 1.50. 

Boone et al. (2014) determined that the optimal range for item fit is between 0.5 and 1.5. 

According to Table 10, there are two products outside the range: items 7 and 4. According to 

Boone et al. (2014) and Aziz et al. (2014), items that do not meet all three criteria and fall 
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outside the range are deemed inappropriate. However, if an item fulfils one of the retention 

criteria, it should be retained (Sumintono & Widiarso, 2015). Table 10 demonstrates that every 

item satisfies at least one criterion. Consequently, no item elimination is performed on this 

ECTT instrument. 

 

Table 10: Misfit Order of the Items in ECTT 

Item Outfit MNSQ 

(.50-1.50) 

Outfit ZSTD 

(-2.0 - 2.0) 

PTMEA-CORR  

(.40 - .85) 

Result 

I7 1.35 2.3 0.69 retained 

I6 1.20 1.5 0.69 retained 

I8 0.94 -0.2 0.80 retained 

I9 0.95 -0.1 0.75 retained 

I10 1.09 0.8 0.79 retained 

I5 1.10 0.7 0.77 retained 

I3 1.05 0.4 0.74 retained 

I1 0.82 -1.6 0.83 retained 

I2 0.80 -0.6 0.76 retained 

I4 0.66 -3.3 0.85 retained 

 

Item Polarity 

Analysis of item polarity using the PT-MEASURE CORR value reveals that the ECTT items 

move in the same direction relative to the construct being measured (Linacre, 2002). A positive 

value indicates that all employed items are functioning in unison, whereas a negative value 

indicates that the item must be improved or eliminated. PT-MEASURE CORR. Ranges from 

a minimum of 0.69 to a maximum of 0.85, as shown in Figure 1 (Bond & Fox, 2015). A positive 

PT-MEASURE CORR analysis indicates that all elements interpret the target construct in the 

same direction. 

 

 
Figure 1: Item Polarity Analysis 
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Unidimensionality 

In addition to the appropriateness of items and respondents, it is crucial for researchers to 

evaluate the validity of an instrument to ensure that it measures what it is intended to measure 

(Aziz et al., 2014; Sumintono & Widhiarso, 2015). According to Ariffin et al. (2010), the 

developed items should evaluate constructs that measure a single dimension. Rasch analysis 

utilising Principal Component Analysis evaluates the accuracy with which an instrument 

measures what it is intended to measure. Sumintono and Widhiarso (2015) provide criteria for 

unidimensionality based on the total variance explained by measures in Principal Component 

Analysis. Raw values explained by measurements exceeding 20% are acceptable, exceeding 

40% is fine, and exceeding 60% is excellent. In the meantime, the optimal measurement value 

for the raw value should not exceed 15%. 

 

Unidimensionality is essential to ensure that the devised instrument can measure in a single 

direction and that the study’s results are not misleading. According to Figure 2, the raw 

variance explained by measures is 61.9%, which is close to the 61.6% predicted by the Rasch 

model. According to Sumintono and Widhiarso (2015), a value that exceeds 60% is ‘high’, 

indicating that the instrument has significant evidence of unidimensionality, i.e., this 

instrument accurately measures the construct. In addition, the value of ‘unexplained variance’ 

between the first and fifth contrasts is less than 8%, which lies within the ideal range of less 

than 15%. 

 

 
Figure 2: Principal Component Analysis of Rasch Residual (PCAR) 

 

Reliability and Separation Indices 

Sumintono and Widhiarso (2015) stated that there are two appropriate index criteria (Table 12) 

to demonstrate the Rasch model's reliability, namely i) item and respondent reliability and ii) 

item and respondent separation. Linacre (2003) states that, for the division of items and 

respondents, a separation value greater than 2 is adequate. 

 

Figure 3 and Table 11 display the item-response reliability and item-response separation values 

for the ECTT instrument based on Rasch analysis. The respondent reliability value is .89, and 

the separation value is 2.83. Sumintono and Widhiarso (2015) stated that a respondent 

reliability value greater than 0.80 is regarded as 'good,' whereas Bond and Fox (2007) indicated 

that a respondent reliability value greater than 0.80 indicates that the respondent's response is 

good and consistent. For the person separation value, a value of 2.83 is interpreted as 'good', as 

supported by Linacre (2003), who stated that a good separation value for item difficulty is 

appropriate if the respondent's separation value is greater than 2.00. In the meantime, Krishnan 
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and Idris (2015) affirmed that the respondent separation value must be greater than 1.00 for 

students to be measured across the dispersion. 

 

In addition, the Rasch analysis revealed that the item reliability value is 0.97, and the item 

separation value is 5.41. Sumintono and Widhiarso (2015) defined 'high' item reliability as 

exceeding 0.94. Bond and Fox (2007) indicated that item reliability values above 0.80 have 

excellent and widely accepted values, whereas values below 0.80 are less widely accepted. A 

value of 5.41 for the item separation value is considered acceptable and satisfies the 

requirements (Linacre, 2003). Linacre (2003) stated that item separation values greater than 

2.00 are acceptable. In the meantime, Krishnan and Idris (2014) stated that item separation 

values greater than 1.00 indicate adequate dispersion. 

 

 
Figure 3: Reliability Analysis and Separation Index 

 

Table 11: Summary of the Item-Person Reliability and Separation Findings 

 

 

 

 Rasch 

Measurement 
ECTT Interpretation 

Cronbach’s alpha (KR-20) .9 – 1.0 .92 Very high  

Item Reliability >.94 .97 High 

Item Separation Index > 3.0 5.41 Good 

Person Reliability  .81 – .90 .89 Good 

Person Separation Index  > 2.0 2.83 Good 
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Discussion 

The Rasch Measurement Model was used to assess the validity and reliability of ECTT. The 

content validity analysis revealed that all ECTT items are admissible except for items 1a, 2a, 

5a, and 5b. S-CVI/Ave analysis indicated that the instrument has a high content validity value 

of .90. The item fit analysis indicated that all items are acceptable because items met at least 

one of the criteria in Outfit MNSQ, Outfit ZSTD, and PTMEA-CORR. All items have been 

found to have a positive PT-MEASURE CORR value, indicating that they all progress in the 

same direction with respect to the five constructs being measured (Linacre, 2002). A positive 

value indicates that all items operate in an acceptable and parallel manner. The 

unidimensionality analysis conducted on the ECTT items revealed a value greater than 60%, 

which is 'high' and indicates that this instrument accurately measures the constructs of ECTT 

(Sumintono & Widhiarso, 2015). The item reliability analysis revealed that the items in the 

ECTT instrument recorded a value of .97 with a value of 5.50 for item separation. This high-

reliability value indicates that the ECTT items are suitable for use in actual field investigations 

(Bond & Fox, 2007; Sumintono & Widhiarso, 2015). Likewise, the respondent reliability 

demonstrated that the ECTT items are appropriate for Form Four students in high schools. 

Thus, the Rasch analysis demonstrates that the ECTT instrument is ideally suited for use in 

actual field research. 

 

Five constructs, namely Investigation, New Ideas, Design, Create and Commercial, were 

established as the focus of the ECTT instrument. All ten open-ended items went through the 

content validation phase by four experts. The construct validity analysis was conducted for 

item and person fit, item polarity as well as unidimensionality. Van Zile-Tamsen (2017) 

highlighted the importance of empirically evaluating the psychometric properties and integrity 

of rating scales. The quality of rating scales and items can be concluded by employing a 

systematic procedure to collect and analyse data and compare results against specific, 

predetermined criteria. The results of Rasch's analysis show that ECTT has good psychometric 

quality. A positive PTMEA-CORR analysis indicates that all items move in the same direction 

in measuring the constructs to be measured (Bond & Fox, 2015; Linacre, 2012). Meanwhile, 

the obtained Raw Variance Explained by the Measures value of the ECTT instrument proved 

that the ECTT instrument truly measures the five constructs of entrepreneurial creative 

thinking. In other words, there were no extra constructs found in ECTT (Aziz et al., 2015; 

Fisher, 2007). 

 

The ECTT instrument was also tested for its reliability and separation index. According to 

Cohen and Swedlik (2018), a good set of test items can be distinguished by respondents. The 

ECTT instrument was found to have a very high Cronbach's alpha value, excellent item 

reliability value and good person reliability. These findings show that the reliability of the 

ECTT instrument is high in assessing the entrepreneurial creative thinking of high school 

students in STEM education. The obtained good item separation value shows that the ECTT 

instrument can be categorised into five strata of item levels, while the obtained person 

separation value proves that Form Four students can be divided into three strata according to 

ability level, that is, Excellent, Average and Poor. 

   

Most instruments developed by previous researchers (Ahmad & Siew, 2021; Al Mamun et al., 

2018; Block et al., 2013; Bolton & Lane, 2012; Ishak et al., 2014; Sahban et al., 2015; 

Schelfhout et al., 2016) concentrate on students' level of entrepreneurial thinking in the field 

of engineering, entrepreneurship education and entrepreneurial science thinking. This 
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limitation was addressed with the development of ECTT by including the commercialisation 

aspects of entrepreneurial thinking. This study showed that ECTT utilises an open-ended 

questions approach that is feasible for students to offer their views about market value based 

on their experience and knowledge in STEM education (LiñáN & Chen, 2009). In addition, 

most previous entrepreneurial thinking instruments used the exploratory factor analysis 

method, while ECTT uses Rasch analysis, which leads to the instrument's accuracy. 

 

Conclusions and Future Research 

The Entrepreneurial Creative Thinking Test fills the gap left by lacking an instrument that can 

accurately measure entrepreneurial creative thinking through five constructs: investigation, 

new idea, design, create, and commercial. This instrument could assist teachers in planning 

efforts to implement elements of commercial aspects of entrepreneurial creative thinking for 

high school students in STEM education. 

 

The study of the development of entrepreneurial creative thinking tests also demonstrated the 

capability of the Rasch Measurement Model to serve as a model in carefully and precisely 

determining the validity and reliability of a newly developed instrument. In fact, this finding 

supports other researchers that Rasch analyses of the ECTT instrument can be conducted for 

students in other fields. In conclusion, the analysis of validity and reliability using the Rasch 

Measurement Model demonstrated that the ECTT instrument is valid and reliable for 

measuring the entrepreneurial creative thinking of Form Four students in rural high schools. 

 

Even though the findings suggest that ECTT is a reliable and valid instrument for STEM 

education, its limitations should be acknowledged. ECTT was tested in four schools using a 

sample of 187 students; it may not represent the general population of rural high school 

students. Future research needs to involve a bigger sample size. ECTT can be infused into any 

STEM curriculum integrated model to promote entrepreneurial creative thinking in STEM. It 

is suggested to extend the usage of the ECTT instrument to other regions of the country, as 

well as to a variety of learners for greater generalisability. 

 

Acknowledgement 

The researchers would like to express their appreciation to the Ministry of Higher Education 

for funding this study under the 2021 Fundamental Research Grant Scheme (FRGS), 

FRGS/1/2021/SSI0/UMS/02/7. 

 

References  

Ahmad, J., & Siew, N. M. (2021). Development of a children's entrepreneurial science thinking 

test for STEM education. Journal of Baltic Science Education, 20(4), 528–545. 

https://doi.org/10.33225/jbse/21.20.528 

Al Mamun, A., Kumar, N., Ibrahim, M. D., & Yusoff, M. N. H. (2017). Validating the 

measurement of entrepreneurial orientation. Economics and Sociology, 10(4), 51–66. 

https://doi.org/10.14254/2071-789X.2017/10-4/5 

Amabile, T. M., Conti, R., Coon, H., Lazenby, J., & Herron, M. (1996). Assessing the work 

environment for creativity. The Academy of Management Journal, 39(5), 1154–1184. 

Ariffin, S. R., Omar, B., Isa, A., & Sharif, S. (2010). Validity and reliability Multiple Intelligent 

items using Rasch measurement model. Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences, 9, 

729–733. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2010.12.225 



 

 

 
Volume 5 Issue 18 (September 2023) PP. 115-136 

 DOI: 10.35631/IJMOE.518009 

Copyright © GLOBAL ACADEMIC EXCELLENCE (M) SDN BHD - All rights reserved 

133 

 

Aziz, A. A, Masodi, M. S, & Zaharim, A. (2015). Asas model pengukuran Rasch: Pembentukan 

skala & struktur pengukuran [Fundamentals of the Rasch measurement model: Scale 

formation & measurement structure]. Penerbit UKM [UKM Press]. 

Aziz, A. A., Jusoh, M. S., Omar, A. R., Amlus, M. H., & Salleh, T. S. A., (2014). Construct 

validity: A Rasch measurement model approaches. Journal of Applied Science and 

Agriculture, 9(12), 7–12. 

Bacigalupo, M., Kampylis, P., Punie, Y., & Van den Brande, G. (2016). EntreComp: The 

entrepreneurship competence framework. Publications Office of the European Union. 

https://doi.org/10.2791/593884 

Bilén, S. G., Kisenwether, E. C., Rzasa, S. E., & Wise, J. C. (2005). Developing and assessing 

students’ entrepreneurial skills and mind-set. Journal of Engineering Education, 94(2), 

233–243. 

Block, J. H., Hoogerheide, L., & Thurik, R. 2013. Education and entrepreneurial choice: An 

instrumental variables analysis. International Small Business Journal, 31(1), 23–33. 

 

Bolton, D. L., & Lane, M. D. (2012). Individual entrepreneurial orientation: Development of a 

measurement instrument. Education and Training, 54(2–3), 219–233. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/00400911211210314 

Bond, T G, & Fox, C. M. (2007). Applying the Rasch model.: Fundamental measurement in 

the human science (2nd ed.). Lawrence Earlbaum Associates. 

Bond, Trevor G., & Fox, C. M. (2015). Applying the Rasch model: Fundamental measurement 

in the human sciences (3rd ed.). Routledge. 

https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781107415324.004 

Boone, W. J. (2016). Rasch analysis for instrument development: Why, when, and how? CBE-

Life Sciences Education, 15(4), 1–7. https://doi.org/10.1187/cbe.16-04-0148 

Boone, W. J., & Scantlebury, K. (2005). The role of Rasch analysis when conducting science 

education research utilising multiple-choice tests. Science Education, 90(2), 253–269. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/sce.20106 

Boone, W. J., Staver, J. R., & Yale, M. S. (2014). Rasch analysis in the human sciences. 

Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-007-6857-4 

Boone, W. J., Townsend, J. S., & Staver, J. (2011). Using Rasch theory to guide the practice 

of survey development and survey data analysis in science education and to inform 

science reform efforts: An exemplar utilising STEBI self-efficacy data. Science 

Education, 95(2), 258–280. https://doi.org/10.1002/sce.20413 

Buang, N. A., Halim, L., & Meerah, T. S. M. (2009). Understanding the thinking of scientists 

entrepreneurs: Implications for science education in Malaysia. Journal of Turkish 

Science Education, 6(2), 3–11. 

Buang, N. A., Halim, L., & Meerah, T. S. M., & Osman, K. (2010). Development of an 

entrepreneurial science thinking (EnSciT) module for secondary science education in 

Malaysia. In The World of Science Education (pp. 315–334). Brill Sense. 

Chen, A. H., Bakar, N. F. A., & Lam, C. S. Y. (2020). Comparison of open-ended and close-

ended questions to determine signs and symptoms of eye problems among children. 

Journal of Optometry, 13(2), 81–87. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.optom.2019.07.002 

Clarke, J. S., & Holt, R. (2019). Images of entrepreneurship: Using drawing to explore 

entrepreneurial experience. Journal of Business Venturing Insights, 11(May), e00129. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbvi.2019.e00129 



 

 

 
Volume 5 Issue 18 (September 2023) PP. 115-136 

 DOI: 10.35631/IJMOE.518009 

Copyright © GLOBAL ACADEMIC EXCELLENCE (M) SDN BHD - All rights reserved 

134 

 

Cohen, R. J., & Swedlik, M. E. (2018). Psychological testing and assessment: An introduction 

to tests and measurement. In Guidebook for Clinical Psychology Interns (9th ed.). 

McGraw-Hill Education. 

Creswell, J. W., & Creswell, J. D. (2017). Research design: Qualitative, quantitative, and 

mixed methods approaches (5th ed.). Sage. 

Davis, L. L. (1992). Instrument review: Getting the most from a panel of experts. Applied 

Nursing Research, 5(4), 194–197. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0897-1897(05)80008-4 

Dayan, M., Zacca, R., & Di Benedetto, A. (2013). An exploratory study of entrepreneurial 

creativity: Its antecedents and mediators in the context of UAE firms. Creativity and 

Innovation Management, 22(3), 223–240. https://doi.org/10.1111/caim.12036 

De Bono, E. (1998). Creative thinking. Global Management, 17–22. 

Della Corte, V., & Del Gaudio, G. (2017). Entrepreneurial Creativity: Sources, processes and 

implications. International Journal of Business and Management, 12(6), 33. 

https://doi.org/10.5539/ijbm.v12n6p33 

Edwards, A., & Alcock, A. (2010). Using rasch analysis to identify uncharacteristic responses 

to undergraduate assessments. Teaching Mathematics and Its Applications, 29(4), 165–

175. https://doi.org/10.1093/teamat/hrq008 

Fillis, I., & Rentschler, R. (2010). The role of creativity in entrepreneurship. Journal of 

Enterprising Culture, 18(01), 49–81. https://doi.org/10.1142/s0218495810000501 

Fisher, W. P. J. (2007). Rating scale instrument quality criteria. Rasch Measurement 

Transactions, 21(1), 1095. 

https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781107415324.004 

Fortwengel, J., Schüßler, E., & Sydow, J. (2017). Studying organisational creativity as process: 

Fluidity or duality? Creativity and Innovation Management, 26(1), 5–16. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/caim.12187 

Goss, D., & Sadler-Smith, E. (2018). Opportunity creation: Entrepreneurial agency, 

interaction, and affect. Strategic Entrepreneurship Journal, 12(2), 219–236. 

Ho, H. C., Wang, C. C., & Cheng, Y. Y. (2013). Analysis of the scientific imagination process. 

Thinking Skills and Creativity, 10, 68–78. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tsc.2013.04.003 

Ishak, Z., Buang, N. A., & Halim, L. (2014). Ciri-ciri dan tahap pemikiran sains keusahawanan: 

Kesediaan integrasi pemikiran keusahawanan dalam proses pengajaran guru-guru sains 

di MRSM [The characteristics and level of entrepreneurial science thinking: The 

readiness of the integration of entrepreneurial thinking in the teaching process of 

science teachers at MRSM]. Jurnal Kepimpinan Pendidikan, 1(1), 53–64. 

http://umrefjournal.um.edu.my/filebank/published_article/6255/Template 4.pdf 

Jonassen, D., Strobel, J., & Lee, C. B. (2006). Everyday problem solving in engineering: 

Lessons for engineering educators. Journal of Engineering Education, 95(2), 139-151. 

Kline, T. J. B. (2005). Psychological testing: A practical approach to design and evaluation. 

Sage. 

Krishnan, S. & Idris, N. (2015). Investigating SATS-36 for a matriculation sample. 

International Journal of Evaluation and Research in Education, 4(2), 84–88. 

Kucuk, S. U. (2017). Marketing and marketing mix. In Visualising Marketing (pp. 3–7). 

Springer. 

Kurniawan, J. E., Setiawan, J. L., Sanjaya, E. L., Wardhani, F. P. I., Virlia, S., Dewi, K., Kasim, 

A., & Hui, S. K. F. (2019). Developing a measurement instrument for high school 

students’ entrepreneurial orientation. Cogent Education, 6(1). 

https://doi.org/10.1080/2331186X.2018.1564423 



 

 

 
Volume 5 Issue 18 (September 2023) PP. 115-136 

 DOI: 10.35631/IJMOE.518009 

Copyright © GLOBAL ACADEMIC EXCELLENCE (M) SDN BHD - All rights reserved 

135 

 

Lamoureux, E. L., Pesudovs, K., Pallant, J. F., Rees, G., Hassell, J. B., Caudle, L. E., & Keeffe, 

J. E. (2008). An evaluation of the 10-item Vision Core Measure 1 (VCM1) scale (the 

core module of the vision-related quality of life scale) using Rasch analysis. Ophthalmic 

Epidemiology, 15(4), 224–233. https://doi.org/10.1080/09286580802256559 

Li, C. Q., Harichandran, R. S., Carnasciali, M. I., Erdil, N. O., & Nocito-Gobel, J. (2016). 

Development of an instrument to measure the entrepreneurial mindset of engineering 

students. ASEE Annual Conference and Exposition, Conference Proceedings, 2016-

June. https://doi.org/10.18260/p.26819 

Linacre, J. (2012). A user’s guide to Winsteps: Rasch model computer programs. MESA Press. 

Linacre, J. M. (2003). Dimensionality: Contrasts and variances help for Winsteps Rasch 

measurement software. http://www.winsteps.com/winman/principalcomponents.htm. 

Linacre, John. (2002). Understanding rasch measurement: Optimizing rating scale category 

effectiveness. Journal of Applied Measurement, 3, 85–106. 

LiñáN, F., & Chen, Y.-W. (2009). Development and cross-cultural application of a specific 

instrument to measure entrepreneurial intentions. Entrepreneurship Theory and 

Practice, 33(3), 593–617. https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-

6520.2009.00318.x 

Malaysian Examinations Board. (2013). Pentaksiran kemahiran berfikir aras tinggi 

[Assessment of higher order thinking skills]. Kementerian Pendidikan Malaysia 

[Ministry of Education Malaysia].  

Ministry of Education Malaysia. (2013). Pelan Pembangunan Pendidikan Malaysia 2013 – 

2025 [Malaysian Education Development Plan 2013 – 2025]. Kementerian Pendidikan 

Malaysia [Ministry of Education Malaysia]. 

Moitra, T. (2017). An introduction to design thinking in HR. Talent Management Excellence 

Essentials, 6. https://www.proquest.com/magazines/introduction-design-thinking-

hr/docview/2051207437/se-2?accountid=9630%0Ahttp://pmt-

eu.hosted.exlibrisgroup.com/openurl/44LSE/44LSE_services_page?url_ver=Z39.88-

2004&rft_val_fmt=info:ofi/fmt:kev:mtx:journal&genre=article 

Mullen, P. M. (2003). Delphi: Myths and reality. Journal of Health Organization and 

Management, 17(1), 37–52. https://doi.org/10.1108/14777260310469319 

Nevin, E., Behan, A., Duffy, G., Farrell, S., Harding, R., Howard, R., MacRaighne, A., & 

Bowe, B. (2015). Assessing the validity and reliability of dichotomous test results using 

Item Response Theory on a group of first year engineering students. The 6th Research 

in Engineering Education Symposium: (REES 2015), July 13-15. 

Olsen, L. W. (2003). Essays on Georg Rasch and his contributions to statistics [University of 

Copenhagen]. https://www.rasch.org/olsen.pdf 

Passow, H. J., & Passow, C. H. (2017). What competencies should undergraduate Eengineering 

programs emphasize? A systematic review. Journal of Engineering Education, 106(3), 

475–526. https://doi.org/10.1002/jee.20171 

Perry-Smith, J. E., & Coff, R. W. (2011). In the mood for entrepreneurial creativity? How 

optimal group effect differs for generating and selecting ideas for new ventures. 

Strategic Entrepreneurship Journal, 5, 247–268. https://doi.org/10.1002/sej 

Plattner, H., Meinel, C., & Leifer, L. 2015. Design thinking research: Making design thinking 

foundational. Springer International. 

Polit, D. F., Beck, C. T., & Owen, S. V. (2017). Is the CVI an acceptable indicator of content 

validity? Appraisal and recommendations. Research in Nursing & Health, 30(4), 459–

467. https://doi.org/10.1002/nur 

Rawlinson, J. G. (2017). Creative thinking and brainstorming. Routledge. 



 

 

 
Volume 5 Issue 18 (September 2023) PP. 115-136 

 DOI: 10.35631/IJMOE.518009 

Copyright © GLOBAL ACADEMIC EXCELLENCE (M) SDN BHD - All rights reserved 

136 

 

Sadler, T. D., Foulk, J. A., & Friedrichsen, P. J. (2017). Evolution of a model for socio-

scientific issue teaching and learning. International Journal of Education in 

Mathematics Science and Technology, 5(2), 75–87. 

Sahban, M. A., Kumar, D., & Ramalu, S. S. 2015. Instrument development: Entrepreneurial 

Social Support Assessment Instrument (IESSA). Research Journal of Economic & 

Business Studies, 4(3), 21–36. 

Saputra, N. E., Ekawati, Y. N., Annisa, V., & Syarif, A. (2021). Constructing a measuring 

instrument for entrepreneurial characters in Universitas Jambi. Lume, 10(02), 2. 

www.ijstr.org 

Schelfhout, W., Bruggeman, K., & De Mayer, S. 2016. Evaluation of entrepreneurial 

competence through scaled behavioural indicators: Validation of an instrument. Studies 

in Educational Evaluation, 51, 29–41. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.stueduc.2016.09.001 

Schuetz, C. G. (2010). Using neuroimaging to predict relapse to smoking: Role of possible 

moderators and mediators. International Journal of Methods in Psychiatric Research, 

19(2), 74–87. https://doi.org/10.1002/mpr 

Sternberg, R. J. (2003). Creative thinking in the classroom. Scandinavian Journal of 

Educational Research, 47(3), 325–338. 

Sumintono, B., & Widhiarso, W. (2015). Aplikasi permodelan Rasch pada assessment 

pendidikan [Application of Rasch modeling in educational assessment]. Penerbit Trim 

Komunikata [Trim Komunikata Press]. 

Syukri, M., Halim, L., Meerah, T. S. M., & Buang, N. A. (2013). Pengetahuan pedagogi isi 

kandungan guru sains sekolah rendah dalam mengajarkan pemikiran sains 

keusahawanan: Satu kajian kes [Pedagogical knowledge of primary school science 

teachers' content in teaching entrepreneurial science thinking: A case study]. Jurnal 

Teknologi, 63(2), 13–19. 

Tawau District Education Office. (2021). Laporan Tahunan Pentaksiran Bilik Darjah [Annual 

Classroom Assessment Report]. 

Van Zile-Tamsen, C. (2017). Using Rasch analysis to inform rating scale development. 

Research in Higher Education, 58(8), 922–933. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11162-017-

9448-0 

Watts, C. A., & Wray, K. (2012). Using toolkits to achieve STEM enterprise learning 

outcomes. Education and Training, 54(4), 259–277. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/00400911211236118 

Waugh, R. (2012). Applications of Rasch measurement in education. Nova Science. 

Zhou, J. (2008). A new look at creativity in the entrepreneurial process. Strategic 

Entrepreneurship Journal, 2(1), 1–5. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/00400911211236118

