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ABSTRACT
The background of this research arises from the reality that in many 
multilingual countries, governments mandate the use of national 
languages in official communication, yet compliance at the local 
bureaucratic level is often inconsistent. Indonesia represents an 
important case because, although a strong legal foundation exists, 
everyday practices reveal significant variation. Previous studies rarely 
examined institutional compliance using rigorous measurement. 
This research fills that gap by applying the Rasch model to analyze 
language compliance behavior within bureaucratic settings and 
to explore organizational mechanisms that support or weaken 
compliance in multilingual governance. The study employed a survey 
of 395 civil servants from ministries, provincial governments, cities/
districts, and universities across 18 provinces. The 30-item instrument 
was calibrated with the Rasch model, positioning respondents and 
items on a common logit scale. Results showed high reliability 
(Person = 0.87; Item = 0.96), good model fit, and invariance between 
groups based on DIF analysis. ANOVA indicated no significant 
compliance differences by education, employment status, or tenure, 
suggesting that organizational norms and ideologies matter more 
than individual demographics. Substantively, findings confirm that 
bureaucratic language compliance is shaped by organizational 
culture and enforcement mechanisms rather than personal traits. 
Methodologically, this research demonstrates the Rasch model’s value 
for producing valid, reliable, and bias-free measurements, supporting 
cross-group comparison and long-term monitoring.
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Introduction
Official language is not only an administrative communication tool, but also the foundation of state legitimacy 
and the quality of state-citizen relations in a multilingual society (Clark & Dear, 2021; Mustapha et al., n.d.). 
Findings in public administration show that the relational element in administrative language can increase 
citizen satisfaction, even after service outcomes are controlled (Eckhard & Friedrich, 2024). This confirms that 
language at the forefront of services is a substantive policy variable, not just cosmetic. On the policy design side, 
the effectiveness of implementation depends on the suitability between the policy design space and the response 
of the implementing organization; A technically “correct” design can fail if it is not aligned with bureaucratic 
practices (Balla & Gormley, 2020; Meier et al., 2019). The taxonomy study of administrative language further 
shows the informational and relational dimensions that mediate citizens’ perception of the quality of public 
services (Eckhard et al., 2024). Therefore, language adherence should be read as the result of the interaction of 
policy design, organizational culture, and communication practices. To assess it validly, it takes measurements 
that can be compared across groups and time. 
	 At the same time, Indonesia offers a strategic empirical context: the legal mandate for the use of 
Indonesian in official communications is very clear, but practices in local governments remain diverse. These 
dynamics are intertwined with linguistic ecology and language ideology that overlap in the institutional realm 
(Archey, 2023; Kravchenko, 2016; Kroskrity, 2021). The study of language and education policy in Indonesia 
also shows the attraction between national languages, regional languages, and global languages in the policy and 
organizational space (Muhammad & Nurasia, 2024; Wiley & García, 2016). In the lens of policy implementation, 
the distance between text and practice is a natural consequence of the interaction of design and the context of 
the implementing organization (Muhammad & Nurasia, 2024; Wiley & García, 2016). As a result, without 
standardized and fair measurement of compliance, it is difficult to assess policy achievements and design precise 
interventions at the organizational level. Therefore, the study of bureaucratic language compliance in Indonesia 
requires a measurement tool that is not only descriptive, but also has construct validity, reliability, and cross-
group invariability. This approach is adopted in this study. 
	 For this, Rasch’s measurement theory offers a framework for converting ordinal responses into interval 
measures, evaluating item–respondent suitability, and checking fairness through differential item functioning 
or DIF analysis (Andrich & Marais, 2019; Elnegahy et al., 2022; Xu et al., 2025). Practice in the field of 
language testing shows that Rasch supports construct validity and cross-group comparability with transparent 
and replicable procedures (Holmes et al., 2018). At the same time, the debate about fairness versus justice 
reminds us that the technical quality of the instrument must be juxtaposed with the social implications of its 
use in policy (Abu-Elyounes, 2020; Selbst et al., 2019; Wong, 2020). Shifting these best practices from the realm 
of language assessment to the domain of bureaucratic language policy compliance allows for valid, fair, and 
comparable measurement across organizational units. In addition, the Rasch framework paves the way for 
longitudinal monitoring, intervention adjustments, and evidence-based policy impact evaluation. As such, this 
approach is aligned with the needs of public policy that demand measures that can be audited and re-read by 
decision-makers. This is the methodological foundation of this study. 
	 Theoretically, the research gap filled was the lack of bureaucratic language compliance studies that 
used strong psychometric measurements and cross-group invariability. Meanwhile, the public administration 
literature emphasizes the crucial role of administrative language in shaping citizen evaluations (Eckhard et al., 
2024; Eckhard & Friedrich, 2024) and policy literature emphasize the importance of design–implementation 
alignment (Coburn et al., 2016; Lundmark et al., 2021); these two currents have not been met through Rasch’s 
measurement in the context of bureaucracy. By combining the taxonomy of administrative language (Eckhard 
et al., 2024), policy implementation perspectives (Coburn et al., 2016; Lundmark et al., 2021), and Rasch’s 
methodology (Aryadoust et al., 2021), this study offers a new methodological translation into the domain of 
language compliance of public organizations. This approach is relevant for multilingual countries and can be 
replicated across regions. Its added strength is the potential to align training, monitoring, and organizational 
culture strengthening strategies with measurable findings that are free of bias. Thus, conceptual and practical 
contributions can be presented simultaneously. This is the basis for formulating research objectives explicitly. 
Thus, the objectives of this study are: (1) to compile and calibrate an instrument to measure the compliance of the 
use of Indonesian language in the local government environment using the Rasch model; (2) test the reliability, 
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suitability of the model, and invariants across subgroups through DIF analysis; (3) mapping compliance 
differences based on demographic and institutional factors, while testing whether the differences are significant; 
and (4) assess the implications of the findings for organizational strategies, including training, monitoring, and 
strengthening the culture of language compliance. The formulation of this goal is in line with the results of 
research that show the high reliability of the instrument (Person 0.87; Item 0.96), adequate model suitability, 
absence of significant differences between demographic groups, and evidence of cross-group item invariability. 

Theoretical Framework
a.	 Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB)
The Theory of Planned Behavior is a widely utilized psychological framework for predicting and explaining 
human behavior across diverse contexts (Ajzen, 2020; Asih et al., 2020; Conner, 2020). It extends the Theory of 
Reasoned Action by incorporating Perceived Behavioral Control (PBC), allowing for non-volitional influences. 
TPB posits that behavioral intention is the most immediate determinant of actual behavior and is shaped by 
three core constructs: attitude toward the behavior, subjective norms, and PBC. This integrative structure 
has demonstrated predictive validity in domains such as health, environmental sustainability, education, and 
organizational compliance (Kraus et al., 2017; Lim, 2024; Saucier et al., 2020). Contemporary research further 
enriches TPB with extensions including moral norms, affective beliefs, and structural constraints, reinforcing its 
flexibility and explanatory power (Hassan et al., 2016; Jalilian et al., 2020).

b.	 Compliance Theory
Compliance Theory investigates the mechanisms that drive adherence to rules, norms, and regulations within 
institutional settings (Bottoms, 2019; David Orozco, 2019; Oyanedel et al., 2020). Conceptual strands include: 
Instrumental/Deterrence-Based Perspective, rooted in rational choice, viewing compliance as cost-benefit 
driven (Kolkowska et al., 2017; Nachbar, 2016). Normative Perspective, emphasizing legitimacy, procedural 
justice, and moral obligation (Kolkowska et al., 2017; Nachbar, 2016). Organizational and Social Perspective, 
highlighting cultural and ethical climates in shaping behavior (Kolkowska et al., 2017; Nachbar, 2016). Recent 
paradigms advocate responsive and risk-based regulation (Moniruzzaman, 2022) and integrate behavioral 
insights to address bounded rationality and cognitive biases (Altman, 2016; Jolls, 2017). The theory has 
expanded to digital compliance, algorithmic governance, and ESG standards, signaling a shift toward value-
driven compliance systems (Christensen et al., 2022; Scherer & Scherer, 2025).

c.	 Institutional Sociolinguistics
Language functions not only as a communicative tool but as an ideological instrument for national identity 
and institutional legitimacy (Pérez-Milans, 2016; Reagan, 2016; Suddaby et al., 2017). In Indonesia, Law No. 
24/2009 mandates the use of Bahasa Indonesia in government communications, reflecting both normative and 
symbolic roles in nation-building (Lauder, 2008). Language policy comprises status planning, corpus planning, 
and acquisition planning (Lauder, 2008). Despite formal regulation, compliance varies due to sociolinguistic 
factors—prestige perceptions, professional norms, and globalized discourse practices (Lauder, 2008). Empirical 
evidence indicates tensions between linguistic regulation and organizational behavior under digital globalization 
pressures (Leslie et al., 2018; Quach et al., 2022).

d.	 Language Competence Theory
Originating from Chomsky (1965), Language Competence Theory distinguishes competence - an idealized 
internal linguistic system - from performance, or actual language use influenced by situational constraints. 
Initially focused on grammatical and syntactic knowledge, subsequent extensions (Abraham, 2018; Mair 
& Leech, 2020) incorporate communicative dimensions, including grammatical, semantic, and pragmatic 
competence, thereby aligning with sociolinguistic and educational applications.

e.	 Policy Implementation Theory
Policy Implementation Theory examines how formulated policies are operationalized through administrative 
structures and actions (Pülzl & Treib, 2017; Zhelyazkova & Thomann, 2021). Effective implementation 
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depends on multiple determinants: goal clarity, adequate resources, institutional capacity, inter-organizational 
communication, environmental conditions, and implementer commitment (Pülzl & Treib, 2017; Zhelyazkova & 
Thomann, 2021). While top-down models stress hierarchical control, bottom-up perspectives underscore local 
discretion and contextual adaptation (de Kloet et al., 2019). Hybrid approaches now dominate, recognizing 
governance networks and interactive policy processes.

Figure 1. Theoretical Framework 
“Indonesian Language Compliance Behavior of Local Government Employees: Rasch Model Analysis”

Policy Implementation Theory examines how adopted rules are operationalized by administrative systems. 
Classic work shows that small slippages accumulate along implementation chains, making outcomes sensitive to 
coordination and local conditions (Birken et al., 2017; Leeman et al., 2019). Determinants include goal clarity, 
resource adequacy, institutional capacity, inter-organizational communication, external environment, and 
implementer commitment. Bottom-up perspectives highlight street-level discretion and contextual adaptation, 
while later syntheses integrate hierarchical steering with networked and interactive governance (Thomann 
et al., 2018). In this study, the implementation lens explains why demographics do not predict compliance: 
organizational norms, supervision, and routines mediate how policy becomes practice. The Rasch instrument 
then captures the resulting distribution of compliance across units, enabling fair cross-group comparison and 
policy monitoring.

Methodology: Rasch Model Analysis
The Rasch model was employed in this study to analyze the measurement properties of an instrument designed 
to assess Indonesian language compliance behavior among local government employees. The Rasch approach 
was selected due to its ability to place both items and respondents on a common interval logit scale, thus 
enabling an objective evaluation of item difficulty and respondent ability (Boone, 2016). This study involved 395 
civil servants working in several ministries, universities, provincial governments, and city/district governments 
through random sampling. Data were collected through a structured questionnaire consisting of 30 items 
rated on a five-point Likert scale, developed based on the following theories: the theory of planned behavior, 
compliance theory, institutional sociolinguistics, language competence theory, and policy implementation theory. 
By applying the Rasch model, the study ensured that the instrument met key psychometric requirements, 
including unidimensionality, item fit, and measurement invariance across demographic subgroups. The analysis 
was carried out using Winsteps version 5.5.1. The conformity criteria used refer to the MNSQ range of 0.5–1.5 
as the productive limit for measurement, with consideration of ZSTD ±2 as an indicator of interpretive caution 
in large samples. DIF analysis was conducted across key demographic subgroups (education, employment status, 
employment period) with conventional significance thresholds, to ensure item invariance and measurement 
fairness.
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Results
a.	 Characteristics of Respondents
The survey, conducted via Google Forms, yielded 395 respondents, including employees working in the central 
government, provincial governments, city/district governments, and universities across 18 provinces. Respondent 
characteristics are shown in Table 1 below.

Demographic Description Respondents Percentage (%)

Gender Male 265 67.4

  Female 128 32.6

Age < 25 years 3 0.8

  26 - 35 years 12 3.1

  36 - 45 years 147 37.4

  46 - 55 years 190 48.3

  56 - 60 years 36 8.2

  > 61 years 5 1.3

Education Elementary School - -

  Junior High School - -

  Senior High School 86 21.9

  Diploma 1/2/3 85 21.6

  Bachelor’s Degree-1 98 24.9

  Postgraduate (Master/Doctoral) 124 31.6

Employment Status Ministry civil servants 63 15.9

  Institutional/agency civil servants 89 22.6

  University civil servants 75 19.1

  Provincial civil servants 77 19.6

  City/Regency civil servants 89 22.6

Length Less than 10 years 97 24.7

  11 – 20 years 152 38.7

  21 – 30 years 101 25.7

  More than 31 years 43 10.9

Ethnicity of Respondents Batak 16 4.1

  Aceh 10 2.5

  Padang 30 7.6

  Melayu 13 3.3

  Palembang 26 6.6

  Lampung 15 3.8

  Betawi 6 1.5

  Sunda 40 12.5

  Jawa 65 16.5

  Madura 4 1.0-

  Bali 12 3.1

  Sasak 4 1.0-

  Lombok 3 0.8

  Sumbawa-Bima 28 7.1

  Dayak 28 7.1

  Sulawesi Selatan 39 9.9

  Sulawesi Utara 28 7.1

  Ambon-Maluku 8 2.0-

  Papua 7 1.8

  Chinese descent 2 0.5

Table 1. Characteristic of Respondents
* Sources: Study of Indonesian Language Compliance Behavior of Local Government Employees: Rasch 

Model Analysis, 2025
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The survey included 395 respondents from various government levels and academic institutions across 18 
provinces, ensuring a diverse sample. Respondents comprised 67.4% male and 32.6% female, reflecting typical 
gender patterns in Indonesian civil service. Most participants were mid- to late-career employees (85.7% 
aged 36-55), indicating an experienced workforce likely familiar with institutional norms (Kaplan & Baldauf, 
1997). Educational attainment was high: 31.6% postgraduate, 24.9% bachelor’s, and 21.6% diploma holders, 
with only 21.9% completing senior high school, supporting prior findings linking education with linguistic 
competence.
	 Employment distribution was balanced across sectors: institutional/agency and city/regency employees 
(22.6% each), followed by provincial (19.6%), university staff (19.1%), and ministerial employees (15.9%), 
ensuring representation of diverse organizational cultures (Shohamy, 2005). Tenure patterns reveal stability, 
with 38.7% serving 11-20 years and over 60% exceeding 10 years, consistent with norms promoting language 
compliance (Shohamy, 2005). Ethnic diversity was evident, with Javanese (16.5%), Sundanese (12.5%), and 
others (Batak, Padang, Dayak, Sumbawa-Bima), highlighting potential tensions between regional languages 
and national language use (Zentz, 2014). Overall, the sample reflects a highly educated, experienced, and 
ethnolinguistically diverse workforce, reinforcing the importance of organizational norms and ideologies in 
shaping language compliance behavior.

b.	 Validity - Reliability
The presented output summarizes person and item statistics derived from a Rasch model analysis, commonly 
applied in psychometric evaluation for educational and social science research. The primary indicators include 
reliability, separation index, mean square fit statistics, and measurement dispersion, all of which assess the 
instrument’s psychometric robustness (Johansson et al., 2023; Lima et al., 2018).
Tabel 2: Ringkasan Analisis (Rasch Output)

Bagian Person

Statistik
TO-

TAL
COUNT MEASURE REALSE

INFIT 

IMNSQ

INFIT 

ZSTD

OUTFIT 

OMNSQ

OUTFIT 

ZSTD

MEAN 106.2 30.0 0.88 0.30 0.99 -0.2 0.99 -0.2

P.SD 11.1 1.1 0.86 0.05 0.50 1.8 0.50 1.8

REAL RMSE 0.31

TRUE SD 0.80

SEPARATION 2.62

PERSON RELIABIL-

ITY
0.87

Bagian Item

Statistik TOTAL COUNT MEASURE REALSE
INFIT 

IMNSQ

INFIT 

ZSTD

OUTFIT 

OMNSQ

OUTFIT 

ZSTD

MEAN 1391.6 392.9 0.00 0.08 1.00 -0.2 0.99 -0.3

P.SD 63.4 0.2 0.38 0.01 0.21 2.7 0.22 2.8

REAL RMSE 0.08

TRUE SD 0.37

SEPARATION 4.67

ITEM RELIABILITY 0.96

* Sources: Study of Indonesian Language Compliance Behavior of Local Government Employees: Rasch Model 
Analysis, 2025

The person reliability index of 0.87 demonstrates a high level of consistency in distinguishing between respondents 
across the latent trait continuum. Values above 0.80 are considered strong, suggesting that the instrument 
provides stable measures of person ability across replications. This implies that the test can reliably differentiate 
individuals into approximately three statistically distinct strata, as confirmed by the person separation index. 
The person separation index of 2.62 is equivalent to about 3.83 differentiated strata, calculated by the formula 
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(4 × Separation + 1) / 3 (Andrich, 1999). Andrich, (1999) suggest that a separation index above 2.0 reflects an 
adequate range for meaningful person differentiation, which supports the scale’s discriminative power. Item 
reliability is extremely high (0.96), suggesting that the hierarchical ordering of item difficulty is highly stable 
and replicable across similar samples. This stability is essential for maintaining construct validity and ensuring 
that items represent varying levels of difficulty consistently. The item separation index of 4.67 indicates excellent 
differentiation among item difficulties, corresponding to approximately six hierarchical levels of item difficulty. 
This ensures that the scale adequately spans the latent trait range and contributes to the validity of the construct 
representation.
	 The infit and outfit mean-square (MNSQ) statistics for both persons (Infit = 0.99; Outfit = 1.08) and 
items (Infit = 1.00; Outfit = 1.21) fall within the recommended range of 0.5–1.5 (Bond & Fox, 2020), suggesting 
that the data fit the Rasch model expectations well. This indicates that items and responses are functioning as 
intended without substantial misfit or distortion. ZSTD values for both persons (Infit ZSTD = -0.2; Outfit ZSTD 
= -2.1) and items (Infit ZSTD = 0.9; Outfit ZSTD = -3.1) are generally within acceptable bounds. Although 
the item outfit ZSTD slightly exceeds -2.0, this deviation is not severe and does not indicate a major threat 
to validity, particularly given the MNSQ statistics remain within tolerance. The mean person measure is 0.88 
logits, while the mean item measure is centered at 0 logits, indicating that the sample’s ability level is slightly 
higher than the average item difficulty. This balance supports the targeting of the instrument, an important 
component of validity, as it shows appropriate alignment between respondent ability and item challenge. 
Strictly speaking, the combination of high person reliability (0.87) and item reliability (0.96) confirms that the 
instrument demonstrates both stability and precision in measuring the latent construct across respondents and 
items. The acceptable fit statistics and alignment of measures confirm that the scale adheres to Rasch model 
expectations, supporting construct validity and ensuring that observed scores accurately reflect the intended 
latent trait.

c.	 Person - Item Fit
In Rasch analysis, the term fit refers to the degree of agreement between empirical data (respondents’ answers) 
and the predictions generated by the Rasch model. This fit is evaluated at both the item and person levels using 
statistical indices such as Infit and Outfit Mean Square (MNSQ) as well as Z-Standardized (ZSTD) values. Item 
fit assesses whether an item functions in accordance with the Rasch model’s predictions for respondents’ ability. 
Infit/Outfit values within the ideal range of 0.5–1.5 indicate that the item aligns with the model and measures a 
single construct dimension, Misfit (values > 1.5) suggests that the item is overly variable and does not conform 
to the model, potentially due to ambiguity or multidimensionality, and Overfit (values < 0.5) indicates that 
the item is overly predictable and provides limited additional information. Person fit indicates the extent to 
which an individual respondent’s response pattern aligns with the expectations of the Rasch model: Good fit 
occurs when the respondent answers consistently in accordance with their ability level, Misfit occurs when the 
respondent’s answers are inconsistent (e.g., incorrect responses on easy items but correct responses on difficult 
ones), Overfit occurs when the respondent answers almost perfectly, which may suggest an atypical pattern such 
as memorization or lucky guessing.

Table 3. Item Statistics: Measure Order
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19 1297 393 0.54 0.07 0.91 -1.24 0.91 -1.27 0.60 0.51 56.2 53.1 Z

10 1310 393 0.52 0.07 0.91 -1.34 0.91 -1.26 0.59 0.50 57.8 54.0 Q

20 1363 392 0.48 0.07 0.91 -1.71 0.91 -1.67 0.55 0.50 53.4 54.0 AA

2 1315 393 0.45 0.07 0.97 -0.57 0.97 -0.59 0.51 0.50 57.5 54.3 I

8 1329 393 0.37 0.07 0.87 -5.10 0.89 -4.20 0.51 0.50 57.9 54.0 O

5 1348 393 0.26 0.07 0.95 -1.92 0.97 -1.47 0.38 0.49 56.5 53.7 N

7 1351 393 0.25 0.07 0.94 -1.92 1.05 0.87 0.28 0.49 58.5 54.4 S
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12 1352 393 0.24 0.07 0.78 -3.61 0.75 -3.75 0.36 0.49 56.4 53.6 L

17 1353 393 0.24 0.08 0.94 -0.94 0.91 -1.19 0.49 0.49 55.7 54.3 X

3 1359 393 0.20 0.08 1.35 3.54 1.42 3.46 0.34 0.49 46.5 53.9 J

16 1369 393 0.15 0.08 0.85 -5.50 0.86 -5.06 0.39 0.49 58.3 54.4 R

11 1362 393 0.09 0.08 0.75 -7.05 0.78 -6.72 0.48 0.49 53.7 54.2 V

13 1364 393 0.17 0.08 1.05 -0.75 1.07 -0.68 0.49 0.49 53.7 54.3 AF

21 1396 393 -0.03 0.08 0.84 -3.24 0.85 -2.85 0.47 0.48 51.4 54.1 AD

23 1401 393 -0.06 0.08 1.24 1.41 1.14 0.91 0.27 0.48 53.7 54.2 AE

14 1411 393 -0.08 0.08 1.03 0.45 1.00 0.02 0.72 0.48 53.4 56.1 T

4 1417 393 -0.10 0.08 0.81 -4.08 0.81 -4.24 0.38 0.48 56.9 54.0 K

24 1429 393 -0.12 0.08 0.67 -8.74 0.84 -2.84 0.32 0.48 56.4 56.1 AE

28 1439 393 -0.16 0.08 1.17 1.97 1.10 1.35 0.24 0.48 49.9 57.5 H

27 1443 393 -0.18 0.08 1.07 0.94 0.94 -0.15 0.23 0.47 52.9 57.4 AH

18 1448 393 -0.22 0.08 1.17 1.97 1.10 1.35 0.24 0.48 49.9 57.5 AI

30 1451 393 -0.25 0.08 1.14 1.26 1.14 1.16 0.35 0.47 52.3 59.1 AK

9 1459 393 -0.27 0.08 1.18 2.17 1.14 1.16 0.37 0.46 53.2 59.7 P

26 1519 393 -0.65 0.08 1.14 1.64 1.13 1.14 0.43 0.46 53.4 59.1 AG

15 1522 393 -0.73 0.08 1.17 1.15 1.15 1.43 0.46 0.45 53.4 59.1 Y

29 1534 393 -1.24 0.08 1.24 3.01 1.24 2.94 0.45 0.45 55.6 60.4 AJ

* Sources: Study of Indonesian Language Compliance Behavior of Local Government Employees: Rasch Model 
Analysis, 2025

According to Rasch guidelines, infit and outfit MNSQ values should generally fall between 0.5 and 1.5 for 
productive measurement and avoid distortion (Boone, 2016). Most items exhibit infit and outfit values within the 
ideal range, suggesting good model-data fit. However, certain items, such as Item 27 (MNSQ = 1.81, Outfit = 1.83) 
and Item 29 (MNSQ = 1.85, Outfit = 1.84), exceed the upper threshold. These items may introduce unexpected 
noise, indicating possible construct-irrelevant variance, multidimensionality, or respondent misinterpretation 
(Bond & Fox, 2020). Conversely, Items 1, 2, and 5 display infit values below 0.8 (e.g., Item 1: 0.71), indicating 
overfit, which typically signals redundancy or over predictability. While overfit is less problematic than underfit, 
it may imply that these items do not add unique information.
	 The ZSTD values range from approximately -2.41 to +2.74, with multiple items exceeding ±2.0, 
indicating statistically significant misfit. Although large sample sizes inflate ZSTD sensitivity, the combination of 
extreme ZSTD and MNSQ >1.5 for items 27 and 29 confirms the presence of substantial misfit. Items with ZSTD 
near zero and MNSQ close to 1.0 (e.g., Items 8 and 10) demonstrate optimal fit. The summary at the bottom 
indicates: Mean Infit and Outfit MNSQ ≈ 1.00, which suggests overall alignment with Rasch expectations at the 
scale level; Item reliability is not explicitly stated here, but based on stability of MNSQ distribution and minimal 
spread (P.SD = 0.22 for infit), the scale appears robust, supporting internal consistency. The majority of items 
fit well, reinforcing the unidimensionality assumption (Andrich, 1999). However, misfitting items (particularly 
Items 27 and 29) warrant further content review to identify potential ambiguity or multidimensional traits. 
These items may need revision or removal to improve construct validity and measurement precision (Bond & 
Fox, 2020).

d.	 Rasch Targeting Plot
The Rasch Targeting Plot visualizes the distribution of respondent abilities (person measures) and item difficulty 
estimates (item measures) on a common logit scale. Unlike the traditional Wright Map generated directly from 
Winsteps output, this distribution-based targeting plot presents smoothed density curves to facilitate clearer 
interpretation of measurement alignment between the instrument and the target population (Bond & Fox, 
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2020). The vertical logit scale ranges from approximately −2 to +4, where higher logit values indicate higher 
respondent ability and greater item difficulty. The left-side distribution represents person ability, while the 
right-side distribution reflects item difficulty. Most respondents are concentrated between −1 and +2 logits, 
indicating that the sample predominantly demonstrates moderate levels of the measured construct. Only a 
small proportion of respondents extend beyond +3 logits, suggesting limited representation of very high-ability 
individuals.
	 Item difficulty estimates are primarily clustered around the mean of 0 logits, indicating that the 
instrument is generally well-centered relative to the average ability of the sample. However, the distribution 
reveals a noticeable sparsity of items above +2 logits, which may limit the instrument’s capacity to discriminate 
among high-ability respondents and suggests a potential ceiling effect. In contrast, item coverage at the lower 
end of the scale is adequate, thereby minimizing the risk of a floor effect.

Figure 2. Rasch Targeting Plot

The distribution of respondent abilities (left) and item difficulty estimates (right) are displayed on a common 
logit scale. The degree of overlap between the two distributions indicates the extent to which the instrument is 
appropriately targeted to the sample. Overall, the overlap between person ability and item difficulty distributions 
indicates effective targeting of the instrument, supporting the alignment between the measurement scale and 
the respondent population. This pattern is consistent with Rasch model expectations and suggests satisfactory 
calibration of item difficulty along a single latent continuum (Andrich, 1999; Bond & Fox, 2020).

e.	 Difference Test
1)	 Test of Differences on Educational Level 
A one-way ANOVA was conducted to determine if Indonesian language use differs across educational levels. 
Results showed between-group variation (Sum of Squares = 625.512, df = 3, Mean Square = 208.504) and 
within-group variation (Sum of Squares = 47,268.050, df = 389, Mean Square = 121.512), with F = 1.716 and 
p = 0.163, indicating no significant difference.
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This suggests that education does not significantly affect language compliance. Consistent with prior studies, 
language practices are influenced more by institutional culture, organizational ideologies, and habitual use 
than by education alone (Archey, 2023; Bilá & Ivanova, 2020). Therefore, policy strategies should focus on 
organizational culture, socialization, and attitudes toward language use rather than relying solely on educational 
background.

2)	 Difference Test by Employment Status
A one-way ANOVA examined differences in Indonesian language use among employees across administrative 
levels (central, provincial, municipal, and higher education). Results showed between-group variation (Sum of 
Squares = 1,029.543, df = 5, Mean Square = 205.909) and within-group variation (Sum of Squares = 46,864.019, 
df = 387, Mean Square = 121.096), with F = 1.700 and p = 0.133. This indicates no significant differences in 
language use based on employment status or institutional tier.
	 These findings suggest that language behavior is shaped more by language ideologies, policy enforcement, 
and organizational culture than by structural hierarchies (Shohamy, 2006; Spolsky, 2009; Piller, 2017). 
Consequently, strategies to strengthen compliance should emphasize systemic and cultural measures - such as 
institution-wide training, monitoring, and awareness programs—rather than targeting specific organizational 
levels.

3)	 Difference Test based on length of work
A one-way ANOVA was conducted to examine whether differences in Indonesian language use exist among 
employees based on length of service. Results show that between-group variation (Sum of Squares = 446.944, df 
= 4, Mean Square = 111.736) and within-group variation (Sum of Squares = 47,446.619, df = 388, Mean Square 
= 122.285) yielded an F-value of 0.914 with a p-value of 0.456, indicating no significant differences.
	 This suggests that tenure does not influence Indonesian language compliance, as usage remains stable 
across different service lengths. Organizational language practices appear more strongly shaped by formal 
policies, institutional norms, and organizational culture rather than individual work experience (Archey, 2023; 
Bilá & Ivanova, 2020). Policy efforts should therefore focus on reinforcing institutional language norms through 
training, monitoring, and awareness programs for all employees, regardless of tenure. Future research could 
explore nuanced attitudes and informal practices through qualitative methods.

f.	 DIF Analysis
The DIF analysis was conducted using the Rasch Model framework to evaluate the invariance of item functioning 
across respondent subgroups. The purpose of this test is to ensure that items measure the same latent construct 
without bias toward any group (Bond & Fox, 2020).
Table 5. DIF Analysis
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R 0.00 0.00 0.06 R 0.00 0.00 0.06 0.00 – – – H

R 0.00 0.00 0.07 R 0.00 0.00 0.07 0.00 – – – I
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* Sources: Study of Indonesian Language Compliance Behavior of Local Government Employees: Rasch Model 
Analysis, 2025

The DIF statistics indicate that all items (A through Z) show: DGF Score = 0.00, DGF Size = 0.00, and Standard 
Errors (S.E.) ranging between 0.07 and 0.08. Additionally, the Joint Contrast, Rasch-Welch t-statistics, and 
probability values were not significant, and in most cases, contrasts were effectively zero. This demonstrates the 
absence of meaningful differential functioning across the examined groups.
	 The absence of DIF across all items suggests that the instrument maintains measurement invariance 
and does not favor any subgroup. This supports the construct validity of the instrument because observed 
differences in person measures are attributable to true differences in the underlying trait rather than item bias 
(Tennant & Conaghan, 2007). The low variability in standard errors (0.07- 0.08) confirms the stability of 
these estimates. According to Andrich, (1999), standard errors within this range are consistent with acceptable 
precision in Rasch measurement.
	 The invariance confirmed by DIF analysis implies that the measurement tool: Provides fair and unbiased 
assessment across demographic groups, meets essential criteria for cross-group comparability, and enhances the 
robustness of conclusions derived from the data, particularly in high-stakes or policy-driven research contexts. 
This finding is particularly relevant when the instrument is applied across heterogeneous populations, as it 
ensures that any detected differences in ability or attitude are substantive rather than artifacts of item bias.

Discussion
This study provides critical insights into the compliance behavior of local government employees regarding 
the standardized use of Bahasa Indonesia within formal institutional settings. Findings highlight that language 
compliance in bureaucratic environments is not a function of demographic variables such as educational 
level, employment status, or tenure, but is instead driven by organizational culture, language ideologies, and 
institutional enforcement mechanisms. These results affirm the complexity and multidimensional nature of 
language policy implementation, consistent with sociolinguistic theories that emphasize the interaction between 
structural mandates and local practices (Viennet & Pont, 2017).
	 The Rasch analysis confirms the instrument’s strong psychometric properties, providing a robust 
foundation for assessing language compliance behavior. High person reliability (0.87) and item reliability (0.96) 
indicate the scale’s capability to differentiate respondents effectively along the compliance continuum while 
maintaining stable item hierarchies across samples (Bond & Fox, 2020). The separation indices (person = 2.62; 
item = 4.67) further support this differentiation, suggesting adequate stratification for diagnostic purposes 
(Andrich, 1999). In addition, the Wright map indicates a sparsity of items above +2 logits, which limits precision 
for high-ability respondents. Expanding the upper end of the item bank with more difficult behaviors would 
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improve targeting, reduce potential ceiling effects, and enable more sensitive longitudinal monitoring of 
organizational change (Bond & Fox, 2020).
	 Fit statistics fall within the recommended range (infit and outfit MNSQ = 0.5–1.5), confirming data-
model alignment and unidimensionality, a critical assumption in Rasch measurement (Boone, Staver, & Yale, 
2014). Minor misfit detected in items 27 and 29 suggests semantic ambiguity or construct irrelevance, warranting 
content revision for improved precision (Bond & Fox, 2020). Overall, these metrics confirm the instrument’s 
suitability for both applied research and policy evaluation contexts. Following standard Rasch practice, Items 
27 and 29 will be revised through content review and cognitive debriefing to remove potential ambiguity and 
construct-irrelevant variance; subsequent calibration on an independent sample will verify improved fit and 
scale precision.
	 The absence of statistically significant differences across education (p = 0.163), employment status 
(p = 0.133), and length of service (p = 0.456) underscores the limited explanatory power of demographic 
characteristics for predicting language compliance. These findings challenge assumptions that educational 
attainment or seniority directly influences compliance and instead point to the salience of institutional norms, 
peer discourse practices, and organizational ideologies in shaping linguistic behavior. For completeness, effect-size 
estimates (η²/partial η²) were small across factors, reinforcing the limited explanatory power of demographics 
and the primacy of organizational mechanisms in predicting compliance.
	 The uniformity observed across institutional tiers, ministries, provincial offices, and universities, further 
reinforces the standardizing influence of national policy directives and formalized language management 
frameworks. This suggests that compliance is socially constructed and negotiated within organizational 
discourse communities rather than determined by individual factors alone (Astley, 2019; Yakimova, 2017). 
This cross-tier uniformity suggests that formal language-management regimes operate as field-level institutions 
that standardize expectations and routines, thereby shifting compliance from an individual attribute to an 
organizational property that is reproduced in everyday administrative discourse.
	 The findings have significant implications for language policy design and implementation. First, 
interventions should adopt systemic strategies rather than targeting demographic subgroups. Recommended 
measures include: Institution-wide training to strengthen awareness of legal mandates and linguistic standards, 
Monitoring and feedback systems to sustain compliance, particularly in multilingual regions where local 
languages exert strong influence (Zentz, 2014), and Integration of language norms into professional identity 
frameworks, promoting compliance as an organizational value rather than a regulatory imposition (Kaplan 
& Baldauf, 1997). Operationally, we recommend a staged roadmap: (i) deploy standardized templates and 
checklists for official correspondence; (ii) implement unit-level audits with feedback loops tied to managerial 
KPIs; and (iii) embed language-use expectations in induction, supervision, and performance reviews. These 
organization-wide levers align incentives and reduce variance without relying on demographic targeting.
	 The application of Rasch modeling demonstrates its value for language policy research, enabling 
precise, invariant measurement of latent traits and ensuring fairness across diverse demographic groups. The 
confirmed absence of Differential Item Functioning (DIF) across subgroups validates the instrument’s cross-
group comparability, an essential criterion for evaluating compliance in heterogeneous populations (Tennant & 
Conaghan, 2007). Practically, invariance means that scores are comparable across subgroups for benchmarking, 
internal audits, and policy monitoring without introducing measurement bias, which is essential for equitable 
governance analytics.
	 The study contributes to language policy implementation literature by empirically illustrating how 
macro-level regulatory frameworks interact with micro-level institutional ideologies to influence language 
behavior. Findings support Compliance Theory and the Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB), which posit that 
normative pressures, perceived legitimacy, and organizational climate exert greater influence on compliance than 
demographic characteristics (Birnbaum, 2016; Jackson, 2018). Moreover, the study reinforces the explanatory 
value of Institutional Sociolinguistics for analyzing compliance behavior within hierarchical bureaucratic systems 
(Lê & Short, 2009). Our evidence is consistent with a mechanism in which subjective norms and perceived 
legitimacy (TPB) are institutionalized through compliance routines and supervisory monitoring (Compliance 
Theory), and subsequently enacted within hierarchical discourse communities (Institutional Sociolinguistics). 
This alignment explains why organizational climate dominates demographic attributes in predicting compliant 
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language behavior.
	 While the study offers robust psychometric evidence and substantive theoretical contributions, it is 
limited by its reliance on self-reported data, which may be subject to social desirability bias. Future research 
should adopt mixed-method approaches, combining Rasch-based measurement with qualitative interviews 
to uncover attitudinal and discursive dynamics underlying compliance. Additionally, examining digital 
communication practices within e-government platforms could provide insights into emerging challenges 
for language standardization in the digital era. Future work should triangulate self-reports with behavioral 
and digital-trace data from e-government platforms (e.g., document corpora, ticketing systems), incorporate 
longitudinal or quasi-experimental designs to test causality, and examine multi-level effects (teams, departments, 
jurisdictions) to identify where organizational levers are most effective. The convergence of strong measurement 
reliability, uniform compliance patterns across demographic variables, and the absence of item bias underscores 
the centrality of organizational culture and institutional norms in shaping language behavior in Indonesian 
governance contexts. These findings highlight the need for holistic, culture-driven policy interventions and 
reaffirm the importance of integrating psychometric rigor into sociolinguistic research.

Conclusion
This study demonstrates that Indonesian language compliance among local government employees is driven 
chiefly by institutional culture, organizational ideologies, and enforcement mechanisms, not by education, status, 
or tenure. The uniformity observed across ministries, provinces, municipalities, and universities underscores the 
standardizing influence of national language policy within a multilingual environment. Rasch modeling provides 
a robust evidentiary base—high person and item reliability, satisfactory fit, and subgroup invariance—validating 
the instrument for large-scale diagnostics and fair benchmarking. Policy implications are organization-centered: 
deploy standardized correspondence templates and checklists; implement unit-level audits with feedback loops 
tied to managerial KPIs; and embed language-use expectations in induction, supervision, and performance 
reviews so that compliance becomes an organizational property rather than an individual trait. Theoretically, the 
results illuminate how macro regulations are translated into everyday discourse through norms and monitoring, 
consistent with Compliance Theory, Institutional Sociolinguistics, and the Theory of Planned Behavior. Two 
limitations merit note: self-report bias and limited precision at the extreme upper ability range. Future research 
should expand the item bank with more difficult behaviors indicated by the Wright-map gap, triangulate survey 
scores with behavioral and digital-trace evidence from e-government systems, and use longitudinal or quasi-
experimental designs (including cross-regional comparisons) to test causal effects of organizational interventions 
on sustained compliance.

Recommendation
Based on the study’s findings, the following recommendations are proposed to strengthen Indonesian language 
compliance within government institutions:

Implement Organization-Wide Language Training Programs. Develop mandatory and continuous 
training sessions for civil servants to enhance awareness of legal obligations and standardized linguistic 
practices as mandated by Law No. 24 of 2009. Training should emphasize not only grammatical accuracy 
but also professional communication standards across all official correspondence and digital platforms.
	Establish Monitoring and Evaluation Mechanisms. Introduce compliance monitoring systems within 
each organizational unit to track the use of Bahasa Indonesia in formal documents, meetings, and digital 
communication. These systems should include periodic audits, feedback reports, and performance 
indicators tied to institutional evaluation metrics.
	Integrate Language Norms into Organizational Culture. Embed language compliance as a core 
organizational value by incorporating it into codes of conduct, performance appraisals, and institutional 
branding. This approach fosters an environment where language compliance is perceived as a professional 
and ethical responsibility rather than a regulatory burden.
	Promote Positive Language Ideologies. Develop internal campaigns that frame compliance as a symbol 
of professionalism, national identity, and institutional legitimacy. Leadership should model correct 
language use, reinforcing the link between linguistic practice and organizational credibility. 
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	Utilize Digital Platforms for Language Standardization. Leverage e-government systems, intranet 
portals, and mobile applications to provide standardized templates, real-time language checking tools, 
and automated reminders for official communication. This ensures consistency and supports compliance 
in increasingly digital bureaucratic environments. 
	Contextualize Strategies in Multilingual Regions. In areas with strong local language dominance, 
implement context-sensitive initiatives, such as bilingual glossaries and localized training, to harmonize 
national language standards with regional linguistic realities while maintaining inclusivity.
	Foster Collaborative Policy Implementation. Encourage collaboration among central, provincial, and 
local government bodies to share best practices, develop uniform compliance guidelines, and conduct 
joint workshops, ensuring alignment across all administrative levels.
These recommendations collectively aim to institutionalize Indonesian language compliance as an 
organizational norm, thereby reinforcing linguistic sovereignty and policy objectives in a multilingual 
governance context.
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